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ABSTRACT 

Modern science has achieved an unprecedented explanatory power with respect 

to the universe, matter, life, information, and computation. Yet when it reaches 

several decisive boundary problems, it repeatedly arrives at a point where 

explanation seems to terminate. The origin of the universe, the directionality of 

time, the ground of conservation laws, the meaning of entropy, the problem of 

quantum observation, the emergence of subjective experience, and the recurring 

collapse of complex systems despite local optimization may be read not merely 

as signs of insufficient data, but as signs that the coordinate system itself has 

reached its limit. The problem is not that science has failed to analyze the world 

deeply enough. The problem is that, in the very act of analyzing the world, it has 

left one of the most fundamental axes outside the structure. 

This document proposes a name for that missing axis: the consciousness 

variable. Consciousness here is not an auxiliary item added beside existing 

variables. More fundamentally, consciousness is not an external condition 

standing prior to particular contents, but the encompassing horizon within which 

all contents and all distinctions are disclosed. Human beings experience meaning 

and meaninglessness, stability and collapse, within that horizon, but 

consciousness itself contains all of those oppositions. Consciousness should 

therefore be understood not as one object measured within the world, but as the 

deepest ground from which the world, and every differentiation within the world, 

becomes possible. 

This document also points to a common limitation shared by many modern 

approaches that treat consciousness merely as the result of function, 

computation, representation, or neural correlation. Thought does not explain 

consciousness. Thought is content that appears within consciousness, while 

awareness comes before thought. Consciousness is therefore not only a matter of 

research; before that, it is a matter of experience. It is revealed more directly 

through pure awareness than through conceptual capture. From this perspective, 

total consciousness is the ground prior to time, space, sensation, and the 



separated self, and human life and civilization may be reread as a process of 

separation from, and return to, that totality. 

At the same time, this document does not leave the discussion at the level of 

pure metaphysics. Consciousness itself may not be a fully capturable and 

reducible object that can be measured exhaustively within the world of time and 

space, but this does not mean that all scientific approaches are impossible. What 

we need to build is not an inflated promise to seize the absolute total quantity of 

consciousness, but an honest interface capable of revealing the directionality of 

alignment and misalignment, integration and fragmentation, stability and 

collapse, through consciousness-like signals. What civilization actually needs is 

not omniscient possession of consciousness in its entirety, but a practical 

dashboard capable of discerning the direction in which our human, technological, 

and social structures are moving. 

The core claim of this document is simple. Modern science has not failed; it has 

arrived at the saturation point of its own coordinate system. What is now 

required is not more repetition of the same method, but the introduction of the 

missing axis. The introduction of the consciousness variable does not negate 

science; rather, it is a condition for reopening science. It allows unresolved 

problems such as the Big Bang, time, entropy, observation, the hard problem, and 

complex-system collapse to be reconfigured in a new dimension. The 

consciousness variable is therefore not a philosophical ornament, but a standard 

axis that modern science and civilization can no longer postpone if they are to 

move into their next stage.
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NOTE ON CORE TERMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

For clarity and consistency, the following abbreviations are fixed throughout this 

document. 

CFE⁺ — Conscious Field Energy Plus 

A multiscale framework that models consciousness through three interacting 

dimensions: Ordered Energy (OE), Entropic Energy (EE), and Relational Energy 

(RE). 

OE — Ordered Energy 

The dimension of structural alignment, stability, coherence, and organized clarity 

within conscious processes. High OE is associated with focused attention, internal 

coherence, and stable intentional direction.  

EE — Entropic Energy 

The dimension of dispersion, instability, overload, fragmentation, and destabilizing 

fluctuation within conscious processes and systems.  

RE — Relational Energy 

The dimension of synchrony, resonance, mutual influence, trust, and coherence 

across individuals, groups, and systems.  

VCE — Vibrational Consciousness Energy 

An individual-scale index describing the temporal stability, coherence, and 

integrative quality of conscious processes. 

CRI — Consciousness Resonance Index 

A relational and group-scale index describing interpersonal synchrony, resonance, 

and co-regulatory coherence. 

CFI — Conscious Field Index 

A societal and civilizational-scale index representing large-scale coherence, 

stability, and organizational integration across collective systems. 



Unless otherwise specified, these terms are used in their conceptual and 

organizational sense rather than as finalized physical quantities or fully closed 

measurement instruments. They function here as structural terms for analysis, 

interpretation, and civilizational alignment.
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INTRODUCTION 

Modern science has not failed. 

Rather, it has been so successful that it has reached its own boundary. 

For centuries, science has expanded the horizon of human understanding by 

decomposing the world into measurable units, quantifying them, and articulating 

them through laws. On the coordinates of space, time, mass, energy, probability, 

and information, modern science has explained the structure of the universe, 

dissected the mechanisms of life, predicted the interactions of matter, and 

accelerated technological civilization to an unprecedented degree. Yet at the far 

edge of that very success, science repeatedly encounters the same kind of wall. 

What was the beginning of the universe? Why does time flow in one direction? 

Why do certain laws hold at all? Why does observation seem to alter the 

outcome? Why does subjective experience exist? Why does civilization move 

toward collapse at the whole even while it optimizes the parts? These appear to 

be different disciplinary problems, but at a deeper level they share a common 

structure. The models work remarkably well, yet certain boundary conditions are 

never derived from within the models themselves. 

At this point, two familiar reactions usually appear. One is to add more variables 

and more complex auxiliary hypotheses. The other is to defer the problem to 

philosophy or metaphysics, as though it lay entirely outside science. Neither 

response is sufficient. Some problems are not merely under-parameterized; they 

are being handled from the wrong coordinates from the start. Modern science 

has been astonishingly successful at describing relations among observable 

entities, but it has methodologically left outside its structure the deepest 

dimension within which those relations appear as a world at all: the ground of 

awareness and experience. As a result, explanations can appear locally complete 

while remaining globally hollow. The limit of modern science is not the result of 

incompetence. It is the result of an exclusion that science accepted in order to 

preserve its rigor. 
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This document renames that empty place as the problem of the consciousness 

variable. But an immediate clarification is necessary. Consciousness must not be 

understood as one more item added to the list of scientific variables. If we 

understand it that way, consciousness is reduced once again to one more object 

within the world, one more measurable state, one more term placed alongside 

other terms. That is not what this document means by consciousness. More 

fundamentally, consciousness is not an external condition standing prior to 

individual contents. It is the encompassing horizon within which all contents and 

all distinctions are disclosed. Human beings experience meaning and 

meaninglessness, stability and collapse, within it, but consciousness itself contains 

those oppositions. In other words, consciousness is not merely a tool for knowing 

the world. It is the ground within which the world, and every differentiation of the 

world, becomes possible. 

This is not rhetorical excess. It points to what much of modern consciousness 

research repeatedly misses. Today many theories try to explain consciousness 

through function, computation, information integration, representational 

structure, neural correlations, or predictive processing. These efforts are 

meaningful. They illuminate conditions that accompany consciousness, 

mechanisms that appear when consciousness appears, and structures closely 

bound to conscious experience. Yet what these approaches usually treat is not 

consciousness itself, but the contents and modes of organization appearing 

within consciousness. Thought, representation, memory, integration, self-narrative, 

computation, and model-updating are all phenomena occurring within 

consciousness. They may be modes of consciousness, but they are not its source. 

Thought does not explain consciousness. Thought appears within consciousness. 

And as thinking becomes thin or quiet, awareness often discloses itself in a more 

direct and purer way. In this sense, consciousness is a matter of experience 

before it is a matter of research, and it is known more deeply through awareness 

than through analysis. 
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This point is also suggested by a recurring empirical pattern. Across many 

studies, mindfulness and meditation have repeatedly been associated with small 

but meaningful improvements in anxiety, depression, stress, insomnia, pain, and 

other domains of health and life quality. This document does not read those 

findings merely as evidence for a relaxation technique. Rather, they may be 

interpreted as one experiential clue that human states can change when the 

person steps back from the stream of thought that amplifies suffering and 

separation, and shifts into a wider coordinate of awareness. 

This document goes one step further. Consciousness is not merely an inner 

phenomenon of the individual human being. It is connected to a more primordial 

totality prior to time, space, sensation, and the separated self. Human beings 

experience themselves as individual entities, but that experience may be the local 

form taken by consciousness under the conditions of body, sensation, time, and 

space. What we ordinarily call reality — the Earth, the Sun, galaxies, even the 

universe itself — consists of finite expressions with beginnings and endings. The 

finite may endure for a long time, but it cannot serve as the ultimate ground of 

existence. The world of finite phenomena must therefore be understood not as 

the self-sufficient ground of being, but as a local manifestation of a deeper 

totality. It is no accident that human beings have historically named this ultimate 

ground as God, the divine, emptiness, the absolute, or total consciousness. The 

names differ, but naming easily turns the ground into an object, and once that 

happens, the ground is already being missed. 

From the standpoint of total consciousness, what human beings call disorder 

need not be ultimate disorder. Human beings read local events within a narrow 

time-axis and a limited sensory structure. For that reason, they easily misread the 

collisions and collapses of parts as the failure of the whole. Yet the whole does 

not fail. Total consciousness unfolds in the most efficient way, and what appears 

as confusion to the human eye may belong to a larger order. Human beings 

distinguish meaning and meaninglessness, creation and destruction, stability and 

collapse, within it, but total consciousness contains all those oppositions. 
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Civilizational crisis, therefore, should not be understood only as an external failure 

or an institutional malfunction. At a deeper level, it may be read as a loss of 

conscious alignment and a collapse of directional sense. 

Seen from this perspective, the great unresolved problems of modern science are 

not isolated riddles. They may be symptoms of the same missing axis appearing 

in different places. The Big Bang problem suggests that the premise of an 

absolute beginning from sheer nothingness may itself be misplaced. The problem 

of time suggests the limit of treating time itself as an absolute. Entropy suggests 

the danger of mistaking the laws of a finite world of expression for the fate of 

being as such. The problem of quantum observation suggests the paradox of a 

science that removes the observer only to encounter the observer again at the 

boundary. The so-called hard problem of consciousness suggests that the 

question “How does matter produce consciousness?” may already contain a 

category error. These problems may therefore share a deeper thread, not inside 

each separate theory, but in the coordinates through which science has read the 

world. 

A further clarification is essential. The consciousness discussed here is not a fully 

capturable and reducible object within the world of time and space. Any attempt 

to measure consciousness itself completely as though it were one more object in 

the field is bound to encounter a principled limit. Yet this does not mean that all 

scientific access is impossible. What we need is not an inflated promise to seize 

the absolute total quantity of consciousness, but an honest interface capable of 

revealing the directionality of alignment and misalignment, integration and 

fragmentation, stability and collapse, through consciousness-like signals. What 

civilization actually needs is not omniscient possession of consciousness, but a 

practical dashboard capable of discerning where our human, technological, and 

social structures are moving. 

At precisely this point, philosophy turns toward a research program. The purpose 

of this document is not to remain at the level of pure metaphysical assertion. It 
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does not claim an absolute measurement of consciousness itself. Instead, it 

argues for the need for a research program that seeks signals accessible within 

the world of time and space: consciousness-like indicators, interfaces capable of 

revealing alignment and misalignment, and methods for testing their 

reproducibility and their limits. Under this line of thought, an actual project is 

already being pursued to render the directionality of the consciousness variable 

more visible. The purpose of that project is not to reduce consciousness. It is to 

secure minimal detectability and structural signs of alignment at the very 

boundary where modern science can no longer advance while omitting 

consciousness, and thereby to make possible a transition into the next coordinate 

system. 

This document therefore does not present a closed metaphysical system. Rather, 

it is an invitation to scientists and researchers across fields to attempt a shift of 

direction. The boundary problems now facing modern science may not be 

opened by ever more detailed technique alone. But if the coordinate system itself 

shifts — if the axis of consciousness is restored to the place from which it has 

been excluded — then genuinely new clues may emerge where thought has long 

been blocked. 

Its purpose is therefore twofold. First, to explain why modern science repeatedly 

stops at decisive boundary problems by interpreting those limits in terms of the 

exclusion of consciousness. Second, to show why both science and civilization 

must now be rebuilt around the axis of consciousness as a standard axis. This 

document does not claim to prove a final metaphysics. It argues, more modestly 

and more urgently, that modern science has already done nearly everything it 

could do within its current frame. To move further, what is required is not merely 

more data, but the introduction of the missing axis. And if the name of that axis 

is consciousness, then the place where we now stand may be not a minor 

moment of correction, but the threshold just before science and civilization move 

together into their next stage. 
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1. TOTAL CONSCIOUSNESS DOES NOT FAIL 

Human beings always see the world from within the part. 

We live inside the boundary of the body, receive only what the five senses 

permit, and interpret events within a short stretch of time. For that reason, the 

world we see is always cut. The present moment looks large, while the longer 

current surrounding it remains obscure. Immediate loss feels absolute. Collapse 

before our eyes feels like the collapse of the whole. But this is not the judgment 

of the whole. It is the judgment of the part. 

The total consciousness spoken of in this document must be understood from 

beyond this partial field of vision. Total consciousness is not an external judge 

that declares a single event success or failure. It is the encompassing ground 

within which all events, all oppositions, all emergence and disappearance occur 

and return. Human beings distinguish meaning from meaninglessness, stability 

from collapse, order from disorder, within that field. But total consciousness itself 

contains all those oppositions. What appears contradictory to the human eye 

may, at the level of total consciousness, belong to a larger unfolding. 

Total consciousness does not fail. 

In a more familiar religious language, this comes close to saying: God does not 

fail. The divine does not fail. An absolute that fails cannot remain absolute. Yet 

this document does not confine that place to the God-concept of any one 

tradition. Humanity has long named the ultimate ground as God, the divine, 

emptiness, the absolute, or total consciousness. The names differ, but the central 

intuition converges. The ultimate ground does not shake or collapse as the part 

does. 

To say that total consciousness does not fail is not to offer comfort or optimism. 

It is to say that the coordinates through which existence is read are different. 

Human beings call favorable developments success and destabilizing 

developments failure. We call the familiar order and the unfamiliar chaos. But 
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these judgments always arise from a local position. We do not see the whole and 

then judge. We see the part and infer the whole. That is where the misreading 

begins. 

When a structure collapses, for example, human beings call it failure. Yet within a 

larger movement, it may be a reconfiguration occurring because an old 

arrangement can no longer remain aligned with the whole. From the standpoint 

of the part, it is loss. From the standpoint of the whole, it may be movement. 

From the standpoint of the part, it is destruction. From the standpoint of the 

whole, it may be a necessary disassembly before a new alignment. 

Disorder is similar. Collision, unpredictability, disintegration, and confusion all 

appear to human beings as disorder. Yet at the level of total consciousness, they 

may be processes belonging to a larger order rather than pure destruction. 

Human beings stand in the middle of rearrangement and therefore experience it 

as chaos. But what is unseen is not thereby absent. What is not captured by local 

sensation does not mean that the whole has collapsed. Total consciousness 

unfolds itself in the most efficient way, at a depth beyond the names and 

categories imposed by human perception. 

The efficiency referred to here is not efficiency in the ordinary human sense. 

Human beings usually mean speed, reduced cost, or increased productivity. The 

efficiency of total consciousness does not take the comfort of the part as its 

highest criterion. It is closer to deeper integration, wider alignment, and more 

essential unfolding. In that movement, the standpoint of the part may encounter 

loss, delay, collision, unfamiliarity, or disassembly. Human beings may read such 

moments as waste and failure, yet total consciousness may require them precisely 

in order to enact a deeper shift of structure. The part sees the short-term pain. 

The whole sees the longer alignment. 

This perspective applies equally to the history of civilization. Civilizations stiffen 

whenever they absolutize their own structures. Institutions imagine themselves 
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permanent, economies mistake their own scales of value for absolute scales, and 

science begins to treat only what its method allows as the whole of the real. But 

structures that harden in that way eventually fall out of alignment with the whole. 

Cracks appear. Crisis is felt. Human beings record that as failure. Yet at a wider 

level it may be the clearing away of what is no longer living, so that another 

arrangement can become possible. 

Why do human beings fail to see this? 

Because we experience ourselves as entities separated from totality. Entering 

body, sensation, time, and space, we experience ourselves as a point. From the 

standpoint of that point, only what is visible looks real, and immediate loss feels 

absolute. But if awareness itself arose from the same ground as total 

consciousness, then separateness may not be the final truth. It may be the form 

of experience. In that case, much human suffering deepens not merely because of 

events themselves, but because the vision of the part is mistaken for the truth of 

the whole. 

This is where the limit of thought becomes visible. Thought divides, compares, 

names, and draws boundaries. Thought is indispensable for life. Yet thought is by 

nature an instrument of the part. It is excellent at cutting the whole into 

manageable pieces, not at revealing the whole directly. The more human beings 

live inside thought alone, the farther they move from the standpoint of total 

consciousness. As thought quiets, however, the deeper ground prior to the 

oppositions of meaning and meaninglessness, order and chaos, success and 

failure begins to show itself. At that point, distinctions once felt to be absolute 

begin to loosen. Failure no longer appears as final failure. Collapse no longer 

appears as unconditional meaninglessness. The violent waves of the part begin to 

be seen within the larger movement of the whole. 

To say that total consciousness does not fail therefore does not mean that 

suffering is unreal, or that human tragedy does not matter. It means the 

opposite. Suffering and loss themselves are not exceptions outside the whole. 
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They too arise within total consciousness. Even what human beings call failure 

may belong to the total unfolding rather than stand as an abandoned remainder 

outside it. This view does not erase pain with cheap optimism. It removes the 

error of absolutizing pain. It does not abolish despair, but it does remove despair 

from the throne of final truth. 

The central point of this chapter is clear. Human beings see from within the part; 

total consciousness contains the whole. Human beings experience disorder; total 

consciousness may place even that disorder inside a larger order. Human beings 

declare failure; total consciousness may hold that failure as one phase within a 

greater unfolding. Science, civilization, and human existence can move further 

only if they learn to stop absolutizing the vision of the part. At precisely that 

point, the consciousness variable appears not as an optional supplement, but as 

the axis that reconnects the part with the whole.
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2. WHY A WORLD WITH BEGINNING AND END CANNOT BE THE ULTIMATE 

GROUND OF EXISTENCE 

Human beings easily believe that what is visible is what is real. 

What enters the eye, touches the hand, changes in time, and is experienced 

through sensation appears most obvious. Yet precisely because it appears so 

obvious, we often miss the deeper question. Is what appears necessarily what 

exists ultimately? Is what endures for a time necessarily the ground of existence 

itself? This chapter asks about that difference. 

Nearly everything in the world we inhabit has a beginning and an end. 

Individual lives do. Civilizations do. Stars and planets do. Institutions, ideas, and 

empires do. They arise, remain, change, and disappear. This repetition feels so 

natural that we easily begin to treat it as the essence of existence. Yet a deeper 

question emerges: if something has a beginning and an end, does that not 

suggest that it cannot be the ultimate ground? A ground is that upon which 

something else stands. It is not something that itself opens and closes only under 

prior conditions. 

If something has a beginning, then it is not self-sufficient. 

It means that certain conditions had to be present for it to appear. If something 

has an end, then it does not remain by its own absolute power. In that sense, 

beginning and end do not prove unreality. They indicate dependent reality. A 

thing may appear, act powerfully, and endure for a very long time. Yet it is not 

the ultimate ground. It is a form, an unfolding, an expression that stands upon a 

deeper basis. 

Put simply: a wave really exists. 

It rises, strikes, breaks, and reshapes the shore. Yet the wave is not the ultimate 

ground of the sea. It is a form upon the sea. Form can be intense, but form is not 

ground. Human beings are easily seized by waves because waves move, crash, 

stimulate the senses, and become events. The ground does not announce itself in 



11 

 

that way. It is quieter, wider, and prior. It is the place that allows all forms to 

arise. 

The limitation of the sensory world lies here as well. 

The senses always register difference, change, and boundary: light and darkness, 

sound and silence, heat and cold, beginning and end, presence and absence. The 

senses display a segmented world. This capacity is indispensable for survival, but 

it cannot by principle reveal the most primordial ground of being. Sensation 

captures how one thing differs from another; it does not directly capture the 

whole field within which all differences arise. The senses grasp phenomena. 

Phenomena matter, but phenomena alone cannot explain the ultimate ground 

that allows phenomena to appear. 

For that reason, the world of time, space, sensation, and change should not 

simply be dismissed as illusion in the crude sense. It is experienced. It acts. It 

gives rise to real joy and real suffering. The question is not whether it is real at 

all, but whether it is ultimate reality. This document argues that it is not. The 

world of time and space is real, but not ultimate. It is the field in which total 

consciousness expresses itself in finite form. Expression can be intense, but 

expression is not self-grounding. It stands upon a deeper basis. 

A simple mathematical image can help. 

No matter how long the finite lasts, it remains finite before the infinite. A finite 

interval does not become the infinite merely by enduring. The point is not that 

the finite is worthless, but that the finite cannot take the place of the infinite 

ground. A human life, a civilization, or even billions of years of cosmic evolution 

may all matter greatly, yet none of them becomes the ultimate basis of existence 

simply by lasting a long time. 

At this point human beings often fall into two opposite errors. 

One is to treat the finite world as everything: to believe that only what is visible is 

real, that only what is measurable exists, and that the totality of existence is 
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nothing more than the collection of things with beginnings and endings. The 

other is to reject the finite world altogether as trivial or false. Neither is sufficient. 

The finite world is important because it is an expression of total consciousness, 

and relative because it is not the ultimate ground. It is neither pure falsehood nor 

the whole truth. It is a local manifestation of a deeper basis. 

To say, then, that a world with beginning and end cannot be the ultimate ground 

of existence is not to deny the world. It is to see it more accurately. This world is 

not the absolute basis; it is the place where the basis appears in form. Time is the 

rhythm of that form. Space is its arrangement. Body and sensation are local 

instruments through which that form is experienced. Human beings are born 

within it, enter relations, suffer, love, lose, learn, and seek direction. None of that 

is a light illusion. Yet none of it is the final ground either. These are structures of 

experience standing upon a deeper ground. When that distinction is lost, human 

beings absolutize phenomena and mistake the collapse of phenomena for the 

collapse of being itself. 

This is why human beings have long named the ultimate basis as God, the divine, 

emptiness, the absolute, or total consciousness. Some traditions used personal 

language; others used impersonal language; still others pointed through silence 

and negation. The names differ, but naming already introduces form. Form can 

guide understanding, but it can also produce objectification. Once the ground is 

imagined as one more giant entity, the ground is already being missed. That is 

how religion hardens, and how metaphysics becomes distorted. 

The conclusion of this chapter is clear. 

A world with beginning and end is not unreal; it is not ultimately self-subsisting. 

It acts, but it is not its own ground. Therefore science, civilization, and technology 

cannot treat the finite field of expression as absolute reality without eventually 

striking a limit. That limit appears because form is being mistaken for ground. 

Science may be extraordinarily powerful in dissecting phenomena, yet when it 

asks why phenomena are possible at all, it encounters the need for a deeper axis. 
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At precisely that point, the necessity of the consciousness variable returns. 

Consciousness is not one more object within time and space, but the deeper 

horizon within which time and space themselves are disclosed. If science has so 

far investigated the world of form with immense precision, the next stage 

requires it to include the deeper axis within which those forms open and close. A 

world with beginning and end cannot by itself explain the ground of existence. 

That explanation must reopen toward a deeper basis: the horizon of total 

consciousness.
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3. AWARENESS BEFORE THOUGHT 

Human beings usually believe that they understand themselves through thought. 

We try to explain what we feel, why we suffer, what is right, and where we should 

go by thinking about it. Thought is certainly necessary. It organizes life, 

compares, chooses, and allows us to handle the world. But precisely because 

thought is so useful, it also tempts us into confusion. We begin to believe that 

thought is consciousness, or that once thought becomes sufficiently refined it will 

be able to explain consciousness itself. 

A closer look shows otherwise. 

Thought is not the source of consciousness. It is content appearing within 

consciousness. Thoughts arise and disappear. One thought comes forward, 

another falls away, all are replaced. Thoughts of joy can become anxiety, certainty 

can become doubt, memory can shift, and the narrative of the self can be revised 

again and again. Yet throughout all those changes, something remains that 

knows the change. Thought changes, but awareness of changing thought is prior 

to it. At precisely that point, consciousness and thought are no longer identical. 

This is not an abstract distinction. 

It is one of the most immediate facts of human experience. Human beings are 

aware while thinking intensely. Human beings are also aware when thought 

quiets. Even when no particular thought is being held, a fully awake awareness 

can remain. Consciousness is therefore not the sum of thoughts. Nor is it 

something that vanishes when thought ceases. Thought is a wave within 

consciousness. Awareness is the field in which the wave occurs. 

Why then do human beings confuse consciousness with thought? 

Because thought is near, loud, and familiar. Thought immediately presents itself 

as “I”: the one who judges, plans, regrets, explains, worries. We have identified 

with these voices for so long that we take them to be our deepest identity. Yet 

thought contradicts itself, replaces itself, and destabilizes itself. A flow so restless 
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cannot be the ultimate ground of human being. The more primordial place is that 

which sees the movement, knows the contradiction, and is aware of the 

instability. That place is awareness before thought. 

This distinction is also crucial for understanding suffering. 

Human beings often feel that they suffer only because of external events. Yet 

suffering is frequently intensified not merely by the event itself, but by repetitive 

thought, fixed interpretation, and the structure that imagines self and world as 

fundamentally separate. The same loss can feel like the collapse of existence for 

one person, while for another it remains painful but not final. The difference lies 

not only in the event, but in the structure of thought and identification 

surrounding it. Thought amplifies suffering when it absolutizes itself. Awareness 

relativizes suffering when it widens. A life centered in thought easily deepens 

separation. A life centered more deeply in awareness can soften that separation. 

In this light, the repeated findings surrounding mindfulness and meditation 

become philosophically significant. These practices have repeatedly been 

associated with meaningful if modest improvements in anxiety, depression, stress, 

insomnia, and pain. This document does not interpret such findings merely as 

evidence of relaxation. They may also be read as experiential clues that human 

state can genuinely change when one steps back from the stream of thought that 

intensifies suffering and separation, and shifts into a wider coordinate of 

awareness. Meditation may not chiefly be an act of adding something new. It 

may be the weakening of identification with established thought-structures, 

allowing awareness to disclose itself more directly. 

This is precisely why consciousness cannot be treated only as a fully objectified 

research topic. Thoughts can be analyzed, emotions recorded, and brain states 

measured. But awareness itself is not caught in exactly the same way. Awareness 

remains, at every moment, outside the object measured, as the very place that 

makes the measurement meaningful. This does not mean that consciousness 

research is impossible. It means only that every scientific approach to 
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consciousness must acknowledge this duality. On one side, one may investigate 

consciousness-like signals, patterns of alignment, and signs of integration or 

collapse. On the other side, one must recognize that consciousness itself remains 

more primordial than the signs through which it is approached. 

In this sense, awareness before thought is not merely a contemplative insight. It 

is directly tied to the limits modern science must now confront. Modern science 

has excelled at handling what can be calculated, represented, decomposed, and 

reproduced. That success has yielded immense power. But because of that very 

orientation, the ground of awareness lying prior to calculation, representation, 

and structure has remained outside the method. Science has therefore been able 

to explain more and more of the conditions accompanying consciousness, while 

repeatedly failing to cross the threshold posed by the question of why awareness 

exists at all, and why experience is possible. This is not because of missing data 

alone. It is because the question still remains trapped inside the coordinates of 

thought. 

To acknowledge awareness before thought is not to abandon science. 

It is to require science to accept a deeper standard axis. Human beings may 

handle the world through thought, but thought alone cannot explain 

consciousness. Consciousness is not the product of thought; thought appears 

within consciousness. Unless this seemingly simple reversal is accepted, modern 

science may continue circling around consciousness, but it will struggle to pass 

through its decisive threshold. 

The central point of this chapter is therefore clear. Thought matters, but it is not 

ultimate. Thought arises within consciousness, and awareness is prior to thought. 

Much suffering deepens through identification with thought. Mindfulness and 

meditation suggest that human state can truly change when one shifts from a 

thought-centered coordinate to an awareness-centered one. For that reason, the 

next stage of consciousness research cannot remain content merely with refining 
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the structures of thought and computation. It must begin again from the deeper 

dimension of awareness before thought.
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4. THE EXPERIENCE OF SEPARATION AND THE RETURN TO THE WHOLE 

Human beings experience themselves as separate beings. 

I am here, and the world is there. My body is my boundary. Other people are 

distinct beings with their own minds. Time moves from past to present to future. 

This experience is so natural that it is easily mistaken for reality itself. But from 

the standpoint of this document, it may be less the final truth of being than the 

form of a finite experience. We may not experience separation because we are 

ultimately separate beings. We may experience separation because we have 

entered a structure in which finite experience becomes possible through the 

feeling of separation. 

This reaches into nearly every layer of human life. 

The body feels like the clearest boundary between self and world. The senses 

continually divide inside from outside. Language divides “I,” “you,” and “it.” 

Memory threads one life into a line, and thought organizes that line as “my life,” 

“my choice,” “my wound,” “my goal.” All of this is necessary for living in the 

world. Without separation, survival, decision, relation, and learning would not be 

possible. Yet what is necessary is not therefore ultimate. Separation may be 

practical without being absolute. 

The experience of separation leaves a deep imprint. 

First comes lack: the feeling that I am not whole, that I am only a part, 

insufficient, and somehow missing something essential. Then comes anxiety, 

because the part is always vulnerable. The body can be damaged. Relationships 

can end. Time passes. What is loved can disappear. As long as one experiences 

oneself as a part, one easily becomes fundamentally defensive: one must protect 

oneself, secure more, reduce loss, and endure uncertainty. Many civilizational 

structures arise out of this condition — possession, control, accumulation, 

competition, exclusion, identification. These may all be natural responses 

belonging to the way the part lives. 
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But separation does not merely produce outward structures. 

It leaves a deep trace in inward life as well. Much suffering comes not only from 

the event itself, but from feeling that the event is being borne by a separated self 

alone. Loss is not simply the fact that something is gone; it becomes the feeling 

that “I,” as an isolated fragment, have become smaller and more alone. Fear is 

not simply risk-anticipation; it becomes the sense that this vulnerable individual 

may collapse by itself. Even the drive toward success often has the same 

structure. Success can function less as joy itself than as temporary relief that the 

separated self has not yet fallen apart. This is why human beings can achieve 

much and still not feel enough. The more deeply the self is experienced as 

separate, the more lack becomes structural. 

The experience of separation should not simply be condemned as error. 

It is the very form that makes finite life possible. The problem begins when 

human beings mistake that form for the final truth. Separation may be one phase 

of experience, yet we tend to treat it as the ultimate definition of existence. Then 

life becomes not a journey through being, but an endless struggle to defend, 

prove, and accumulate. The part becomes more fragile the more it tries to 

absolutize itself, because it attempts to make absolute what cannot be absolute. 

This is where the idea of return appears. 

Return does not mean going to some entirely new place. It means becoming 

aware again of the wider ground that was always already there, but obscured. It 

does not require leaving reality or denying the world. It means recognizing, in the 

midst of the world, that the experience of separation is not absolute. The body 

remains. Time still flows. Responsibility and relation remain real. But once the 

deeper ground carrying all of this begins to be sensed, the human being no 

longer experiences oneself only as an isolated point. At that moment the 

structure of life itself begins to change. 

The first signs of return are usually subtle rather than dramatic. 

A widening when thought quiets. A capacity not to be entirely consumed by 
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anxiety even when anxiety remains. A dim but real knowing that loss, however 

painful, is not the total collapse of being. A moment in which the other is no 

longer felt only as an external object. A greater ability to listen and remain rather 

than merely defend. Such changes often begin quietly. Yet their quietness 

matters. Return is not the addition of a new thought. It is a withdrawal into a 

more primary awareness than thought itself. 

Return can also begin in the simplest structure of daily life. 

Much human suffering deepens when thought moves obsessively toward a past 

that is no longer here and a future that has not yet arrived. The past is gone. The 

future is not yet present. Yet in thought they are repeatedly reconstituted and 

turned into structures of lack and anxiety. By contrast, when one is more fully 

present in the now, suffering often decreases and fullness increases. To remain 

here, now, is to reduce the noise of thought, and thereby to loosen the structures 

of ego, deficiency, inferiority, and separation that thought continually reinforces. 

This simple wisdom of life becomes a real method of shifting the coordinate 

system of the self. It shows how return to the whole can begin in lived experience 

itself. 

This possibility is not reserved for a spiritual elite or for those living under ideal 

conditions. It is available across circumstances, bodies, and limitations. Some seek 

the ultimate in the vastness of the cosmos; others seek it in the innermost 

ground of awareness. The directions may look different, but they need not be 

treated as enemies. The search for the whole through the outer order of the 

universe and the search for the whole through the inward disclosure of 

awareness may both be different ways by which the human being moves beyond 

the part toward the whole. 

At this point, even the meaning of life begins to shift. 

Life is no longer merely a process of survival, competition, acquisition, and 

production. It can be reread as the way total consciousness experiences itself in 

finite form, and at the same time as the way the separated experience returns 
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toward awareness of totality. Human beings may not simply be thrown into the 

world by accident. We may be passing through the experience of being a part in 

order to rediscover the whole. If so, civilization too must be reread. Civilization is 

not merely an apparatus of production and control. It must also be something 

that moves toward deeper conscious alignment. When civilization loses that 

direction, technology can advance while human beings become more 

fragmented, institutions can become more efficient while life becomes more 

hollow, and information can multiply while the sense of direction disappears. 

For that reason, return to the whole must not be understood merely as a private 

language of consolation. It is an ontological matter, but also a civilizational one. 

The individual must learn not to absolutize the experience of separation. 

Civilization must learn not to mistake the optimization of the part for true 

progress. Science is not exempt. Science has displayed astonishing power in the 

analysis of separated objects. But if the world itself opens within a more 

primordial wholeness, then the analysis of parts alone can never recover the 

meaning of the whole. That is why the consciousness variable appears not as a 

decorative term, but as the axis that reconnects the separated world to totality. 

The central point of this chapter is clear. 

Human beings experience themselves as separated, but that separation may be 

the form of finite experience rather than ultimate reality. Much suffering, anxiety, 

lack, and attachment deepens when separation is absolutized. Return does not 

mean leaving the world; it means becoming aware again of the deeper ground 

within the world. That return can begin not only in metaphysical speculation, but 

in the simple practice of being more fully present here and now. Life may be the 

journey through which the part reawakens to the whole, and civilization too may 

need to move toward a deeper alignment of consciousness. At precisely that 

point, the need for science and civilization alike to reckon with the axis of 

consciousness becomes more lucid.
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5. WHAT SCIENCE HAS ACHIEVED AND WHERE IT HAS STOPPED 

Modern science is one of the greatest achievements of the human mind. 

It drew the world out of the realms of myth, authority, inheritance, and 

speculation, and brought it into an order of observation, verification, repetition, 

and revision. As a result, human beings came to understand the lifespan of stars 

and the structure of elements, the workings of genes and neural systems, and the 

behavior of matter and energy with a degree of precision previously 

unimaginable. Science illuminated the world, and that illumination truly changed 

human life. 

Yet the greatness of science also makes its limit more visible. 

The more refined our ability becomes in dealing with parts, the more sharply the 

empty places of explanation appear. Modern science has achieved astonishing 

precision on the coordinates of space, time, mass, energy, probability, and 

information, yet several problems remain unresolved within those coordinates 

alone. Why did the universe begin? Why does time have direction? Why do 

certain laws hold at all? Why does observation appear to matter? Why does 

subjective experience exist? Why does civilization, while becoming more 

technically refined, become at the same time more fragmented and unstable? 

These are not merely isolated unsolved problems. They may be signs of a 

structural boundary at which modern science has arrived. 

Science has so far concerned itself primarily with relations among observable 

things. 

Under what conditions does something change? Which element produces which 

result? What structures yield which recurring patterns? This method has been 

extraordinarily powerful. But it has also carried a tacit premise: that the observer 

must withdraw from the structure of observation; that experience is subjective 

and therefore cannot serve as the central axis of objective explanation; that 

meaning and awareness belong to interpretation rather than to the basic 

structure of reality. Those premises gave science its rigor. But for precisely that 
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reason, science left outside its structure the deepest basis upon which its own 

activity depends. 

That excluded place is consciousness. 

Yet the consciousness at issue here is not a vague monolithic thing. 

Consciousness may be more fruitfully understood as a field containing three 

layers: information, meaning, and awareness. Information is the flow of sensation, 

stimulus, and signal. Meaning is the structure of interpretation and value formed 

upon that informational flow. And at the deepest center lies awareness. 

Awareness is not one more function processing information and meaning as 

objects; it is the most primordial site at which information and meaning are 

disclosed and known. In that sense, awareness lies closest to the essence of 

consciousness. 

Modern science, however, has methodologically excluded precisely this place in 

order to preserve its rigor. 

That choice is understandable, and historically it may even have been necessary. 

But its consequences are clear. Science has become capable of analyzing the 

structure of information processing with immense precision, and it has begun to 

trace parts of the formation of meaning as well. Yet the way in which information 

and meaning become lived experience, and the awareness that knows them both, 

remains at the margins. Science can explain structure, but it has not yet fully 

addressed the basis upon which structure becomes a world that is experienced 

and meaningful. 

This limit is not the result of incompetence. 

It is the shadow cast by a method that has succeeded too well in its own domain. 

Science can trace with extraordinary accuracy the many elements composing 

reality, yet it still cannot fully explain why those elements appear as one world at 

all. It can record the activity of the brain, yet it returns again and again to the 

unanswered question of why that activity is felt as awareness. It can model the 

interactions of social systems, yet it lacks an adequate axis for determining how 
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such systems alter the inner state and relational alignment of human beings. It 

can calculate the expansion of the universe, yet when asked why such a universe 

exists at all, and why such coordinates are possible, it stands before a question 

that points beyond its present frame. This does not mean science has failed. It 

means science has reached the point where its coordinate system shows its own 

limit. 

For this reason, the place where science has stopped is not some vague region 

called “consciousness in general.” 

More precisely, science has increasingly handled the layers of information and 

meaning, yet it has stopped before the place of awareness, which lies closest to 

the essence of consciousness. And for exactly that reason, the next stage of 

science cannot consist merely in accumulating more detailed variables. What is 

needed is a return of the missing grounding variable — the consciousness 

variable — and, within it, a recognition of awareness not as a secondary result 

but as a primary axis. 

The central point of this chapter is therefore clear. 

Science has achieved the extraordinary in the analysis of the world. Yet at the far 

edge of its success, it encounters problems that do not yield merely to more 

detail. Those boundaries suggest not the exhaustion of inquiry, but the need for 

a wider coordinate system. If science is to continue, it may have to restore into its 

structure the very axis it left outside in order to become what it is.
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6. WHY EXISTING CONSCIOUSNESS RESEARCH MISSES CONSCIOUSNESS 

ITSELF 

Existing consciousness research is not without value. 

On the contrary, it has contributed enormously to our understanding of the 

periphery of consciousness. We now know far more than before about which 

neural circuits correlate with which cognitive functions, how signals are 

integrated, how attention, memory, and self-modeling interact, and how social 

interaction gives rise to patterns of synchronization. The problem is not that 

consciousness research has achieved nothing. The problem is that it has generally 

been better at treating the structures and contents that accompany 

consciousness than consciousness itself. 

The first clarification needed here is that consciousness and awareness are not 

simply the same term. 

Consciousness is the wider field. Within it there are information, meaning, and 

awareness. Information is the flow of sensation, stimulus, and signal. Meaning is 

the structure of interpretation and value formed on top of that informational 

stream. But at its deepest center stands awareness. Awareness is not another 

content-like function. It is the most primordial site at which information and 

meaning are disclosed and known. In that sense, awareness stands closest to the 

essence of consciousness. 

Much existing research fails to distinguish these layers sufficiently at the outset. 

Some theories understand consciousness as the level of integration of 

information. Some see it as a highly advanced structure of prediction and error-

correction. Others explain it in terms of global accessibility, workspace activation, 

self-representation, self-narrative, reportability, or neural correlates. Each of these 

approaches has value. Yet what they mainly address is how information is 

organized, how meaning structures are formed, and which processing 

architectures make reporting and behavior possible. In other words, they are 

powerful at analyzing the contents, structures, and functions of consciousness, 
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but they do not fully reach awareness, the deepest layer in which all of those 

appear. 

Why does this happen again and again? 

The reason is simple. Existing science is strongest, by principle, in handling what 

can be objectified: what can be measured, decomposed, reproduced, 

manipulated, and compared. Awareness does not fully enter that frame. 

Awareness is not first of all an object seen by another thing. It is the place in 

which anything becomes visible in the first place. The moment we try to seize 

awareness as though it were an object, we are no longer grasping awareness 

itself, but rather some content, trace, or consequence appearing within 

awareness. That is why existing consciousness research is almost inevitably better 

at treating the byproducts, correlates, expressions, and conditions of awareness 

than awareness itself. 

At this point, existing consciousness research misses consciousness in at least 

three ways. 

First, it commits the error of functional reduction. 

When consciousness is understood as the sum of functions, consciousness is 

reduced to the result of processing architecture. Attention, integration, memory, 

prediction, self-modeling, and reportability are undoubtedly important. But they 

are modes of operation occurring within consciousness, not the essence of 

consciousness itself. Thought appears in consciousness. Memory is restored in 

consciousness. Meaning is formed in consciousness. If all of these are explained 

only as functions, then the place in which they appear is replaced by yet another 

function, and the essential issue is lost. 

Second, it commits the error of representation-centrism. 

Most research asks how something is represented: how the world is mapped in 

the brain, how the self is constituted, how the other is interpreted. Yet awareness 

is not itself a representation. Awareness is the place in which representations 
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appear and disappear and are known as such. No matter how refined our analysis 

of representation becomes, the deepest layer at which representation is given as 

experience remains. This is why consciousness research often finds itself in a 

strange paradox: the more precisely it explains the structure of consciousness, the 

farther it seems to move from its essence. 

Third, it commits the error of locality. 

Existing research generally tries to explain consciousness at the level of the 

individual brain, the individual circuit, the individual signal, or the individual 

agent. But consciousness is fundamentally relational and multi-layered. The inner 

state of the individual is shaped by relationships, and the quality of relationships 

is in turn shaped by groups, institutions, and technological environments. This is 

one reason the CFE⁺ framework reconfigures consciousness as a field-like 

structure spanning individuals, relationships, groups, and civilizations. The more 

existing approaches remain confined to localized mechanisms, the more the 

relational, collective, and civilizational dimensions are treated as secondary side 

effects. As a result, consciousness research becomes increasingly precise inside 

the individual brain while remaining unable to explain why groups collapse 

together, why societies fragment together, and why civilizations grow 

technologically more advanced while becoming consciously more unstable. 

The same limit appears in research on meditation and mindfulness. 

Many studies show effects on stress, depression, anxiety, pain, and sleep. These 

findings matter. But they are usually explained in terms of attention regulation, 

emotional regulation, changes in brain networks, or modulation of autonomic 

processes. None of these explanations is wrong. Yet they are not sufficient. The 

decisive thing in meditation is not merely that a function improves. It is that the 

human being may be able to shift from a thought-centered coordinate to an 

awareness-centered coordinate. Existing research often describes the peripheral 

effects of that shift while failing to reach the deepest layer that would explain 

why the shift itself is possible, and why suffering and separation often diminish 

when awareness becomes more primary. 
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What existing consciousness research ultimately misses is this: 

not merely what consciousness does, but how consciousness makes anything 

appear at all. It treats the modes of operation of consciousness, but not the 

awareness in which those operations are given. For that reason, even as the 

amount of data grows, certain questions keep returning: Why is there experience 

at all? Why is there feeling? Why is information not just flow but lived meaning? 

Why is the human being not merely a processing machine, but a being that 

knows? These questions are not simply awaiting more data. They may be 

showing that the current coordinate system cannot close them from within. 

The point of this chapter is not that existing consciousness research should be 

discarded. 

On the contrary, it remains necessary. Neuroscience is necessary. Cognitive 

science is necessary. Information theory and computational models remain 

necessary. But they are not sufficient, because they mostly treat the structures of 

information and meaning without recognizing awareness as the primary axis. 

What is therefore needed is not the rejection of existing research, but its re-

placement within a wider coordinate system. In that wider frame, consciousness is 

no longer treated as a byproduct of function or reporting, but as the 

encompassing horizon in which information, meaning, and structure themselves 

are disclosed. And from that point, the next question becomes sharper: why must 

the missing axis be consciousness in particular?
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7. WHY THE CONSCIOUSNESS VARIABLE IN PARTICULAR 

At this point the question becomes unavoidable. 

If we have understood why science stops where it stops, and why much 

consciousness research misses consciousness itself, then the next question 

gathers into one point: 

Why the consciousness variable in particular? 

Why not some other auxiliary variable? Why consciousness? 

Unless this question is answered, the preceding argument may remain only a 

philosophical dissatisfaction or conceptual critique. But if it is answered precisely, 

then the problems of cosmology, time, entropy, observation, civilization, AI, and 

governance begin to align along a single axis. The purpose of this chapter is 

therefore not to repeat the vague claim that consciousness matters. It is to clarify 

structurally why consciousness is the axis that cannot be omitted. 

The first point is decisive. 

The consciousness variable is not a decorative addition to an existing list of 

variables. Mass, energy, information, computational load, connectivity, and 

processing speed all explain events occurring within a structure. Consciousness 

cannot be placed merely as one more term alongside them, because 

consciousness is more fundamentally the ground in which phenomena become 

phenomena, information becomes information, and meaning becomes lived 

meaning. In that sense, the consciousness variable is not an added item but 

closer to the standard axis that determines what all the other variables mean. 

Put differently: information can be abundant. 

But if that information is not experienced by anyone, yields no meaning, and 

bears no directionality, it remains only an arrangement in flow. Meaning too can 

be sophisticated. But if meaning is never aware of itself, then it remains a 

mechanical chain of interpretation rather than a living field of experience. The 

consciousness variable therefore does not simply explain what exists in the world. 
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It explains how the world is disclosed, and in what direction that disclosure 

moves. That is why consciousness is not one candidate among many, but the axis 

that remains necessary at the end. 

There is another crucial reason. 

Consciousness is not confined to the inward life of the individual. Civilization has 

largely organized itself through external behavior, material production, legal 

classification, and institutional efficiency. It has become refined in measuring what 

is faster, larger, more productive, and more efficient. Yet it has not become nearly 

as refined in discerning what leaves the human being more lucid, what restores 

relation, or what keeps a collective from collapsing. Civilization has become 

precise in handling external performance while remaining structurally empty with 

respect to the directionality of human state. The consciousness variable re-enters 

exactly into that empty place. 

For that reason, the consciousness variable is not only a philosophical issue. 

It is an issue for medicine, science, social design, and civilization itself. A system 

that treats the human being while omitting consciousness ends up treating only 

the outside of the human. It deals with the body while missing the direction of 

life, handles behavior while missing the quality of awareness, and designs policy 

while omitting relational alignment. The result is that efficiency rises on the 

surface while anxiety, fragmentation, emptiness, fatigue, and overstimulation 

accumulate underneath. The system works, but the human becomes dimmer. The 

consciousness variable is therefore needed not for the sake of a moral slogan 

about being human-centered, but because it is necessary for building structures 

that do not actually destroy the human being. 

At this point the distinction between consciousness and awareness matters once 

again. 

Consciousness is the encompassing field containing information, meaning, and 

awareness. And at its deepest center is awareness. If that is so, then when we 

speak of the consciousness variable, its ultimate center converges upon the 
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problem of awareness. Awareness is what turns information and meaning from 

mere moving structures into living experience. The consciousness variable is 

therefore not a proposal to quantify emotional states, nor to invent one more 

happiness score. It is a proposal to bring into structure the fact that when the 

mode of awareness changes, human state, relation, and civilization change with it. 

Why, then, are other candidates insufficient? 

Take information as an example. Information is powerful. Modern science and 

technology have displayed astonishing capacities in generating, transmitting, 

storing, and processing information. Yet information is not enough, because it 

can tell us what has arrived without telling us how that arrival becomes lived 

meaning, and how such meaning changes human state. The same information 

can leave one human being more aligned and another more shattered. The 

difference lies not simply in the amount of information, but in the structure of 

consciousness in which it is received. 

Meaning is equally important. 

Human beings do not merely process signals; they live meaning. Yet meaning is 

still not enough. Meaning often remains at the level of thought, interpretation, 

and narrative. Human beings can use meaning to protect themselves, yet can also 

become trapped in meaning in ways that deepen suffering and separation. The 

same event can yield one interpretation that widens the human being and 

another that narrows and hardens it. Meaning alone does not suffice. The quality 

of awareness holding that meaning must also be considered. 

Behavior is similar. 

Behavior is easy to measure, and institutions prefer to deal with it. Yet behavior is 

late. It usually appears only after inner shifts have already progressed 

considerably. Civilization has long centered its systems of prohibition, 

punishment, and classification on behavior. For that reason, behavioral 

approaches are always largely reactive. They intervene after something has 

already become visible. The consciousness variable, by contrast, offers at least the 
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possibility of reading the direction of alignment and collapse earlier, before 

behavior hardens into irreversible pattern. In that sense, the consciousness 

variable is not only explanatory; it is also preventive and transitional. 

The consciousness variable also places the individual, relation, group, and 

civilization on one continuous line. 

The state of awareness of the individual changes the quality of relation. The 

quality of relation changes the trust of the group. Group trust changes institution, 

culture, and civilizational direction. Conversely, civilizational structures also 

continuously shake the awareness of individuals. Consciousness is therefore 

neither merely inside the person nor wholly outside in society. It moves across 

both. This is what makes it such an unusual variable: it allows problems that have 

seemed separate — mental health, education, relation, politics, AI, platforms, 

economy, governance — to be reread along one axis. Few variables can do that. 

At the same time, restraint is essential. 

To introduce the consciousness variable does not mean that consciousness can 

be completely captured. Consciousness itself, especially in its deepest level of 

awareness, cannot be fully objectified within the phenomenal world of time and 

space. Any promise to measure it completely like a thing would merely repeat the 

same error in another form. The consciousness variable therefore does not mean 

possessing consciousness from a divine vantage point. More honestly, it means 

establishing a standard axis for reading the directionality of consciousness, the 

patterns of transition, the signs of alignment and misalignment, the traces of 

integration and fragmentation. And that alone would already make an immense 

difference, because our civilization possesses almost none of those dashboards at 

present. 

The force of this chapter lies in where certainty is placed. 

The consciousness variable is not an optional supplement. It is the variable 

modern science and civilization can no longer avoid. The boundary problems 

science cannot close, the forms of human collapse technology has not solved, the 
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fragmentation and overstimulation civilization repeatedly produces, the policy 

structures that treat behavior while missing state — all of these point toward one 

thing. What was missing was not a detail. It was the standard axis. 

So the answer to the question “Why the consciousness variable in particular?” is 

simple. 

Because consciousness alone can place information, meaning, behavior, relation, 

and civilization back onto one continuous line. Because consciousness alone can 

address the directionality of human state. Because consciousness alone can move 

us beyond the optimization of parts toward the alignment of the whole. And 

because, within consciousness, awareness alone brings back into view the deepest 

place that science has so far left outside its structure. 

The central point of this chapter is therefore clear. 

The consciousness variable is not a sentimental slogan. It is not a matter of taste 

among several equally optional choices. It is the standard axis without which the 

larger structure remains open and incomplete. That is why the next question 

follows naturally: if we introduce the consciousness variable, how exactly do the 

great boundary problems of modern science begin to reopen?
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8. HOW THE CONSCIOUSNESS VARIABLE REOPENS THE GREAT PROBLEMS OF 

MODERN SCIENCE 

The question now becomes more concrete. 

If we have argued why the consciousness variable is necessary, then we must 

now ask what it changes in practice. Does it merely alter the mood in which 

modern scientific problems are discussed, or does it alter the form of the 

problems themselves? 

The answer of this document is clear. 

The consciousness variable is not an auxiliary hypothesis added to existing 

explanations. It shifts the coordinate system within which the question is posed. 

And many of the great unsolved problems begin to change character the 

moment that shift occurs: what long looked like impossible riddles can begin to 

appear instead as questions that were incorrectly framed from the start. 

This matters. 

To introduce the consciousness variable is not to claim immediate possession of 

a finished answer. More accurately, it reopens questions that have remained 

blocked for a long time. It does not break down a locked door by force. It reveals 

that the door may have been placed in the wrong wall from the beginning. The 

purpose of this chapter, therefore, is not to declare that every major problem has 

been solved, but to show why the introduction of the consciousness variable 

changes the way each problem may be approached. 

Many of the great problems of modern science share the same structure. 

First, they are usually handled only within the coordinates of the phenomenal 

world: matter, energy, information, time, and space. Second, the more rigorously 

one presses explanation within those coordinates alone, the more one encounters 

a point of irreducible blockage. Third, that blockage is no longer merely a matter 

of insufficient data or slightly better models. The form of the question itself 
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proves insufficient. At exactly that point, the consciousness variable — especially 

when centered on awareness — shifts the question into a different place. 

The recurring attraction of simulation cosmology among some contemporary 

philosophers, scientists, and technological leaders can be read in this light. 

Such ideas may not be mere fantasies. They may be modern metaphors born 

from an intuition that matter, energy, and information cannot by themselves 

close the world completely. Yet this document is not interested in reducing the 

universe to yet another computational structure. The more fundamental question 

is not whether the world is a simulation, but how any such world becomes an 

experientially disclosed world at all. At precisely that point, a layer deeper than 

information and computation reappears: the layer of awareness. 

Consider the problem of cosmic beginning. 

Modern science typically asks: How did the universe arise from nothing? Why did 

time and space begin here? What came before the singularity? Yet such 

questions are already shaped by a coordinate system that assumes time and 

space while asking about what lies outside them. The result is a structure of 

questioning that undermines itself. If time begins within a given structure, then 

asking what came “before” that beginning already imports a temporal category 

into what is supposed to be outside time. Here the consciousness variable 

changes the question. The universe can be reread not as the absolute all, but as a 

local spatiotemporal field opening within total consciousness. The question then 

becomes not “How did something come from nothing?” but “How does a finite 

spatiotemporal structure become expressed within a more primordial totality?” 

The problem is not eliminated; it is relocated into a more coherent frame. 

The same happens with time. 

Science asks why time has direction, why it flows, why asymmetry emerges. But 

as long as time itself is treated as an absolute background, one remains unable 

to ask adequately why some beings live within time, or why some structures 

appear to point beyond it. The consciousness variable invites time to be reread 
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not as the ultimate ground of being, but as a form through which finite 

awareness organizes experience within the whole. Again, the problem is not 

solved by declaration. It is reopened by a shift of frame. 

Entropy can be reread in the same way. 

Ordinarily entropy is read as a law of disorder, dissipation, and eventual heat 

death. That description is powerful within the phenomenal world. But when it is 

extended into a final metaphysics of being, a confusion occurs: the tendency of a 

finite field of expression is mistaken for the fate of being as such. The 

consciousness variable allows entropy to be reread as the cost of expression 

within the finite world rather than the final destiny of existence as a whole. Thus 

what looks like ultimate collapse can be reinterpreted as the price paid by local 

structures of manifestation. 

Quantum observation is reopened similarly. 

Ordinary approaches either reduce observation to technical interaction or defer it 

into interpretive mystery. But once the consciousness variable is introduced, the 

question changes: observation is no longer merely about the interaction of 

apparatus and system, but about how one among possible states appears as a 

world of experience. Awareness does not thereby become a magical force 

entering from outside physics. Rather, it reappears as a deeper condition for the 

very category of an “experienced world.” The problem of observation is thereby 

shifted from being merely about instrumentation to being about the structure of 

disclosure itself. 

The hard problem is even more direct. 

The traditional question asks: How does matter produce consciousness? But the 

moment the consciousness variable enters, this question can no longer stand in 

its original form. It had already assumed that matter is fundamental and 

consciousness derivative. If, however, awareness is the deeper ground in which 

information, meaning, and world-disclosure occur, then the question reverses: 

why does the material world appear in awareness in this particular way? At that 
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point the hard problem begins to appear less as an unsolved puzzle of 

emergence than as a sign that the question itself was framed within the wrong 

coordinates. 

This shift does not belong only to natural science. 

Medicine, mental health, education, social theory, technology governance — all 

are affected by it. Existing systems often treat depression, anxiety, addiction, 

burnout, and relational collapse as separate symptoms or behavior classes. But 

the consciousness variable allows such conditions to be reread as expressions of 

declining alignment, deepening separation, weakened OE and RE, and the 

growing dominance of EE. Once that happens, intervention changes as well. The 

task is no longer only to classify and manage externally visible failure, but to 

detect earlier shifts in state and directionality. This is one reason the development 

of consciousness-like signal interfaces becomes necessary: not to possess 

consciousness itself, but to make alignment and misalignment visible earlier than 

we currently can. 

Another important change occurs here: the consciousness variable begins to 

connect problems that were previously treated as separate. 

Modern science tends to divide issues by discipline. Cosmology belongs to 

cosmology. Brain science belongs to brain science. Social collapse belongs to 

politics or economics. But once the consciousness variable is introduced, these 

fragmented problems begin to align along a common axis. Individual awareness, 

relational quality, collective trust, social overload, and civilizational fragmentation 

no longer remain completely separate categories. They become different 

expressions of one deeper field of conscious alignment. This connecting power is 

one of the strongest reasons the consciousness variable differs from ordinary 

supplementary variables. 

None of this requires exaggerated promises. 

The consciousness variable is not a master key that instantly solves every 

problem. It is not a magical term, nor a claim that consciousness itself can now 
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be fully captured or mathematically closed. The claim of this document is far 

more restrained. The consciousness variable changes how questions are posed, 

reveals axes of connection that had remained hidden, and allows part-problems 

to be reread as problems of whole-alignment. That alone is already a major shift. 

The central point of this chapter is therefore clear. 

The consciousness variable is not a philosophical ornament added to existing 

explanations. It is a condition for reopening the major problems of modern 

science by shifting the coordinate system in which they are asked. Questions 

concerning cosmic origin, time, entropy, observation, awareness, and civilizational 

collapse can no longer be handled adequately in precisely the old way. What is 

now needed is not simply more detail within the current frame, but the 

restoration of the missing standard axis.
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9. REOPENING THE BIG BANG PROBLEM 

Modern science has become extraordinarily precise in describing the universe 

after the Big Bang. 

Cosmic expansion, background radiation, element formation, galaxy distribution, 

and large-scale structure have all been handled with remarkable mathematical 

and observational sophistication. This is a genuine achievement. Yet the core of 

the Big Bang problem returns again and again to the same place. Science 

explains the post-Big Bang universe with increasing refinement, yet still 

encounters a structural limit before questions such as: Why was there a Big Bang 

at all? What truly began? And how can one ask about a “before” if time itself 

begins with the structure in question? 

The issue is not simply that data remain incomplete. 

More deeply, the very form of the question is already trapped within a certain 

coordinate frame. Conventional approaches ask: How did the universe arise from 

nothing? Why did time and space begin here? What existed before the 

singularity? Yet all of these formulations assume that one can think from within 

time and space while speaking about what is supposed to lie outside them. In 

that sense, the question is unstable from the moment it is posed. 

To ask what came “before” a structure in which time itself begins is like asking 

where something is before space has opened. 

The question is intense, but the coordinates supporting it do not fit the problem. 

This is why the Big Bang problem is not merely an unsolved scientific issue; it is 

also a sign of the limit of the current form of questioning. The Big Bang becomes 

not only an unexplained event, but an emblem of the boundary at which the 

coordinates of the phenomenal world fail to close explanation. 

At precisely this point, the consciousness variable reopens the problem. 

Once the consciousness variable is introduced — more exactly, once total 

consciousness and awareness enter the coordinate frame — the question begins 
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to change. The universe is no longer treated as the absolute totality. It can 

instead be reread as a local spatiotemporal field opening within total 

consciousness. The Big Bang then ceases to look like the sudden emergence of 

absolute being out of absolute nothing. It becomes the opening of a finite 

structure of time and space within a timeless totality. 

This does not mean abandoning science. 

It means distinguishing more clearly between what science does well and what it 

cannot yet close. Science is excellent at explaining how a local spatiotemporal 

field develops once it has opened. But the moment one asks why that field 

opened at all, or what “opening” means at the deepest level, the problem crosses 

into ontology. At that point, the consciousness variable does not push the Big 

Bang outside science. It repositions it as a broader problem concerning the 

disclosure of the phenomenal world. 

The first thing this changes is the meaning of “nothing.” 

Ordinary formulations tend to imagine the pre-Big Bang state as simple absence, 

pure void, a lack of anything. But from the standpoint of total consciousness, one 

need not interpret the “before” as empty negation. It may instead be the place of 

an undifferentiated totality in which time, space, distinction, and objectification 

have not yet been divided out. The Big Bang then appears not as the production 

of something from nothing, but as the opening of a distinguishable world from 

within an undivided whole. 

This rereading resonates with the many ways human beings have named the 

ultimate ground — God, the divine, emptiness, the absolute, total consciousness. 

This document does not bind that place to a single theology. What matters here 

is not the name but the structure. The ultimate ground is a totality without 

beginning or end, and the Big Bang can then be reread as the event in which a 

finite universe — a field with beginning and end — is opened within that totality. 

The universe ceases to be absolute reality as a whole and becomes a local 

expression of a deeper ground. 



41 

 

Once that shift occurs, the Big Bang problem itself changes form. 

The question is no longer simply: 

Why does the universe exist? 

It becomes: 

Why does totality express itself in this finite way? 

The question is no longer merely: 

Why did time begin? 

It becomes: 

Why does awareness organize experience in this temporal form? 

And the question is no longer simply: 

What existed before the singularity? 

It becomes: 

On what deeper ground do structures with beginning and end open and close? 

At that point the Big Bang ceases to be only a puzzle of early physical 

cosmology. It becomes a broader problem linking cosmology, ontology, and 

awareness. 

This matters because the confusion surrounding the Big Bang is not only a 

cosmological confusion. 

Whenever human beings face the question of origin, they repeat the same habit: 

they treat only what is visible as real, mistake structures with beginning and end 

for the whole of being, and try to explain the infinite from entirely within finite 

coordinates. The Big Bang problem exposes that habit at its limit. For that reason, 
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reopening the Big Bang problem also means reopening the structure of human 

cognition itself. 

Restraint remains necessary here as well. 

This document does not claim that introducing total consciousness instantly 

explains the Big Bang. Nor does it dismiss the mathematical achievements of 

cosmology. Its claim is more limited and more fundamental. The Big Bang 

problem, if pressed only within the old coordinates, tends toward self-conflict. 

The consciousness variable does not offer a final answer so much as it relocates 

the question into a more coherent place. It is not the declaration of a finished 

solution. It is the reordering of the question. 

And that reordering matters. 

Human beings cannot pass through a boundary if they continue to ask the 

question in a form that guarantees blockage from the outset. The consciousness 

variable becomes, in this sense, not a way of evading cosmology, but a bridge 

allowing science to recognize where its present frame ends and where a wider 

one must begin. 

The central point of this chapter is therefore clear. 

The Big Bang is not merely the first event of the universe; it is also a boundary 

problem revealing where the coordinate system of modern science begins to 

shake. Once the consciousness variable is introduced, the Big Bang can be reread 

not as the accidental generation of being from sheer nothingness, but as the 

opening of a finite spatiotemporal structure within total consciousness. That does 

not close the problem. It makes it newly possible to ask it in a form that can 

actually stand.
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10. REOPENING THE PROBLEM OF TIME 

Time appears self-evident to human beings. 

Morning comes, noon passes, evening falls. Children grow, adults age, and the 

elderly decline. Memory accumulates backward, expectation reaches forward. For 

that reason, human beings almost instinctively believe that time is a flow — an 

objective river moving from past through present into future. Yet the more 

deeply modern science confronts the problem of time, the more that obviousness 

begins to tremble. Is time truly the absolute background of existence? Or is it a 

form in which finite beings experience the world? 

Physics has given us profound insights into time. 

Time is not absolute; it varies with velocity and gravity, and may be understood 

as one axis of spacetime structure. Yet precisely because this account is so 

sophisticated, another problem remains. The time of equations is not identical 

with the time human beings actually live. Physics can treat time as a coordinate, 

but it does not fully explain why human beings feel time as flow, why the past is 

experienced as gone and the future as not yet, or why the present is not simply a 

coordinate value but a living immediacy. 

At that point, the problem of time ceases to be merely a problem of physical 

quantity and becomes again a problem of experiential structure. 

Time is indeed something measured by clocks. But it is also the way awareness 

arranges the world. Human beings do not merely observe time from outside. We 

live ourselves within time. The body ages, memory accumulates, loss becomes 

irreversible, and hope reaches toward what has not yet arrived. For that reason, 

time functions not only as measurement, but as a form of existence itself. And 

because this form is so familiar, human beings easily mistake it for the essence of 

being. 

Here the consciousness variable reopens the problem. 

Once the consciousness variable is introduced, time no longer appears only as 
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the ultimate background of existence. It begins to appear instead as one way in 

which finite experience is organized within total consciousness. In other words, 

time may be less an absolute substance than the arrangement through which the 

part experiences the whole sequentially. Human beings, because they experience 

themselves as separated selves, do not experience all at once. They experience in 

succession. And that succession may be what time is. 

Once this shift occurs, the question itself changes. 

Conventional inquiry asks: Why does time flow in one direction? Where does time 

begin? How are past and future distinguished? But once the consciousness 

variable is introduced, the question slowly changes into something else: 

Why does awareness experience the world within this sequential form? 

Why does a local being within total consciousness understand itself only within 

time? 

Are past, present, and future structures of being itself, or forms through which 

finite awareness organizes life? 

This is a crucial shift, because it relocates the problem of time from being only a 

physical puzzle to being a problem at the meeting point of awareness and 

existence. 

The structure of suffering makes this visible as well. 

Human beings are tormented by the past and anxious about the future. But 

strictly speaking, the past is no longer here, and the future is not yet here. Both 

are absent from the immediate now. Yet through thought, human beings 

repeatedly reconstruct them, suffer them, and allow them to dominate present 

awareness as though they were equally real. This is not merely a psychological 

observation. It suggests that a great part of lived time belongs not only to reality 

but to the structure of thought. Time is real, but much of the weight with which 

we carry it is bound more deeply to thinking than to awareness itself. That is why, 

when thought quiets and the awareness of the present becomes more vivid, 



45 

 

human beings often experience some loosening of the pressure of time. Time 

does not disappear. But it ceases to function as absolute reality in the same way. 

At this point, the problem of time becomes a place where ontology and practice 

meet. 

If time is understood only as an absolute flow, then the human being easily 

remains trapped between wounds of the past and fears of the future. But once 

time begins to be seen as a form through which finite awareness arranges 

experience, then presence in the now is no longer merely a self-help slogan. It 

becomes a real clue for re-situating the power of time. To dwell in the present is 

not to deny past or future. It is to prevent them from fully conquering awareness. 

And at that point time begins to appear less as an ultimate master and more as 

one arrangement of experience. 

This also matters scientifically. 

Conventional science treats time mainly as an external variable: how long 

something takes, in what direction a process proceeds, how long a change 

persists. This is indispensable. But when science addresses human life and 

civilizational instability, that is not enough. Human beings and societies do not 

merely exist in time; they experience time. The same year can become a year of 

disintegration for one person, of exhaustion for another, of deepening relation for 

another. The problem of time is therefore not only a problem of duration but of 

how consciousness aligns within duration. 

Viewed this way, entropy, aging, history, and civilizational transition can all be 

reread. 

Human beings usually treat the passage of time as proof of decline and 

dissolution. But from the perspective of total consciousness, time may be only the 

order of partial experience, not the ultimate law of being itself. Total 

consciousness may not be trapped within time at all. Time may instead be the 

form through which finite beings experience separation, growth, loss, and return. 

If so, then the meaning of life changes as well. Life is no longer simply a process 



46 

 

of being consumed by time, but a journey through which the whole is forgotten 

and remembered again within the form of time. 

Restraint remains necessary here. 

This document does not simply say that time is an illusion. Time is operative. 

Bodies age. Events pass. History and material change have irreversible direction. 

The point is not to deny the reality of time, but to refuse to absolutize time as 

the final structure of being. The consciousness variable loosens that 

absolutization. It does not abolish time. It repositions it. Time ceases to be the 

absolute background governing all being and begins to appear as one form 

through which finite awareness organizes experience within total consciousness. 

The central point of this chapter is therefore clear. 

The problem of time is not merely an unresolved issue in physics. It is also a 

question of how the human being experiences the world, how awareness lives a 

finite life, and what ontological standing belongs to past, present, and future. 

Once the consciousness variable is introduced, time begins to appear less as an 

absolute substance and more as a form of finite experience. The problem is not 

erased. But it is reopened at a wider level, where it becomes askable again in a 

more coherent way.
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11. CONSERVATION OF ENERGY AND THE CONTINUITY OF EXPRESSION 

The law of conservation of energy is one of the most powerful intuitions modern 

science has grasped. 

Energy is neither created nor destroyed, but only transformed. This principle has 

displayed immense explanatory power across multiple levels of physics. Motion 

becomes heat; chemical energy becomes electricity; mass and energy become 

interconvertible at deeper levels. The law suggests that nature is not a heap of 

arbitrary disorder, but a field governed by consistent order. Yet precisely here a 

deeper question opens. What is it that is conserved? Is it energy itself that is 

ultimate, or is energy only one form in which a deeper continuity becomes 

visible? 

Conventional science largely chooses the former answer. 

Energy conservation appears as one of the deepest laws of nature, and the world 

is often understood as the transformation and rearrangement of energetic forms. 

Within the phenomenal world this is enormously powerful. But one may still ask 

whether it is sufficient. The law of conservation tells us that something does not 

disappear, but it does not yet explain why that continuity exists at all. 

Conservation is a strong description, but not yet an ultimate ontological ground. 

At this point the consciousness variable reopens the problem. 

Once the consciousness variable is introduced, energy begins to appear less as 

the final substance of being and more as one mode through which total 

consciousness expresses itself within the finite world. In that case, energy is not 

itself the ultimate ground, but a form of manifestation through which the 

absolute basis becomes active in the phenomenal field. Then the law of 

conservation no longer means simply that “energy is the ultimate real.” It 

becomes a sign that even in the world of expression there runs a deeper 

continuity. 
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This distinction is subtle but decisive. 

In the conventional view, energy conservation helps close the world. In the 

present view, the fact that energy is conserved begins instead to hint at a deeper 

sameness beneath expression. Forms change. Processes vary. Local structures 

arise and vanish. Yet something continuous seems to traverse those changes. 

Physics calls this conservation. Ontology may call it ground. Contemplative 

language may call it the unchanging basis of awareness. Different languages may 

thus be gesturing toward the same fact from different sides. 

From this standpoint, conservation of energy acquires a philosophical significance 

beyond technical law. 

Everything in the phenomenal world has a beginning and an end. Stars are born 

and die. Life appears and disappears. Civilizations emerge and collapse. Yet 

nothing seems simply to vanish into absolute nothingness. Something remains, 

shifts, transforms, and reappears in another form. Science reads this as 

conservation of energy. This document asks whether conservation is not merely 

quantitative stability, but the trace of a deeper persistence behind expression. 

Restraint is important here as well. 

This document does not deny the law of conservation of energy. Nor does it leap 

into the claim that “all is consciousness, so physics no longer matters.” Rather, 

the point is the opposite. The physical law is important precisely because it may 

gesture beyond itself. Conservation is not false; it may simply have not yet been 

interpreted deeply enough. 

This reinterpretation matters because it loosens several long-standing confusions. 

Energy is indeed conserved, but not everything conserved is thereby conscious, 

and the deepest level of awareness is not thereby reducible to a physical 

magnitude. The consciousness variable prevents two symmetrical errors. The first 

is the claim that physics alone is sufficient. The second is the claim that physical 

law therefore becomes meaningless. Instead, it allows us to say that conservation 
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is a truth of the world of expression, and that the continuity expressed there may 

be the sign of a deeper ground. 

This changes how death, disappearance, and collapse can be read. 

Human beings often experience the end of a form as though it were absolute 

annihilation. When the body stops, a relation ends, or a structure collapses, 

something seems to vanish completely. Within the phenomenal world, this feeling 

is understandable. Yet the dissolution of form does not automatically imply the 

disappearance of the deeper basis that made form possible. The law of 

conservation of energy suggests, even within the phenomenal order, that 

complete erasure into nothingness may not be the deepest pattern. This 

document goes one step further and proposes that, from the standpoint of total 

consciousness, the ground of being does not perish. Only its forms of expression 

open and close. 

That is why the title of this chapter is not simply “conservation of energy” but 

“the continuity of expression.” 

The crucial point is not only that energy remains, but that the world of 

appearances can begin to be reread as a continuous field of expression. 

Expression changes. Its intensity shifts. Structures reconfigure. Local forms 

dissolve. Yet one need not view these as abrupt leaps from nothing into being 

and back again. Conservation begins to suggest that even the world of 

expression rests upon a deeper continuity. 

This reopening reaches into many other areas. 

Questions of life and death, mind and matter, information and memory, 

civilizational rise and collapse, even ethics, all begin to ask again: what endures, 

what changes, and what grounds endurance itself? Science has been 

extraordinarily good at explaining change. But once the consciousness variable 

enters, it also invites the question of what continuity underlies change. This is not 

merely a speculative preference. It bears directly on how human beings and 

civilizations interpret loss, transformation, and persistence. 
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Again, caution is necessary. 

The consciousness variable does not instantly transform energy conservation into 

a finished metaphysics. Nor does it authorize the simplistic leap that what is 

conserved is therefore eternal in a spiritual sense. The claim is narrower and more 

fundamental. Conservation of energy is a powerful law within the phenomenal 

world, but it does not by itself close the question of ultimate ground. Once the 

consciousness variable is introduced, conservation may be reread not merely as a 

law of physical quantity but as the sign, within expression, of a deeper continuity 

of being. 

The central point of this chapter is therefore clear. 

The conservation of energy is one of the great truths of modern science and 

remains indispensable in explaining the phenomenal world. But once the 

consciousness variable enters, energy may be reread not as the ultimate basis of 

reality, but as a mode in which total consciousness becomes manifest within the 

world. Conservation then ceases to be only the economics of transformation. It 

becomes a sign that, beneath changing form, a deeper continuity persists.
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12. ENTROPY AND THE COST OF EXPRESSION 

Entropy is among the most severe concepts modern science has grasped. 

Order is difficult to maintain. Energy disperses. Closed systems move toward 

states that are more uniform and less structured. This insight has penetrated not 

only physics but also thought about life, information, society, and civilization. For 

many, entropy comes to feel not merely like a scientific concept but like a dark 

law passing through all existence. Everything appears to scatter, wear down, 

collapse, and cool. Yet precisely here another question must be asked: Is entropy 

the final destiny of being itself, or the cost borne by a finite world of expression? 

Conventional science largely describes the former in the language of the latter. 

In a closed system, differences decline, usable energy disperses, and order 

becomes difficult to sustain. This is a powerful description. It explains much within 

the phenomenal world. Heat dissipates, structures wear down, life ages, and 

systems become vulnerable to overload and collapse. But an important extension 

often occurs almost unnoticed: human beings turn a tendency operative within 

the world of expression into an ontology of being as such. Entropy may be the 

tendency of finite expression, yet it is easily treated as the ultimate law of 

existence. 

The consciousness variable reopens this mistake. 

Once the consciousness variable enters, entropy begins to appear not only as the 

language of ending, but as the cost of expression. When total consciousness 

discloses itself in finite form, distinctions arise, boundaries appear, and with them 

come time, space, tension, dissipation, and structural cost. Expression is not free. 

To appear as finite form already entails differentiation, stress, and expenditure. In 

that sense, entropy may be read less as the defeat of being and more as the 

structural cost that finite existence must bear. 

Seen this way, entropy no longer functions merely as a dark reputation attached 

to disorder. 
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It becomes the shadow of expression. Once form appears, form requires 

maintenance. Once order appears, order must continually expend energy to 

preserve itself. Living systems metabolize to remain alive. The brain performs 

immense regulation to sustain consciousness. Relationships wear down when 

trust and attunement are not maintained. Civilization is no different. Institutions, 

cultures, and cooperative structures do not persist automatically. They must be 

repaired, recovered, and realigned. Without that work, dispersion, noise, and 

collision begin to dominate. Entropy, in this view, is not simply the cooling of the 

universe. It is the accumulated cost arising when expressed order can no longer 

sustain itself. 

This touches human life directly. 

Human beings often experience exhaustion, anxiety, overload, fragmentation, and 

numbness as though they were simply personal failure. Yet more deeply, they can 

often be read as an increase in conscious entropy — a sign that finite existence is 

bearing too much overstimulation, too much separation, too much tension. 

Human beings do not collapse because they are morally inadequate. They may 

collapse because they have become too dispersed. The same is true of relation. 

When RE weakens and mutual attunement disappears, relation begins to pay 

increasing costs in misunderstanding, friction, and defense. Societies likewise 

accumulate EE when shared meaning weakens and overstimulation, distrust, and 

competitive noise intensify. Collapse then appears sudden only because its cost 

had long been accumulating invisibly. 

At this point, the meaning of EE, or Entropic Energy, within the CFE⁺ framework 

becomes clearer. 

EE is not merely physical disorder. It is the axis of overload, dispersion, instability, 

and fragmentation as they appear within the conscious field. It is not present only 

where order has fully vanished. It becomes dominant whenever alignment can no 

longer be sustained. In that sense, EE is not the essence of being but a state 

arising when expressed structures lose equilibrium. Entropy and EE thus converge. 
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Neither says that all is meaningless by nature. Both indicate that order requires 

alignment, recovery, and relational integration if it is to persist. 

The second law of thermodynamics remains valid in this view, but its meaning 

shifts. 

It no longer appears as the declaration that being as such slides toward 

nothingness. It appears instead as a warning that finite closed systems require 

continual openness, regulation, and transformation in order to sustain order. 

Closed systems decay. But life is not wholly closed. Human consciousness is not 

wholly closed. Relations, societies, and civilizations are not wholly closed. Once 

entropy is understood as the cost borne by structures that close themselves, the 

problem becomes more practical: how can alignment be restored? How can a 

structure become more recoverable? How can dispersion be reduced and 

meaning, awareness, and relation be reconnected? Entropy then moves from the 

language of doom into the language of design. 

This reinterpretation also converges with the standpoint of total consciousness. 

Total consciousness does not fail. If that is so, then what human beings call 

disorder and collapse need not be the absolute defeat of the whole. Entropy may 

not be a catastrophe taking place outside total consciousness, but a law of 

tension and expenditure occurring within finite structures of expression. The 

whole is not destroyed by it. The part, however, may fail to bear it and may 

therefore disintegrate. 

Yet another point must be added here. 

The part does not disintegrate only because it is weak. The part also possesses its 

own meaning, value, and beauty precisely because it is finite. Within the 

undivided fullness of the whole there may be plenitude before differentiation. But 

only within the finite world of parts can there be tension and decision, loss and 

recovery, love and responsibility, creation and growth. Human beings long for 

eternity, but there are forms of beauty and value that may arise only within what 

can end. A moment shines more brightly because it passes. Love becomes more 
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urgent because it can be lost. Responsibility gains weight because relation is 

vulnerable. In that sense, total consciousness does not discard the part as an 

error or byproduct. It expresses itself through the very finitude and fragility of the 

part. 

For that reason, the task of human beings and civilizations is not to ask how 

entropy can be abolished forever. 

The more truthful question is how the cost of finite expression can be borne 

while recovering deeper alignment. This changes the direction of life, practice, 

and science at once. The wisdom of life becomes not merely psychological 

comfort, but a form of reducing entropic cost. Presence reduces the dispersal 

caused by thought wandering through past and future. The recovery of relation 

reduces the friction generated by distrust and isolation. Ordered attention 

reduces overload and fragmentation. At the civilizational level as well, education, 

medicine, cities, platforms, and institutions must be designed not only to 

maximize output, but to leave the human being less dispersed and less prone to 

collapse. Entropy becomes not merely a cosmological fate, but an indicator of 

how much cost of expression is being unnecessarily wasted. 

Again, restraint is required. 

This document does not reduce entropy to a psychological metaphor, nor does it 

simply translate a rigorous physical concept into a loose spiritual language. The 

claim is more limited and more fundamental. Entropy operates in the 

phenomenal world. Yet when it is no longer absolutized as the final truth of 

being, and is reread instead as the cost borne by finite expression, human beings 

can move toward a deeper ontological coordinate without abandoning the 

insights of natural science. That is the reopening this chapter intends. 

The central point of this chapter is therefore clear. 

Entropy can be reread not as the final law of disorder, but as the cost paid by the 

finite world of expression. Collapse then appears not as the defeat of being as 

such, but as the expenditure a misaligned structure can no longer bear. And 
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because the part is finite, it can also carry meaning, value, and beauty. Total 

consciousness does not merely transcend the part; it expresses itself through the 

form of the part. Once the consciousness variable is introduced, entropy begins 

to move from the language of ending toward the language of recovery and 

realignment.
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13. QUANTUM OBSERVATION AND CONSCIOUSNESS 

Quantum mechanics is one of the most dazzling successes of modern science. 

Its equations are astonishingly exact, experiments repeatedly support its 

predictions, and actual technologies are built upon it. Yet even so, the theory 

leaves behind a peculiar bewilderment: 

What aligns one among many possibilities into the reality we experience? 

The problem of quantum observation is the place where this question returns 

again and again within science. 

Conventional approaches tend to treat observation as a problem of interaction 

between measuring apparatus and measured object. This approach is important 

and necessary. Yet something unsatisfactory remains at the end, because the fact 

that an apparatus reacted is not quite the same thing as the fact that a world 

was actually experienced. 

At precisely this point, the consciousness variable reopens the issue. 

Once the consciousness variable enters, observation begins to appear not merely 

as a technical event of measurement, but as a problem of how one among 

possible states is disclosed as an experientially available world. This does not 

mean that human thought arbitrarily creates particles. The document rejects such 

simplistic psychologism. The claim is more careful and more basic. The question 

that keeps returning in observation is that the world is not merely a collection of 

physical events. It is disclosed as an experienced world. 

Awareness, in this context, is not a magical force manipulating reality from 

outside. 

It is closer to the deepest condition under which “the world appears” at all. In 

that sense, the observation problem cannot be closed simply by describing 

interactions among particles and devices. Ultimately it raises the question of 

disclosure itself. And at that point, consciousness — more exactly, awareness — 

returns. 
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Modern science has long tried to remove the observer in order to preserve 

objectivity. 

This was historically necessary. It allowed science to gain reproducibility and 

precision. Yet the problem of quantum observation shows that the observer thus 

excluded never entirely disappears. Measurement may be described in technical 

terms as precisely as possible, yet one question remains: 

Why does one possibility appear as a world? 

That question can no longer be closed by mechanism alone. It becomes a 

problem of how being is disclosed as an experiential order. And for that reason, 

the consciousness variable becomes a new coordinate. 

This problem also connects directly with the fundamental problem of 

consciousness. 

The hard problem asks why information processing does not remain mere 

calculation, but becomes felt experience. The problem of quantum observation 

asks why one among possible states does not remain mere mathematical 

possibility, but appears as a world. These seem like different questions, but at 

depth they converge upon one deeper issue: how is an experienced world 

possible at all? One reveals the inner threshold of experience, the other the outer 

threshold of world-disclosure. The axis that reconnects them is precisely the 

consciousness variable. 

This also helps us understand why some contemporary philosophers, scientists, 

and technology leaders gravitate toward simulation cosmology. 

This may not be mere fantasy, but a sign that matter, energy, and information 

alone do not feel sufficient to close the world. Yet this document is not 

interested in reducing the universe to another computational structure. The 

deeper question is not whether the world is a simulation, but how any such world 

is disclosed as an experientially available world. And there again awareness 

returns as a deeper layer than calculation. 



58 

 

This reopening does not weaken quantum mechanics. 

On the contrary, it clarifies where quantum mechanics is powerful and where a 

wider frame becomes necessary. Science can describe distributions of possible 

states, conditions of interaction, the effects of measuring apparatus, and the 

mathematical structure of the system with extraordinary precision. But if the 

question is why all of that appears as one actual world, and more precisely an 

experienced world, then a layer remains that cannot be closed by physical 

quantities alone. That recognition is not science’s defeat. It is the point at which 

science most honestly meets its own boundary. 

The central point of this chapter is therefore clear. 

The problem of quantum observation is not simply a strange feature of the 

microworld. It is a boundary problem asking how the world appears as an 

experiential order. Once the consciousness variable is introduced, observation 

becomes more than an apparatus event. It becomes the problem of how one 

among possible states becomes aligned as a world. Physics is not thereby 

discarded. Rather, it is invited to think again about the deeper layer of awareness 

at the very boundary where its own rigor brings it face to face with disclosure 

itself.
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14. RECONSTRUCTING THE FUNDAMENTAL PROBLEM OF CONSCIOUSNESS, 

THE SO-CALLED HARD PROBLEM 

The fundamental problem of consciousness, the so-called hard problem, does 

not merely mean a “difficult problem.” 

It names a boundary problem at which existing scientific explanation does not 

fully arrive. Modern science has become steadily more precise in explaining how 

the brain processes information, responds to stimuli, stores memory, deploys 

attention, and makes judgments. Yet as these explanations become more refined, 

one question becomes sharper rather than weaker: 

Why is there experience accompanying this processing? 

Why do signal, calculation, and response not remain merely mechanical 

processes, but become a world that is actually felt and known? 

At precisely that point, the hard problem reveals itself not as a problem of 

function but as a problem of awareness. 

The issue is not only what the brain does. The issue is why what it does is not 

exhausted by doing, but is given as experience. The hard problem asks not first 

how consciousness functions, but why functioning is accompanied by experience 

at all. 

To clarify this, one must distinguish the so-called easy problems from the hard 

problem. 

Of course, the easy problems are not truly easy. To explain how attention shifts, 

how memory is stored, how perception is formed, and how report and action are 

linked to neural circuits is an immense accomplishment. But in principle these 

problems remain within the language of function and structure. The hard 

problem is different. It asks not what the function does, but why the function is 

actually felt by someone. The issue is not the mode of processing, but how 

processing becomes presence. 
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Put simply: existing science can explain how the brain handles information. 

But the hard problem asks again: why is information not merely processed, but 

experienced? Why is red not only wavelength discrimination, but actually felt as 

red? Why is pain not only neural signaling, but actually given as pain? Why is the 

world not merely a calculable structure, but something disclosed in living 

awareness? 

For that reason, the hard problem remains blocked within the current 

coordinates. 

One may add more information, draw more intricate circuits, and refine 

correlations ever more precisely. Yet all of these explain conditions of experience 

rather than the arising of experience itself. Neural correlates can reveal structures 

that appear with experience. Information-integration models can describe when 

systems become more unified. Predictive-processing models can explain how the 

brain organizes the world by reducing error. Yet behind all of them the same 

question remains: 

Why do all of these processes become not merely calculation without anyone 

there, but a world given to someone? 

At this point, the limit of the question itself becomes visible. 

The question “How does matter produce consciousness?” seems natural, but it 

already contains a hidden premise. It places matter as fundamental and 

consciousness as derivative. It assigns ground and result before the problem is 

even asked. But if consciousness — more precisely awareness — is the deeper 

basis in which information, meaning, and world-disclosure occur at all, then the 

question may have been wrongly placed from the beginning. In that case, the 

issue is no longer how matter generates consciousness, but why the material 

world appears in awareness in this particular way. 

At that point, the hard problem is reconstructed. 

It no longer remains only as the riddle of how feeling “emerges” from matter. It 
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becomes a sign that the form of the question itself was mistaken. What remains 

unsolved may be unsolved not merely because the answer is incomplete, but 

because the problem has been placed within the wrong coordinates from the 

start. This shift matters, because human beings often sink into deeper confusion 

precisely by trying to attach more sophisticated answers to questions that were 

incorrectly framed in the first place. 

This is also why the hard problem resonates with the problem of quantum 

observation. 

If quantum observation asks why one among possible states appears as a world, 

the hard problem asks why information processing and physical process are 

accompanied by actual experience. One reveals the outer threshold of the world, 

the other the inner threshold of experience. Both converge upon the deeper 

question: how is an experienced world possible at all? At that point, the 

consciousness variable no longer functions as a decorative supplement, but as 

the axis that places apparently separate problems back onto one line. 

What changes once the consciousness variable is introduced into the hard 

problem? 

First, the problem no longer remains merely as “unexplained residue.” It becomes 

a sign of where modern science collides with its own limit. Science is magnificent 

at explaining structure. It does not yet explain why structure becomes presence. 

Science is magnificent at tracing correlations. It remains silent on why one side of 

the correlation is experience. Science is magnificent at analyzing function. It 

remains outside the question of why function appears within awareness at all. The 

hard problem marks that boundary of silence. 

Second, the consciousness variable prevents the hard problem from being 

mythologized into pure mystery. 

The moment one says that awareness is fundamental, there is a temptation to 

leap into irrationality or vague spiritualism. This document does not take that 

path. The consciousness variable is not a call to abandon explanation. It is a call 
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to see more honestly where explanation can go, and where another coordinate is 

needed. Awareness is not an excuse for anti-science. It is the most fundamental 

term that the present explanatory system has not yet been able to include 

structurally. In that sense, introducing the consciousness variable does not 

weaken science. It tells science more exactly where its limit stands. 

Third, this reconstruction changes the place of the human being. 

Within a materialist framing, the human being can easily seem like a complex 

material arrangement that somehow, by chance, began to feel. But if awareness is 

placed as the deeper ground, then the human being may be reread not as matter 

accidentally generating consciousness, but as one finite form in which awareness 

experiences itself. In that case, experience is no longer byproduct but center. 

Feeling is no longer a leftover of explanation, but the most immediate fact on 

which all explanation already depends. This does not place the human being back 

at the center of the cosmos in an arrogant way. It places the human being more 

humbly as a local expression in which awareness passes through separation and 

finitude. 

Fourth, the reconstruction of the hard problem changes the direction of research 

itself. 

Any promise to fully seize consciousness as an object remains excessive. The 

deepest layer of awareness cannot be fully captured within the world of time and 

space. Yet this does not imply that all scientific approaches are meaningless. 

What can be studied are not the absolute totality of consciousness itself, but 

consciousness-like signals, state transitions, patterns of alignment and 

misalignment, directions of integration and fragmentation. Thus the hard problem 

does not end in “nothing can be done.” It leads instead toward a more honest 

scientific posture: full capture may be impossible, but directionality and structural 

signatures may still be explored. 

This is especially important because what modern civilization actually needs is not 

a God’s-eye possession of the essence of consciousness, but a practical 
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dashboard capable of discerning the direction in which human, technological, and 

social structures are moving. 

The reconstruction of the hard problem gives that dashboard its philosophical 

legitimacy. We do not claim that consciousness itself can be fully measured. We 

claim instead that civilization has reached a boundary it cannot cross while 

omitting consciousness, and that at that boundary it must at least build a 

minimal device for sensing direction. 

This also reconnects the hard problem with meditation, mindfulness, and the 

actual experience of awareness. 

When thought thins and awareness becomes more directly present, human 

beings can sometimes step back from the identification “thought is myself.” What 

is then felt — a widening, a reduction of suffering’s absolute grip, a weakening of 

separation — is not merely subjective comfort. It is also an existential hint 

concerning what the hard problem points toward: awareness is prior to thought 

and structure. Existing research may explain such states in terms of attention 

regulation, emotional modulation, or changes in neural networks. That 

explanation is needed. But it does not yet close the deepest reason why suffering 

and separation often weaken when awareness becomes more primary. At 

precisely that point, experience, philosophy, and science meet again. 

Restraint remains necessary here too. 

This document does not claim that the hard problem is now fully solved, nor that 

one introduction of the consciousness variable dissolves every mystery at once. 

The claim is more limited and more fundamental. The hard problem can be 

repeated endlessly within the present coordinates because the languages of 

information, function, and correlation already place awareness as a result rather 

than as a ground. The consciousness variable reverses that premise, and by doing 

so moves the problem from a misframed puzzle toward a more coherent 

question. In that sense, reconstructing the hard problem is not a declaration of 

final answer, but a re-placement of the question. 
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The central point of this chapter is therefore clear. 

The fundamental problem of consciousness, the so-called hard problem, is not 

merely a difficult problem. It is a boundary problem showing where the 

coordinates of existing science begin to fail. The question “How does matter 

produce consciousness?” contains a premise that may itself be responsible for the 

recurring blockage. Once the consciousness variable is introduced, the question 

reverses. It is no longer how matter produces consciousness, but why the material 

world appears within awareness in this particular way. The problem does not 

vanish. But what was long treated as an impossible riddle is moved into a place 

where it may at last become coherently askable.
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15. COMPLEX-SYSTEM COLLAPSE AND THE PARADOX OF LOCAL 

OPTIMIZATION 

One of the strangest scenes repeatedly encountered in modern civilization is this: 

the parts become more refined, while the whole becomes more unstable. 

Technology advances, computation accelerates, productivity rises, institutions 

become more segmented, and management systems become more precise. Yet 

human beings become more exhausted, relations wear down, societies fragment 

more easily, and civilization loses directional sense more frequently. This is not 

mere accident. It is a typical sign of the way complex systems collapse. 

A complex system is not simply a collection of parts. 

It is a structure in which numerous elements affect one another through relation, 

feedback, delay, and amplification, producing a larger pattern of behavior. 

Organisms are such systems. Minds are such systems. Families, communities, 

economies, cities, states, and civilizations are such systems. In such systems, the 

fact that each part functions well does not guarantee that the whole functions 

well. Indeed, the opposite often occurs: the more each part optimizes itself by its 

own standard, the more the whole may become burdened with imbalance and 

collapse risk. 

This is where the paradox of local optimization appears. 

Local optimization means that each part maximizes its own performance. Firms 

maximize profit. Platforms maximize dwell time. Schools maximize test scores. 

Hospitals maximize throughput. Individuals refine their own advantage in order to 

survive competition. From the local standpoint, all of this appears rational. Each 

part tries to become more efficient in its own place. But in a complex system, the 

rationality of each part is not identical with the rationality of the whole. The more 

each part optimizes its own gain, the more the invisible relational balance 

supporting the whole may be worn away. 
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The human body offers a simple analogy. 

When a certain function becomes overactivated, it can appear locally stronger 

while the total system moves toward breakdown. This is true of the immune 

system, the stress response, and the reward system. A particular axis may 

intensify in order to survive an immediate crisis, and for a time that may indeed 

help survival. But if the condition persists, the whole becomes exhausted, loses 

regulatory capacity, and eventually moves toward a deeper collapse. The key of a 

complex system is not maximal intensity, but aligned balance. 

The same is true socially. 

A platform looks successful when it captures attention for longer. A company 

looks stronger when it produces more output at lower cost. A school looks 

superior when it raises measurable achievement more quickly. A policy looks 

effective when short-term indicators improve. Yet in the same process, attention 

may become more fragmented, relation more instrumentalized, trust more 

eroded, and life more overstimulated and unstable. In that case each part has 

succeeded, while the whole has failed. That is the paradox of local optimization. 

Why does this paradox so often reveal itself only late? 

Because collapse in complex systems usually comes not as a sudden explosion, 

but as the result of long-accumulated loss of alignment. On the surface 

everything may appear to be working well. Metrics improve. Speed increases. 

Efficiency rises. Output accumulates. But beneath the visible layer, other things 

are already happening. Relational resonance weakens. Shared meaning thins. 

Trust erodes. Inner human states become increasingly dispersed and overloaded. 

Then, at a certain point, the costs that had been pushed outside visibility return 

all at once: burnout, addiction, extremization, relational collapse, institutional 

distrust, social fatigue, collective aggression, civilizational emptiness. 

In other words, complex systems often do not collapse because they were too 

weak. 

They collapse because they were optimized too well in the wrong way. This is 
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crucial. The danger may not be disorder as such, but excessive precision around 

the wrong criterion. The parts become faster while the whole becomes weaker. 

Local performance improves while overall recoverability declines. Many 

contemporary civilizational crises seem to follow this pattern. We did not arrive 

here because we were incompetent. We arrived here because we optimized many 

domains so successfully that the absence of the axis linking them all now 

becomes more devastating. 

This is exactly where the need for the consciousness variable reappears. 

If complex-system collapse is viewed only through ordinary methods, people 

usually respond by managing details more precisely: adding new regulations, new 

indicators, denser monitoring, more refined performance control. Such moves 

may at times be necessary. But they are not sufficient, because the core of 

collapse often lies not in the defect of a part, but in the loss of whole-alignment. 

And the loss of whole-alignment does not become fully visible through 

productivity metrics or behavioral data alone. 

The consciousness variable targets precisely this point. 

It asks not only how well each part functions, but in what direction that 

functioning pushes the total human state, relational structure, and civilizational 

orientation. It asks not only what produced more output, but what leaves the 

human being more aligned. Not only what generated faster reaction, but what 

made possible less dispersion and deeper relational recovery. Local optimization 

can then be evaluated for the first time within a wider coordinate of whole-

alignment. 

Take a platform that increases use time, click rate, and engagement. 

By ordinary standards, that is success. But once the consciousness variable is 

introduced, the question changes. Does the platform leave the user more lucid, 

or more scattered? Does it enable deeper judgment, or intensify addiction to 

immediate reaction? Does it restore relation, or amplify comparison and division? 

Local success no longer automatically counts as whole success. 
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The same is true of education. 

Scores may rise. Performance indicators may improve. Yet students’ OE may 

decline, EE may rise, and relational trust and inner stability may collapse. In that 

case the system is locally excellent but globally failing. Medicine is similar. 

Throughput and efficiency may increase, yet if the human recoverability, trust, 

focus, and meaning of patients and medical workers collapse together, then the 

system is consuming the very basis upon which it stands. The economy too 

behaves this way. As long as short-term productivity and asset value remain the 

sole measures, the costs of human erosion and relational collapse are displaced 

outside the ledger. But those costs do not vanish. They return later in a larger 

form of collapse. 

For this reason, collapse in complex systems is not merely accident or failure. 

It often reveals that what was not measured becomes what finally decides. 

Civilization has long excelled at measuring what is externally visible: speed, 

productivity, profit, throughput, efficiency, predictability, stability. But it has been 

much less able to measure what leaves the human being less collapsed, what 

keeps relation from becoming rougher, and what preserves trust and interpretive 

coherence over time. As a result, civilization has succeeded in optimizing what is 

visible while neglecting the wear of the invisible basis. Complex-system collapse 

may be the bill now coming due. 

The consciousness variable becomes the axis by which that bill can be read in 

advance. 

It does not promise to measure consciousness in its totality. More honestly, it 

proposes a minimal dashboard capable of registering the directionality of 

alignment and misalignment, the signs of integration and fragmentation, the 

recovery or erosion of relation, the lucidity or collapse-potential of human state. 

Without such a dashboard, local optimization can continue racing toward the 

collapse of the whole. With it, civilization can ask new questions: Does this 

success make the whole healthier? Does this efficiency leave the human being 

more alive? Does this optimization restore the relational field, or consume it? 
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In the language of CFE⁺, complex-system collapse can be reread not merely as an 

outer malfunction, but as a condition in which OE and RE weaken while EE 

becomes dominant. 

Ordered energy declines. Relational resonance erodes. Entropic overload and 

fragmentation begin to rule. The crisis of the complex system thus becomes 

readable not merely as system failure, but as the accumulation of lost alignment. 

And that is why the solution changes too. It is no longer primarily a matter of 

better part-fitting, but of deeper recovery of alignment. 

Again, restraint is necessary. 

This document does not claim that complex-system collapse disappears simply by 

adding the consciousness variable. Nor does it try to reduce every social problem 

to spiritual language. The claim is narrower and more fundamental. Complex 

systems often collapse not because the parts were too weak, but because local 

achievement was optimized while the whole remained unseen. The consciousness 

variable restores that invisible standard axis. It is not a magical cure. It is the 

criterion that can interrupt the wrong optimization. 

The central point of this chapter is therefore clear. 

A complex system is not merely a sum of parts, but a structure of relation and 

alignment. The proper functioning of each part does not guarantee the health of 

the whole. Indeed, repeated local optimization can make the whole more fragile. 

Many crises of modern civilization may be expressions of this paradox. Once the 

consciousness variable is introduced, we can begin to distinguish the success of 

the part from the failure of the whole. Collapse then becomes not an unavoidable 

destiny, but the result of optimization pursued without a standard of alignment.
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16. WHY CONSCIOUSNESS IS NOT AN OBJECT OF MEASUREMENT BUT THE 

LIMIT OF MEASUREMENT, AND YET CAN STILL BECOME A DASHBOARD OF 

DIRECTIONALITY 

The discussion so far leaves behind a tension. 

On the one hand, this document has argued that the deepest layer of 

consciousness — more exactly, awareness — cannot be fully objectified and 

measured within the world of time and space. On the other hand, it has also 

argued that civilization requires a dashboard capable of reading the directionality 

of alignment and misalignment, integration and fragmentation, stability and 

collapse through consciousness-like signals. On the surface this may seem 

contradictory. If consciousness cannot be measured, how can a dashboard be 

possible? And if a dashboard is possible, why say that consciousness cannot be 

measured? Yet this tension is not a contradiction. It is a distinction necessary for 

treating consciousness accurately. 

The core point is this: 

consciousness is not an object to be measured in the ordinary sense, but the 

traces of directionality that consciousness leaves within the world can be 

explored. In other words, the object of measurement and the limit of 

measurement are not the same thing. Consciousness itself remains outside 

measurement as the deepest ground that makes measurement possible at all. Yet 

within the phenomenal field there can still appear patterns of state change: the 

rise and fall of alignment, the movement of integration and fragmentation, the 

recovery or erosion of relational resonance. These can show themselves as signals 

and patterns. That is why consciousness can be both beyond complete 

measurement and yet a dashboard of directionality. 

To understand this distinction, one must first clarify what measurement means. 

In modern science, measurement usually means grasping some object as an 

externally distinguishable unit and converting it into a repeatable, comparable 

value. Length, mass, temperature, voltage, concentration, and speed all belong to 
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this logic. The assumptions are clear: the measurer must be distinguishable from 

the measured; the object must be sufficiently externalizable; repeated 

measurement must be possible under comparable conditions. The deepest layer 

of awareness does not fully enter that structure. Awareness is prior to being a 

measurable object. It is the place in which the object, the act of measuring, and 

the meaning of measurement all become disclosed. The moment one tries to 

seize awareness as a thing, one is already grasping some content, state, or trace 

appearing within awareness rather than awareness itself. 

In precisely that sense, consciousness is the limit of measurement. 

This is not because science is weak, as though consciousness were merely the 

final residue that current instruments are not yet precise enough to catch. More 

fundamentally, consciousness is closer to the condition of measurement than to 

its external object. Any instrument functions as an instrument only because it 

already has meaning within a field of awareness. For that reason, the promise to 

measure consciousness completely as though it were one more physical 

magnitude is excessive from the beginning. 

But this does not lead to the conclusion that nothing can be done. 

On the contrary, it opens the possibility of a more honest science. Instead of 

promising to seize the absolute quantity of consciousness itself, one may explore 

the traces of directionality it leaves within the world. In this sense, the approach 

resonates with the older logic of science itself. Science often does not grasp 

essence directly in the hand. It tracks deeper structures through their effects, their 

patterns, and their transformations. Gravity is not “seen” directly, but known 

through fall, orbit, and curvature. Magnetic fields are not seen directly, but 

inferred through deviation, induction, and response. Life is not exhausted by a list 

of molecules, but becomes legible through organization, metabolism, and self-

regulation. In the same way, consciousness may not be capturable as an object, 

yet the directionality of alignment and misalignment, integration and dispersion, 

relational recovery and erosion can still become legible. 
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What matters, then, is what one claims to be measuring. 

We are not claiming to convert consciousness itself into a score. We are not 

claiming to assign final spiritual rank to an individual or a group. Such promises 

almost inevitably turn into arrogance and misuse. The claim of this document is 

far more restrained. What is to be approached is not the absolute value of 

consciousness itself, but the directionality of consciousness-like signals. Is a 

given structure moving toward greater alignment or greater dispersion? Toward 

deeper integration and stability, or toward overload and fragmentation? Toward 

relational recovery, or toward relational erosion? The dashboard must read not 

essence, but direction. 

This distinction matters immensely. 

Reading direction is not the same as possessing essence. A navigator need not 

own the sea in order to read direction. A physician need not possess the 

metaphysical totality of life in order to read signs of decline or recovery. A 

meteorologist need not seize the essence of the sky in order to anticipate the 

movement of a storm. In the same way, civilization need not measure 

consciousness in the perspective of a god in order to discern the direction in 

which human, technological, and social structures are moving. That is precisely 

why the notion of a dashboard becomes possible. A dashboard is not a device 

for possessing ultimate essence. It is a device for sensing dangerous directional 

shifts before it is too late. 

At this point, a larger intention of this document becomes visible. 

If the universe and the world unfold upon a deeper basis of awareness and 

consciousness, and if several of the boundary problems of modern science begin 

to show new explanatory possibility once the coordinate of consciousness is 

introduced, then there is no reason to leave that possibility as a vague intuition 

or metaphysical feeling. Human beings have long intuited an unseen God, the 

divine, the absolute, or some deeper simulational basis. But what matters is not 

the feeling by itself. What matters is how the direction indicated by that intuition 

might be translated back into the actual structures of life, civilization, and 
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technology. One intention of this document is precisely this: the consciousness 

variable is not merely a filler for explanatory gaps. It is a standard axis that asks 

again, in a larger field of vision, how we ought to live, what kind of civilization we 

ought to design, and what kind of technology we ought to build. 

For that reason, any dashboard built from the consciousness variable must never 

become a scorecard or ranking system. 

It must not be an apparatus for labeling, stigmatizing, or sorting human beings 

by superiority. It must instead remain a device for reading signs of alignment. 

Not a tool for determining who is higher, but a tool for revealing which 

structures move toward stability and integration and which move toward collapse 

and fragmentation. The moment that distinction is lost, the consciousness 

variable degenerates into yet another old power technology. The dashboard must 

therefore remain a technology of warning and direction, not of domination and 

surveillance. 

At this point, the preceding chapters converge. 

In the Big Bang problem, the consciousness variable shifted the coordinate of the 

question. In the problem of time, it repositioned time as a form of experience 

rather than as an absolute background. In entropy, it reread the law of ending as 

the cost of expression. In quantum observation, it expanded the event of 

apparatus into the problem of disclosure. In the hard problem, it reversed the 

question from “How does matter produce consciousness?” to “Why does the 

world appear within awareness in this way?” In complex-system collapse, it 

emerged as the axis distinguishing local performance from the health of the 

whole. All of these trajectories converge upon one point: consciousness is not an 

object that can be fully measured, but the axis that reorients what all 

measurement must ultimately serve. That is why consciousness can be both the 

limit of measurement and a dashboard of directionality. 

This distinction also has direct implications for actual research programs. 

Instead of claiming to seize consciousness itself, one may investigate the 
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conditions under which OE weakens and EE becomes dominant, the kinds of 

interaction that recover RE, and the types of state transition that suggest deeper 

alignment. Such work is not possession of full ontology. But it can still be 

scientifically meaningful, precisely because what civilization needs is not a 

declaration that the absolute essence of consciousness has been possessed, but 

an honest signal system capable of discerning whether our structures are moving 

toward collapse or toward recovery. 

The discussion of meditation and mindfulness also reconnects here. 

When human beings step back from cognitive overload, they may experience, at 

least in part, wider awareness and less dispersion. This does not mean that 

consciousness itself has been numerically measured. But directionality can be 

read: more scattered or more still, more fragmented or more integrated, more 

defensive or more relational. These are exactly the kinds of differences a 

dashboard ought to register. A dashboard is not a device for unveiling the whole 

secret of being. It is a device for sensing which direction is more alive. 

Again, restraint remains necessary. 

This chapter does not claim that the exploration of consciousness-like signals is 

already a complete science of consciousness, nor that a single index could 

represent the depth of human existence in its entirety. The claim is more limited 

and more fundamental. Consciousness is not a measurable object in the ordinary 

sense. It is closer to the deepest basis upon which measurement itself depends. 

Yet for that very reason, it makes clearer what we have been missing, and toward 

what our measurements must be reoriented. Full capture may be impossible. But 

the sensing of direction is possible, and that is precisely what civilization now 

requires. 

The central point of this chapter is therefore clear. 

Consciousness is the limit of measurement because it cannot be fully objectified 

as one object among others. Yet because the traces it leaves within the world — 

alignment and misalignment, integration and dispersion — can be explored, it 
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can also become a dashboard of directionality. The consciousness variable is 

therefore not an arrogant promise to measure consciousness completely, but an 

honest proposal: before it is too late, let us learn to read the direction in which 

we are moving.
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17. CONCLUSION — WHY CIVILIZATION MUST NOW INTRODUCE THE AXIS 

OF CONSCIOUSNESS 

The core of this document can now be gathered into one sentence: 

modern science and civilization have not failed; they have come nearly as far 

as they can go without the axis of consciousness. And for that reason, what is 

now required is not more repetition of the same method, but the introduction of 

the missing axis. 

This document has not denied the achievements of modern science. 

On the contrary, it has taken those achievements seriously enough to ask why, at 

certain decisive boundaries, they repeatedly stop. The Big Bang problem 

unsettled the form of the question of beginning. The problem of time forced a 

rethinking of what had seemed like the background of existence. Conservation of 

energy suggested a deeper continuity beneath expression. Entropy was reread 

not as the defeat of being but as the cost paid by finite manifestation. Quantum 

observation opened beyond apparatus into the problem of disclosure. The 

fundamental problem of consciousness — the hard problem — suggested that 

the question “How does matter produce consciousness?” may have been wrongly 

framed from the start. Complex-system collapse revealed that optimization of the 

parts does not guarantee alignment of the whole. And finally, consciousness 

appeared as something that cannot be fully measured as an object and yet can 

become a dashboard of directionality. 

All of these arguments point toward the same thing. 

The coordinates by which civilization has so far organized itself — matter, energy, 

information, calculation, efficiency, productivity, predictability — remain 

important. But they are no longer sufficient. They can explain much about what 

happens, yet they do not fully tell us what direction human beings are being left 

in by what happens. At precisely that point, the axis of consciousness becomes 

not one optional preference among many, but a necessary standard axis for the 

next stage. 
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To introduce the axis of consciousness is not to abandon science. 

It is to renew science within a wider frame. It does not discard measurement, 

modeling, experiment, or calculation. It asks instead what all of these are for. 

Technology may become more powerful. Institutions may become more refined. 

AI may become more capable. Yet unless we ask whether these developments 

leave the human being more lucid, more relationally aligned, more deeply aware, 

and less dispersed, civilization may continue to become locally excellent while 

remaining globally unsatisfying and unstable. 

This is where the most practical demand of the document appears. 

Civilization can no longer be satisfied with measuring performance alone. It must 

begin the more humble attempt to measure alignment. Consciousness itself may 

not be fully capturable. But that does not justify refusing even to read the signs 

of direction. We are not seeking possession of the absolute quantity of 

consciousness. We are seeking at least the ability to discern whether we are 

moving toward collapse or toward recovery, toward integration or toward 

dispersion, toward structures that leave human beings more alive or more hollow. 

That is the minimum honesty now required of science, technology, and policy. 

A larger question also becomes unavoidable. 

If the universe and human life unfold upon a deeper basis of awareness and 

consciousness, and if some of the great unsolved problems of modern science 

begin to show new explanatory possibility once the coordinate of consciousness 

is introduced, then why should we close that possibility before it has even been 

seriously tried? Who can legitimately dismiss in advance the possibility that 

problems long unresolved, structures locally excellent but globally unsatisfying, 

may begin to reopen once the axis of consciousness is introduced? To declare 

impossible a coordinate shift that has scarcely yet been attempted may itself be a 

profoundly unscientific act. 

For that reason, what this document requests is not blind belief. 

It requests the opposite: that a larger hypothesis be tested more honestly. If 
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there are problems that remain blocked without the axis of consciousness, then 

that axis must now be brought into actual research, actual design, and actual 

civilizational structures. The task belongs to philosophy, but also to science. It 

belongs to the individual life, but also to civilization as a whole. It is no longer 

enough to remain at the level of saying, “Consciousness may matter.” We must 

now ask whether the next stage is possible at all without the axis of 

consciousness. This document answers plainly: it will be difficult, and likely 

increasingly difficult, to proceed without it. 

What civilization must choose is therefore not simple. 

The real issue is not only whether we will possess faster technology or process 

more information. The issue is the axis by which we align that speed, that 

information, and that technology. If the axis remains absent, civilization may 

become ever more intelligent while also becoming more disordered. If the axis of 

consciousness is restored, then science may cross its present boundary into a 

wider horizon, technology may take on a more human directionality, and 

civilization may for the first time begin to ask about the health of the whole 

alongside the performance of the parts. 

The conclusion is therefore clear. 

The axis of consciousness is not a philosophical ornament. It is a standard axis 

civilization must recover if it is to move into its next stage. Science must now 

pass beyond an era in which it succeeds while excluding consciousness, into an 

era in which it becomes deeper by taking consciousness into account. Civilization 

must do the same. Not productivity, control, and efficiency alone, but alignment, 

awareness, and relational recovery must become part of its frame. This is not a 

minor adjustment. It is a shift in the coordinates by which the world is read, and 

a threshold at which the human being may begin to reposition itself, its 

technology, and its civilization. 
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And perhaps that threshold is precisely where we stand now. 

Science has already come very far. Civilization has already accomplished a great 

deal. One question remains: 

Will we continue forward without the axis of consciousness, 

or will we restore that axis before it is too late and thereby open the next stage 

of science and civilization?
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18. NEXT STEPS: RESEARCH, DASHBOARDS, AND THE TASKS OF 

CIVILIZATIONAL ALIGNMENT 

What remains now is not the repetition of thought, but the translation of a shift 

in coordinates into actual structure. 

The preceding chapters have shown something sufficiently clear: many of the 

boundary problems now facing modern science and civilization are not merely 

signs of technical insufficiency, but signs of a missing standard axis. The next step 

is therefore not to repeat again that consciousness matters. The next step is to 

translate the axis of consciousness into the practical language of research, 

dashboards, institutions, technologies, and civilizational design. 

The first task is the realignment of research. 

This realignment must avoid two extremes at once. One is the exaggerated claim 

that consciousness has already been fully captured. The other is the retreat that 

says consciousness is in principle immeasurable and therefore nothing meaningful 

can be done. The next stage of research must be more honest than both. We do 

not claim to seize the absolute total quantity of consciousness itself. Rather, we 

must investigate which state transitions indicate deeper alignment, which 

conditions amplify dispersion and overload, which relational structures enable 

recovery and integration, and which technological environments leave the human 

being more lucid. In other words, the research focus must shift from “possessing 

consciousness” to “reading the directionality of consciousness-like signals.” 

Such research must unite reproducibility with humility of design. 

Scientific rigor must not relax merely because consciousness has entered the 

picture. On the contrary, the standard must become stricter. State distinctions 

must be clearly drawn. Interpretations of signals must avoid exaggeration. 

Negative controls and confound management are necessary. Reproducibility and 

falsifiability must be secured. The introduction of the axis of consciousness must 

not weaken science. It must realign science. Only then can the consciousness 
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variable become more than a philosophical gesture and be respected as an actual 

research program. 

The second task is the construction of dashboards. 

A dashboard here is not a device for ranking human superiority or assigning 

spiritual levels. It is a minimal structural sensing device that can read dangerous 

shifts of direction before they become irreversible. Civilization is already familiar 

with metrics such as speed, productivity, dwell time, engagement, throughput, 

and yield. It is far less capable of reading what direction those structures push 

human state toward. The next dashboard must target precisely that blind spot. 

Are we becoming more scattered or more lucid? More isolated or more 

relationally restored? More reactive or more aware? More fragmented or more 

integrated? The dashboard does not have to capture essence. It must at least be 

able to read direction. 

That dashboard must not remain at the level of the individual alone. 

The true significance of the axis of consciousness lies in placing the individual, 

relation, group, institution, platform, and civilization back onto one continuous 

line. If the individual collapses, relation trembles. If relation trembles, collective 

trust decays. If collective trust decays, institutions, culture, and technology begin 

to behave differently. Conversely, technological environments and institutional 

structures continuously shape the quality of awareness and relation. The next 

dashboard must therefore evolve not merely into a device reading emotional or 

mental condition at the level of the individual, but into a multi-layered interface 

revealing civilizational states of alignment. Axes such as OE, EE, and RE cannot 

be read in isolation from changes in relation, group, and environment. And 

precisely there lies the civilizational meaning of this project. 

At exactly this point, a wider integrative vision becomes necessary. 

The greatness of modern science has lain in its ability to analyze more deeply, 

divide more precisely, and uncover ever finer structures. That method has 

produced immense achievement. Yet sometimes, precisely at the far edge of that 
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detail, one begins to notice that fields which seemed entirely separate in fact 

meet in a deeper place. Cosmology and consciousness studies, complexity theory 

and civilizational analysis, technological design and human state — these may 

not be separate problems after all. What is required now is not the abandonment 

of detailed inquiry, but the placing of details back within a larger coordinate. To 

view science, civilization, human understanding, and preparation for the age of AI 

again along one continuous line may not be an optional luxury. It may be a 

practical condition for crossing into the next stage. 

The third task is a shift in technological design. 

Technology will continue to grow more powerful. AI will become faster. Platforms 

will become more refined. The collection and interpretation of biological and 

behavioral data will become more precise. The real question is not whether 

technology will become stronger, but to what it will be aligned. Many 

technologies so far have become highly effective at eliciting reaction, while 

remaining largely indifferent to whether they leave the user more aligned. The 

next stage of technology must be different. It must ask not only whether use 

time was increased, but in what condition the user is left afterward. Not only 

whether more clicks were generated, but whether deeper judgment and more 

stable relation were made possible. The success metrics of technology must no 

longer concern output alone, but also the direction in which human state is being 

moved. 

The fourth task is the reconstruction of institutions and governance. 

Civilization has long grown accustomed to reacting after the fact: adding 

regulation after crisis, adding indicators after visible failure, calculating costs only 

after collapse has already appeared. But once the axis of consciousness is 

introduced, governance must become concerned not only with after-the-fact 

control, but with prior alignment. Education must ask not only what scores 

students produce, but what state they are left in. Medicine must ask not only 

about throughput, but about the human recoverability of patients and clinicians. 

Platform regulation must ask not only what is legal or illegal, but what direction 
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attention, relation, and social trust are being altered toward. This is not merely a 

call to increase regulation. It is a call to change the standard axis of policy itself. 

The fifth task is the beginning of civilizational experiments. 

If there are problems the old coordinates could not solve — structures locally 

excellent yet globally hollow, efficient yet unsatisfying, optimized yet destabilizing 

— then new designs and interfaces that include the axis of consciousness must 

now actually be tried. This applies to education, medicine, AI-system design, 

organizational life, and research environments alike. Some will say such 

approaches are not yet sufficiently verified. But more precisely, they have not yet 

been sufficiently attempted for verification to become possible. To declare in 

advance that an unattempted coordinate shift is impossible may be less caution 

than stagnation. The next step is not an addition of rhetoric, but the 

accumulation of real experiments, however small, that actually alter structures. 

The sixth task is a new alliance among researchers, designers, and practitioners. 

No single discipline can monopolize this question. Physics alone cannot close it. 

Neuroscience alone cannot close it. Philosophy alone cannot close it. Spiritual 

language alone cannot close it. The introduction of the axis of consciousness 

demands a point at which scientists, physicians, engineers, philosophers, 

educators, institutional designers, and governance experts begin to translate 

across their differences. The next stage does not ask who can possess the final 

answer. It asks who can honestly recognize the boundary and still help design the 

next structure. In that sense, this document does not present a final doctrine. It 

proposes the beginning of a new form of civilizational collaboration. 

And finally, the last task is a shift in the human being itself. 

Civilization is not an abstraction floating above us. It is the collective 

externalization of human state. The more human beings become dispersed, 

reactive, and driven by deficiency, the more civilization will resemble those states. 

The more human beings become lucid, aware, and relational, the more civilization 

may open to another possibility. For that reason, the task of civilizational 
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alignment is never wholly separable from the existential task of the person. The 

effort to reduce the overload of thought, to be more fully present here and now, 

and to recover relation not as instrument but as living field has civilizational 

significance. The direction of the human being and the direction of civilization are 

more deeply linked than we usually think. 

The central point of this chapter is therefore clear. 

The next stage requires not more words, but more honest research, more 

restrained dashboards, and a deeper beginning of civilizational alignment. We do 

not claim to capture consciousness completely. But precisely for that reason, the 

urgency of restoring the axis of consciousness becomes greater, not smaller. 

Research must investigate directionality. Dashboards must read the signs of 

alignment and misalignment. Technology, institutions, and civilization must begin 

to redesign themselves in response to those signals. That is the task of the next 

stage. And only by refusing to evade that task can science and civilization cross 

the threshold now before them.
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