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Proem: First Epistle to the Highbrows
Pray thee, take care, that tak’st my book in hand 
To read it well—that is, to understand.1

The professor of philosophy and religion Jacob Needleman once pointed out that 
there are two basic types of prefaces, one written before the text and thus lengthy, full 
of the strength, vision, and hope of the authors, the other written after the text and thus 
brief, a manifestation of the authors’ realization of their limitations. Needleman offered 
the analogy of the minister of renown who condescended to give a sermon in the church 
of a struggling young minister. The authoritative man proudly ascended to the lofty pulpit 
and spoke grandly for an hour, only to then realize that by the time he had finished, half 
the congregation had walked out and the other half was asleep. The great man humbly 
descended from the pulpit and meekly asked his colleague what he had done wrong. 
“Had you ascended in the way that you descended,” he answered, “then you might have 
descended in the way that you ascended.” With professor Needleman’s wise words in 
mind, we have written the following before and after writing the text, in the sincere hope 
of expressing the vision and humility of the authors in undertaking such a momentous 
task. The search for Wisdom is almost always forsaken by gods and the masses, the 
former based on knowledge and the latter based on ignorance. Thus the task falls upon 
us, who are not gods nor just animals, but that tenuous intermediate level of existence, 
Mankind. A research writer need not be trained in everything under the sun, but he or 
she must have ability in the abstract and demonstrate it pragmatically. Piece out our 
imperfections with your thoughts (Shakespeare).

The following text is the core document of the Noödynamics Institute. It will be best 
understood in its multiple layers if it be read sequentially, and has been structured so as 
to allow easy return-access to those needing many sittings to complete the reading.

We have taken some liberties with our titles and hope readers will accept the practice 
with the sense of mirth with which it was applied. After all, how many readers would be 
inspired to read The Kyphotic Campanologist of the Seat of the Diocesan Bishop of 
Paris?2

Because we are trying to shed a particular light on our ideological viewpoint as well 
as to provide a preface to it, this proem has certain definite limitations. For instance, this 
is not a comprehensive introduction. In other words, we do not attempt, in a step-by-
step fashion, to summarize all the major positions taken in the following volumes. This is, 
rather, a philosophical preface: an attempt to explain our approach to the text. Moreover, 
we make little effort to defend our interpretations against rivals. The reader should 
be aware of the fact that for virtually every claim we make in the volumes that follow, 
there are conflicting claims by thoughtful, serious scholars who would offer different 
interpretations. Although we could defend our claims at greater length in step-by-step 
analysis, we cannot do so here without abandoning our purpose. But we do not mind. 
The point of this proem is never to give the reader a boiled-down summary of each of the 

1 Ben Johnson, “To The Reader” (1616)
2 The Hunchback of Notre Dame.
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volumes nor to give him or her an absolutely 
definite overview, but to enable the reader to go 
on and read these volumes.

Our views inevitably color the presentation 
of ideas, theories, and arguments, but we have 
striven to present contending concepts fairly, 
and, whenever we endorse or reject one of 
them, have tried to give sufficient reason for 
doing so. Noödynamics, like philosophy itself, is 
first and last an exercise in reason, and the ideas 
that should prevail in our discourse are those 
which have the best reasons on their sides. If 
this text is successful, readers will learn enough 
to assess where the weight of reason rests.

Every expository work makes some demand 
upon the readers’ sympathies. In addressing their subject, authors take an attitude toward 
it and adopt a tone they believe to be apropos. The sense of what is apropos, either in 
attitude or tone, is of course a question of values. The demand upon readers’ sympathies 
may be made explicitly or implicitly, but there can be no expostulations without some 
sort of sympathetic contract between writers and readers. We have chosen to make our 
demands explicit, because we are taking the subject of our work as a matter of major 
consequence. If the Noödynamics Institute is to succeed, our readers must be willing 
to sympathize with our attitude toward Culture and with our tone toward Academia. 
Whatever differences one may feel between themselves and the authors in matters of 
detail, we want to leave no ambiguity concerning our sympathetic contract.

It is common of a text of this type to preface it with methodological statements 
concerning one’s understanding of the enterprise of cultural philosophy, its distinction 
from other intellectual enterprises such as sociology, standards for evaluating its level of 
success, and so on. We shall pass over such issues here, primarily because our approach 
is so novel and our theories so unorthodox that little of value could be put forth at a 
general level at this point. Each of the volumes below, as a matter of fact, effectively 
answers such questions in a different and unique way—each offers its own account of 
the way in which a culture expresses itself, and its own account of the criteria for the 
successful transmission of knowledge. Evaluating any particular method of attaining, 
sustaining, and transmitting knowledge, therefore, cannot be extracted from, or done in 
advance of, evaluating substantive theories of cultural expression.

As for possible criteria by which Academia can judge the success of the Noödynamics 
Institute in the enterprise of cultural philosophy, we believe that the ultimate test of our 
admittedly unorthodox theories will be whether or not they cohere with, and help to 
illuminate, the nature of the institutions they seek to explicate. If on reflection we share 
the intuition that cultures are systemic phenomena, then it is a powerful objection to 
proposed epistemological theories of reductionism or globalism, for example. Similarly, 
if our theory of philosophy matches considered intuitions, and structures them so as to 
bring out their internal logic, then we have a powerful argument in favor of that novel 
theory. Of course, these intuitions may be baseless, but that is beside the point. The fact 
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is that we have these intuitive senses, and we deem it rational and natural to attempt to 
work out their implications, searching for integrated and coherent conceptualizations of 
value.

Of course, some will argue that there is no way to organize intuitive senses into 
systematic principles; that they derive from tacit understanding or unconscious impulses 
and any attempt to formalize these intuitions into abstract principles distorts them and 
produces empty formulae. To be sure, we have great empathy for such views. Nevertheless, 
we believe that these intuitive senses are amenable to discursive examination, and thus 
that they can be organized into systemic and systematic principles capable of further 
meaningful interpretation.

In the final analysis, we believe that the only way of rationally defending a 
comprehensive theory of culture is by providing particular arguments for a particular 
theory, and in the volumes which follow we advance arguments that we deem to be 
compelling enough to justify our methodological assumptions. Whether or not we 
succeed is for our readers to decide.

There will be many who do not understand the nature of the type of abstractions 
we utilize. But then, after all, unfortunately, there are many who do not understand the 
nature of any type of logical argument. Indeed, we believe there are fewer people now 
alive who truly understand logical argument than there were during any other period in 
history; and thus this text might have been better received by any century before the 21st. 
Argument is long and complex, and being resolved to argue, to argue honestly, to answer 
all relevant questions, to deal with every significant issue, we have produced a text that 
is too long and intricate to be popular. We have aimed for an intellectual aristocracy; for a 
stupendous certitude, in the presence of which, all libraries of postmodern commentary 
will be but collections of pamphlets. “Every effect that one produces gives one an enemy,” 
declared Oscar Wilde. “To be popular one must be a mediocrity.”

It took us over two decades to produce this book and we wish we could have taken 
three. However, if we had waited long enough to be intellectually satisfied with the 
preparation we would probably never have written it at all. There is a tendency among true 
scholars, understood only by insiders, to begin to really learn about a subject and then 
not want to write about it but instead to go on learning more about it, and more—unless 
egotism intervenes, which, of course, explains many books—and more, ad infinitum, 
until one can say: “Now I know all about this subject and am qualified to write about 
it authoritatively.” Certainly we do not make this claim now; with each passing year we 
have come to learn that there is much more to learn, in what may very well be a process 
interminable in a lifetime; but alas we know things which are of necessity now, and thus 
we just wrote about them. In his famous Dictionary (1755), Samuel Johnson began his 
preface thus: “A large work is difficult because it is large, even though all its parts might 
singly be performed with facility; where there are many things to be done, each must be 
allowed its share of time and labor, in the proportion only which it bears to the whole; nor 
can it be expected that the stones which form the dome of a temple should be squared 
and polished like the diamond of a ring.”

This is in fact a text wherein the social and aesthetic intentions are inextricably mingled; 
wherein the form and the dramatic psychology of the text show the clear pressure of our 
social feelings. We hope our readers will find here an instance of T. S. Eliot’s description 
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of our aesthetic development as a series of wholly new attempts and concomitant new 
kinds of failure. If we succeed in anything extra-ordinary, it shall be inextricably bound up 
with imperfection. This is a text wherein content and structure are inseparable; wherein 
introspective drama and reflective analysis must be addressed at the same time. Here 
it must be noted that successful exegesis consists not merely in content but also in 
expression; in significant form–form giving substance to the matter it forms. Let thy chief 
terror be of thine own soul.

We have made every effort to negotiate a careful middle path between oversimplified 
generalities and irrelevant particularities, and where we have failed, will not stoop to 
the common practice of defending either with presumptuous and pious espousals of a 
primary desire to provoke debate. Our first and last aim is to communicate a message we 
deem of unrivaled significance, and hopefully our thematic devotion to an architectonic 
Philosophy of Science will beguile those specialized in the various fields to pardon 
the liberties necessarily taken with regard to profoundly complex subjects. As R. G. 
Collingwood observed, we can understand a text only when we understand the question 
to which it is an answer.

This text ventures from theoretic principles to practical facts and back again, ad 
infinitum, and therefore it occasionally gives a strong sense of infinitely reducible specificity 
eluding coherent general definition, and so we implore readers to make an effort to follow 
our ariadnic thread through the labyrinthine struggle betwixt impressionistic taxonomy 
and arabesque minutiae. These points are important because there must inevitably be 
a shift in perspective between, on the one hand, the exploration of fields and theories 
and facts that are amenable to cogent delineation because they are fully developed 
and formalized as such—regardless of interpretation—automatically convey a sense of 
objectivity and, on the other hand, that of nascent and emerging fields and theories 
and facts which are no less “scientific” but are as yet inchoate and subject to significant 
interpretive conceptualizations.

The issue at stake is not so much the viability and credibility of specific sophisticated 
hypotheses, as recognition that the known influences and colors our search for and 
comprehension of the unknown. It is therefore important to maintain some clarity as to 
the epistemological presuppositions. Such a notion may seem at first glance to be unduly 
pedantic, but it will become especially and increasingly germane as one progresses 
through the volumes.

We are supremely aware of our debt to a host of scholars of every nation of the 
West who have illuminated with their touch almost every topic in this text. The scope of 
the present text does not allow of reference to the multitude of masters and specialists 
whose work has been used. Readers familiar with the subjects will see without difficulty 
when we are following a well-known authority, when we are using or criticizing a number 
of detached studies, and when in a few places the arguments and/or conclusions rest 
upon a re-assessment of the original sources. “Sometimes a mere article or essay,” 
explained American philosopher Suzanne K. Langer, “can give one’s thinking a new 
slant or suddenly organize one’s scattered knowledge into a significant idea, yet be 
completely swallowed up in the theories it has influenced so that no specific reference 
can be made to it at any particular point of their exposition. Inevitably, the philosophical 
ideas of every thinker stem from all he has read as well as all he has heard and seen, 
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and if consequently little of his material is really original, that only lends his doctrines the 
continuity of an old intellectual heritage.”

For example, in Volume 2, the chapter on Physics was written first. Then the chapter 
on Psychology was written, and the chapter on Physics was rewritten to incorporate the 
chapter on Psychology. Then the chapter on Biology was written, and the chapters on 
Physics and Psychology were rewritten to incorporate the chapter on Biology. Then the 
chapter on Cognitive Theory was written, and the chapters on Physics, Psychology, and 
Biology were rewritten to incorporate the chapter on Cognitive Theory, and so on, for all 
chapters and all volumes.

The text has been extensively annotated for purposes of both academic depth and 
artistic enrichment. All Academics are more learned in some fields than in others. In a 
wide-ranging text such as this, even a multi-disciplinary team of Academics must rely on 
the work of specialists and popularizers alike. Obviously, for the myriad topics covered 
herein, this material constitutes a wealth of information so unimaginably vast as to be 
beyond the possible knowledge of any handful of individuals. Much of this text is therefore 
second- and even third-hand, derived from the works of other Academics who before us 
sought to gather various disciplines and ideas into harmonious syncretic wholes. In order 
to fulfill the expressive, persuasive, referential, and literary purpose of this project, as well 
as to stimulate the P-300 brainwaves of our readers, every time we have set ink to paper 
(or electron to magnetic storage medium), with scholia and euphuism, we have tried to 
steer a literary course between parataxis and hypotaxis; all that is written, said William 
Caxton, is written for our doctrine.

Such a text must inevitably contain academic errors. More specifically, it must contain 
foreshortenings which experts will regret and oversights which technicians will bemoan. 
We have used an inordinate number of quotes in the text because it is much more of a 
synthesis than an original creation. We are the builders not the architects. Yet having 
been significantly written based on secondary sources and even memory, there will 
inevitably be omitted attributions and credits. The myriad ideas in this book have been 
accumulated over the course of decades and sometimes their sources have simply been 
forgotten. We welcome instruction from readers who recognize such omissions, and 
have provided a full bibliography as a guide to further study.

The specific object of this text is alternative interpretation; the general object, what 
the French call haute vulgarisation: The positive popularization in which the obscurity 
of over-technical verbiage is eliminated but the material nevertheless maintains its 
intellectual integrity. Its ideal reader is that theoretical construct, the intelligent and 
educated (including autodidactic) person, who is not only still capable of thinking for 
himself, but has the natural desire to understand what Western Culture is, what its place 
in the World and History means, and what may be expected and hoped for in the Future. 
As Nathaniel Hawthorne related in 1850:

The truth seems to be... that, when he casts his leaves forth upon 
the wind, the author addresses, not the many who will fling aside 
his volume, or never take it up, but the few who will understand him, 
better than most of his schoolmates or lifemates.

It would therefore be pedantic and pretentious to overload the text with the advanced 
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information which would interest more learned readers. On the other hand, it would be 
coarse and counter-productive to fail to present the expert evidence supporting the 
theses offered herein. An attempt has been made to address both of these necessities, 
presenting specific cutting-edge discoveries and esoteric information, without losing the 
general theme in the profundities of specialization. Substantial concretization (Ingarden 
& Vodkka) is required. This is an open work (Eco). We have, in preparing this tome, been 
repeatedly reminded of Marianne Moore, who when told that her poetry is difficult to 
read, explained that it was also difficult to write. We are our own metaphor.

We have flatly rejected the 20th Century will-to-impoverishment in the use of 
language. We strive not just to use the English language correctly, but also to use it 
well. To accomplish this, we spent a lot of time realizing the basic quality of words. They 
are qualities not simply of grammatical use but of words in a meaningful context. As 
Oliver Wendall Holmes observed, a word is “the skin of a living thought” and hence 
may vary greatly according to particular use. The Noödynamics Institute urged its writers 
to make deliberate and impassioned use of these qualities, which embody the living 
force of the language. Once one becomes aware of these qualities, the very nature of 
the language is transformed. Hence, below you will not find the simplest synonym, nor 
the most straight-forward sentence structure, nor short über-concise paragraphs. We 
commonly selected language for its connotation rather than for its denotation, paying 
acute attention to the various forces within the words and the possible richness entailed 
in diverse juxtapositions. For the language-sensitive, every word has its own aura. We 
have felt our words richly in terms of their root sense and sensuously in terms of the 
apperceptions they compel, always concerned with the way our words work in context 
with one another.

The communication of meaning is an involvement. The reader must be made to 
enter the writer’s state of mind in telling detail. Long, complex sentences may be seen, 
therefore, as the long way around, yet as the most direct line to reader involvement. What 
must be edited from a work is not extra words, but those parts which, if any, do not serve 
to involve the reader. The best conductor is not the person who can lead an orchestra 
through Wagner’s Ring cycle in the shortest elapsed time, but the one who can bring the 
orchestra and the audience to the fullest involvement in the music. It is the density of 
suggestion that counts. The best argument is not the shortest verbal line between two 
points, but the best completely involving line. You will find herein long sentences without 
Tolstoyan excesses; compound subjects and predicates without Faulknerian abuses; 
and no Twainian hyperbole. The covers are too far apart, but due to the urgency of our 
message, we did not have time to write a short thesis and so wrote a long one. Like all 
cultural expressions, this text has its own destiny tuum est.

The majority of ideas contained herein are not novel; as the Harvard philosopher 
Alfred North Whitehead noted, “everything important has been said before.” These ideas 
are, however, presented in a new light, a new context, and a new lifeview. Much of 
psychical evolution occurs due to the recombination of ideas. The minority of ideas that 
are new in this text are presented in a highly unorthodox paradigm, but each has been 
supported by substantial orthodox and hard science. The Institute agrees with Albert 
Szent-Gyorgy, the Hungarian-American biochemist and Nobel Laureate, that “discovery 
consists of seeing what everybody has seen and thinking what nobody has thought.” We 
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want to be strong poets. Yet like Thomas Aquinas, we can write no more; we have seen 
things that make all our writings like chaff.

The activist-scholar gives people what they need rather than what they want. In this 
sense the activist-scholar is an antidote; indeed, he or she is often opposed because 
he or she is mistaken for a poison because he or she is an antidote. The activist-scholar 
improves the world by focusing on whatever the world neglects, which changes in every 
period. And the other history-shapers recognize the work of the activist-scholar by a 
type of instinct. The next generation must be, paradoxically, converted by the activist-
scholars who contradict it most. It is necessary to make Academia understand anew the 
use of understanding—the West needs activists; but above all, it needs scholars. Our 
movement resembles the growth of a plant, which by its own force thrust its leaves out 
into the sunlight. We are seeking to do the most unpopular thing that humans can do: 
start a popular movement.

Our goal has been a work that acts on others. We do not write, as have most 
Postmodernists, simply for the sake of writing. We write in the interest of action. Even 
Science, after all, is impeded by repressive dogmatism, and thus requires action for 
freedom as much as it does research. We do not seek to teach, but only to create conditions 
conducive to learning: un exercise extraordinaire! The habit-oriented anticipation of the 
smartest group on earth must be exposed and overcome. Thus we accept Faust’s starting 
dictum: In the beginning was the Deed.

The extent to which this text would be annotated, both factually and artistically, was a 
matter of some debate. We opted in the end to err in favor of over-annotation; ideas will 
be cross-referenced between different domains (Science, Philosophy, Art, etc.) so that 
no reader will be left unsure as to our meanings, and readers desiring no such addition 
or expansion may simply surpass them. The annotation is of two basic types: corollary 
and collateral. The corollary notes explore and expand ideas and concepts; collateral 
notes offer cognate ideas and concepts, usually from different domains than the one 
under discussion. If a reader objects to, or is interested in, any statement, these notes 
are available as extra material for consideration. We are not succumbing to a perverse 
eclecticism but simply acknowledging a problem Marlowe memorably addressed in 
Tamberlaine (1581):

If all the pens that poets ever held 
Had fed the feelings of their master’s thoughts, 
And every sweetness then inspired their hearts, 
Their minds, and muses, on admired themes— 
If all the heavenly quintessence they ‘still 
From their immortal flowers of poesy, 
Wherein, as in a mirror, we perceive 
The highest reaches of human wit— 
If those had made one poem’s period, 
And all combined in beauty’s worthiness, 
Yet should there hover in our restless heads 
One thought, one grace, one wonder, at the least, 
Which into words no virtue can digest.

The art, poetry, and literature herein have been carefully selected, matched, and 
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assigned; we believe they contribute significantly to understanding the text. Thus while 
these have been made optional, we recommend that they be incorporated into a thorough 
reading. As Ray Bradbury once said, “Digression is the soul of wit.” Similarly, the extensive 
use of uncommon technical terms is not meant to “show off”—arrogantly proffered archaic 
or extra-specialized terms, usually depicted as if one is a fool not to know their meanings, 
is one modern Academic practice we dislike—but rather, to demonstrate that even our 
most highly unorthodox interpretations of facts are not, as some of our detractors will 
undoubtedly allege, mere inventions of disillusioned and/or embittered Academics; 
they are, in fact, genuine ideas and terms derived from mainstream Academia—hitherto 
misapplied or altogether unaddressed. 

Our readers will, naturally, find themselves faced with a battery of technical terms 
that express a number of pervading and difficult ideas, and wherever possible we 
have annotated with working definitions. These ideas, therefore, combine into an all-
embracing system which provides a uniquely favorable framework for the consideration 
of philosophical problems, and indeed for the consideration of culture-historical problems 
of every kind. Such a framework of concepts, transcending the interests of particular 
academic disciplines and offering an understanding of culture-systems at a very general 
and abstract level, is what is meant when Philosophers talk of an epistemic system.

We have always and everywhere worked diligently to avoid terminological inexactitude 
and syllogistic reasoning based on unarticulated major premises, but since to err is human, 
know well that we have not always and everywhere succeeded, and hope readers will 
unhesitatingly bring such problematic issues to our attention. There is much abuse of 
the logical principle that two things equal to the same thing are equal to each other, 
based on unarticulated major premises, inappropriate minor premises, or terminological 
inexactitude. The syllogistic principle that If x=y and y=z, then x=z is a mathematical 
truism not always maintained in the translation to non-mathematical subjects, a fact that 
postmodern Academics have exploited incessantly. Here is a threadbare dandy:

Major premise: The Ku Klux Klan are caucasian racists. 
Minor premise: a, b, and c are caucasian. 
Conclusion: Therefore, a, b, and c are racists.

Examples of such pseudo-logic could be found ad infinitum, and a large portion of 
postmodernism is predicated upon them. Thus we have almost obsessively annotated 
definitions and almost compulsively fully articulated major premises before proposing 
minor premises and conclusions, and count on our readers to point out where we have 
failed to do so.

The refutation of faulty syllogisms is a relatively simple matter, utilizing the basic 
mathematical principle of deriving a product by canceling from both premises the common 
terms and combining what remains. The proper minor premise above, for example, must 
be “a, b, and c are members of the Ku Klux Klan,” so that “Ku Klux Klan” is subsequently 
dropped and “a, b, and c” and “caucasian racists” combined. In our politically-correct 
society, however, many Academics, among their number some of the most prominent 
and respected, simply refuse to be thus constrained by valid logic because it is, in the 
final analysis, the conclusions, not the premises with which they begin. For example:
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Major premise: Christianity is unscientific. 
Minor premise: Christianity is a religion. 
Conclusion: Therefore, religion is unscientific.

Beginning with the conclusion as an ideal, many Academics then “prove” premises by 
using, for example, the fact that the Bible asserts that the universe was created in 4,004 
BC. The unarticulated major premise is that “Christianity” and “religion” are effectively 
synonymous. The fact that many Pagan mythologies posit a universe billions of years 
old falsifies the predetermined ideal, and so is simply ignored. Most of what passes for 
“logic” in Academia is directly or indirectly predicated upon such fallacy. Like Voltaire, 
we reject this metaphysico-theologo-cosmonigology, and aim for a poetic conciseness. 
“What is a good definition?” asked Poincaré. “For the philosopher or scientist, it is a 
definition that applies to all the objects to be defined, and applies only to them; it is that 
which satisfies the rules of logic. But in education it is not that; it is one which can be 
understood by students.”

In our lucubration, we have utilized a few neologisms where common terms are 
inadequate, but kept this to a minimum. “If a good dictionary can keep pace with an 
author,” admonished Goethe, “He’s no good.” Ultimately, because we desire to express 
both our own ideas and particular concepts of common thought in a succinct manner, we 
could hardly help inventing some vocabulary. There can be no logically relevant objection 
to the invention of some technical terminology, provided that each term has a clearly 
assignable function which cannot be fulfilled just as well by a preëxisting term. In effect, 
some of our language may be deemed “semi-artificial,” in that we use ordinary language 
enriched by technical terms intended to adapt or render new common concepts. Those 
neologisms which are not simply cases of logical classification will be readily understood 
in propositional context. In the eloquent preface to his dictionary, Samuel Johnson 
explained: “When the mind is unchained from necessity, it will range after convenience; 
when it is left at large in the fields of speculation, it will shift opinions; as any custom is 
disused, the words that expressed it must perish with it; as any opinion grows popular, it 
will innovate speech in the same proportion as it alters practice.”

Because the world that we mean to describe and then analyze is complex, so, too, the 
structure of this text itself. It is composed as an axiomatic treatise, very much in the style 
of Newton’s Principia. Certain assumptions are made from the beginning. These are the 
axioms of the system. They are expressed in ordinary language, but they contain very 
specific terms, such as “epoch,” “history,” and “culture-system.” Where such terms are 
not defined, they are explained, our explanations serving to refine and purify concepts 
that are often used ambiguously and/or inconsistently. Our conclusions about the world 
are intended to follow from our initial assumptions, just as Newton’s conclusions follow 
from his famous axioms and their correlative definitions.

Some of the text below engages in a Derridian interrogation of foundational concepts 
of various fields, especially where they uphold the authority, as perceived, of disciplines, 
but only as an affirming problematizing of usual assumptions. We are rethinking the usual, 
assumed relations between reality and discipline, deconstructing the apparently clear 
lines between concepts of reality and representation. We simply believe that Academia 
must examine its own involvement in the transmission of knowledge and the hierarchies 
of learning. Noödynamics occupies the space of possibility between the abstract 
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ideals of disciplinary authority and attempts to actualize them in full phenomenological 
embodiment.

We have also, like Sir Walter Scott, “tagged with rhyme and blank verse the subdivisions 
of this important narrative, in order to seduce your continued attention by powers of 
composition of stronger attraction” than our own. Similarly, all subsections are specially 
highlighted with Art and Poetry we believe appropriate for opening and closing topics of 
great significance.

These methods are, we feel, most conducive to the immensity of our quest. No single 
person could accomplish that at which we aim. In fact, so vast is the task that we strongly 
feel that no single era should attempt such. As Mark Twain noted:

There are some books that refuse to be written. They stand their 
ground year after year and will not be persuaded. It isn’t because 
the book is not there and worth being written—it is only because 
the right form for the story does not present itself. There is only one 
right form for a story and if you fail to find that form the story will not 
tell itself. You may try a dozen wrong forms but in each case you 
will not get very far before you discover that you have not found 
the right one—then the story will always stop and decline to go any 
further.

We believe, and make the case herein, that the story of this text has been trying to tell 
itself for at least a hundred years; furthermore, that the newest scientific discoveries and 
the World Wide Web have offered us, for the first time, the “right form for the story.” This 
tome, however, has been written by hundreds of men and women, over ten centuries of 
Western History. We may accurately declare ourselves the editors of the final work. The 
text has written itself. Some of our detractors will likely reduce this to the claim that this 
text is the greatest plagiarism since the Old Testament. As with any comprehensive and 
syncretic work, the charge is understandable—if disingenuous. We have doubts about 
the old saying that originality is merely unconscious plagiarism, but like most proverbs 
it certainly contains at least a kernel of truth. As literary critic and Yale professor Harold 
Bloom proclaimed, “All literature is plagiaristic.” While we certainly do not proffer this 
text as literature, our aim is certainly literary. “Ideas are cheap,” declared Stephen Jay 
Gould. “The use of ideas, the systematic construction of a world in their light, is the stuff 
of intellectual revolutions.” This tome has been written with tears in the heart’s closed 
bleeding books, and happy rhymes bathed in the brook....”3 Bloom admonished:

That depth of inwardness in a strong writer constitutes the strength 
that wards off the massive weight of past achievement, lest every 
originality be crushed before it becomes manifest. Great writing 
is always rewriting or revisionism and is founded upon a reading 
that clears space for the self, or that so works as to reopen old 
works to our fresh sufferings. The originals are not original, but that 
Emersonian irony yields to the Emersonian pragmatism that the 
inventor knows How to Borrow.

3 Spenser
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Whereas any new and unorthodox interpretation 
of facts is typically labeled mis-interpretation by 
the creators and propagators of reigning dogma, 
the Noödynamics Institute is going to establish 
the “legitimacy of misinterpretation”—revisionist 
re-interpretation and the denunciation of the 
imposture of “authoritative” interpretation. We 
have tried to observe the sometimes indistinct 
boundary between research and plagiarism, but 
it is often difficult to be sure which side of the 
boundary one is on.

We have, for example, often found insightful 
explications which, we believed, nevertheless 
included conclusions that are the opposite of 
truth. Therefore, we outlined the statements, 
reversed the argument, then rewrote the 
same explications accordingly. Just as often, 
we found excellent explications which, we 
believed, nevertheless contained an incorrect 
core principle. Therefore we replaced the core 
principle with the one we deemed correct, 
and rewrote the same explication with the 
proper consequent premises. Chaucer and 
Shakespeare famously paraphrased others or even repeated their work verbatim; and 
T.S. Eliot explained that a good poet is more likely to steal than to imitate.

Because ideas evolve, rather than being a product of divine creation, so-called 
plagiarism is necessary—progress implies it. Academic re-interpretation adheres closely 
to existing ideas and their delineation; uses the phrases, expressions, and words of 
discoverers and developers, while deleting false interjections and conclusions, replacing 
them with better ones—like Einstein “plagiarizing” Newton, and Bohr and Heisenberg 
“plagiarizing” Einstein. After the intellectual development of the concept of gravity 
from the mysterious “action at a distance,” to enigmatic distortions in the space-time 
continuum, to the unimaginable graviton, it became impossible to believe that words or 
a phrase can be bound forever to an idea. The academic re-appropriation of concepts 
by Culture cannot be realized without the appropriation of Language itself. “One of the 
rarest of all intellectual accomplishments that a man can possess is the grand faculty of 
arranging his ideas,” noted Wilkie Collins. Once accomplished, why would we alter it? 
Immune to the envy and pedantry revealed in false charges of “plagiary,” we declare that 
once an idea has been perfectly expressed—Res judicata.

If, for example, someone wrote the sentence “Abraham Lincoln’s significant life and 
singular presidency were cut short by an assassin’s arrow,” it is, technically speaking, 
“plagiarism” to simply remove the last word and insert “bullet.” But semantically, what 
is the point, really, of rewriting the entire sentence because of a single factual error by 
its author? The author has recorded a real event and written a proper and meaningful—
and eloquent—sentence which requires only a factual correction, yet “Abraham 
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Lincoln’s significant life and singular presidency were cut short by an assassin’s 
bullet” is ‘plagiary.’ And this subject is simple compared to many we must tend to in 
the volumes below. Thus, if someone has proposed, intelligently and/or eloquently, 
that “2+1+1/2+1/4+1/8+1/16+1/32+1/64+1/128+1/256+1/1074+e=5”, then we are going to 
slightly alter the statement in order to propose that 2+1+1/2+1/4+1/8+1/16+1/32+1/64+ 
1/128+1/256+1/1074+e=4. We are not going to distract the reader from the essential point 
and our mission by pedantically trying to find an “original” way to make the general 
proposition. We refuse to rewrite every statement of the last century due to myriad errors, 
especially when the propositions are well-stated, and therefore we will simply correct 
them and move on rather than pretend that an author owns the form of a statement even 
if the content is erroneous. Where authors are correct, we quote, some will say to excess; 
where they are mistaken, we rectify. Those who want credit for statements must make 
accurate assertions therein. Nevertheless, where slight corrections are possible without 
totally contradicting the ideas of an author, we give credit.

Every Mathematician since Leibniz and Newton has “plagiarized” the Calculus because 
of its usefulness; we merely extend this academic methodology to all realms of intellectual 
thought. To salvage Western Academia from its downward spiral it is necessary to 
continually make it more precise, to correct it within the parameters of the New Paradigm, 
to reformulate it in the light of a 21st Century context—while carefully preserving the 
history and tradition of ideas. We hope that by conceding this point beforehand, we may 
force our detractors to critique our ideas rather than circumambulate the real issues by 
attacking our ontic methodology. How else to write the autobiography of a High Culture? 
“A World made Flesh is seldom,” noted Emily Dickinson, “and tremblingly partook.”

The zenith of our pretension is to offer literary Westerners a general knowledge which, 
due to its cultural formation and axiological guidance, can truly be called encyclopedic, 
from the Greek enkyklios paideia: circle of knowledge. An encyclopedic knowledge 
contains the entire culture summed up in language. Because such knowledge tells us 
who we are, where we came from, and where we can go, there is something sacred 
about it. As pretentious as it may seem, we believe that the following tome can be 
envisaged as a sort of “user’s manual” for the West as a civilization. It lays the foundation 
for a “canonical” perspective of the set of assumptions, conclusions, and meanings we 
call “culture”. In keeping with our organic approach, explained and explicated below, 
this summa has been organized like human memory and imagination—with everything 
connected to everything else.

There are few books designed to explore Culture per se. The present work, in order to 
undertake this monumental task, was not limited by an imposed uniformity of treatment. 
Instead, every volume is organized exactly as we would approach the relevant topics in a 
course of our own design. The result is highly idiosyncratic, ranging from general surveys 
to specific polemics, orderly analysis to dramatic flourish. The customary educational 
material is here, and the necessary critical concepts are introduced, but little is presented 
in orthodox fashion.

Yet the volumes do have a deeper unity, which derives from certain assumptions 
shared by the authors. We began with the kind of understanding of our subject that 
makes its study truly valuable, and thus we have experienced two decades of endless 
work as a source of unending delight. We propose formal analysis to our readers, not as 
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an end in itself, but as a means of widening their range of comprehension and deepening 
their appreciation of the thing comprehended. Kant explained:

At individual points every philosophical treatise may be open to 
objections (for it cannot be armed at all points, like a mathematical 
one), without the organic structure of the system, considered as a 
whole, being in the least endangered. Only a few people have that 
versatility of intellect to consider the whole of a system, when it 
is new; still fewer have an inclination for it, owing to a dislike of 
innovation. If we take single passages out of their context, and 
contrast them with each other, it is simple to point out apparent 
contradictions, especially in a work that progresses as free speech. 
In the view of those who depend upon the judgment of others, such 
contradictions may shed upon any work an unfavorable light; but 
they are easily eliminated by those who have grasped the idea of 
the whole.

Deeds are the pulse of time. Not only does every volume directly or indirectly 
allude to every other, but each essentially explicates and justifies the others and 
makes comprehensible certain key concepts which must be understood contextually. 
No volume is an independent creation; each is part of a whole with an existential unity 
running through the set. Each volume can, of course, be understood by itself, but only up 
to a point—independently, they each stand, but not in isolation. The internal consistency 
and unitary overtone are essentially clues to the deeper meanings of the tome, which 
has even required new translations. The style of the text depends on crucial leitmotifs—
images which are central to the theme and thus emerge again and again—connected by 
cross-referenced associations and adding dimensions to the meanings. Nevertheless, 
these works are nowhere procrustean, and beyond thematic intent there has been 
minimal attempt at literary uniformity. Selection and compression are inevitable in a work 
of this scope and magnitude, whose reach is ever greater than our grasp.

The methodology most useful in writing a syncretic thesis such as that contained herein 
is to start with a single page—around 600 words; then the page should be rewritten as 
a thorough essay—perhaps 100 pages; that essay should then be expanded into a large 
book, say a few thousand pages in several volumes; finally, the thesis should be written 
as a comprehensive encyclopedia. The purpose of this unorthodox and life-consuming 
process is to help avoid losing readers in the minute details of the thesis, and instead, 
to lead them gradually through the grand sweep of ideas in a form which maintains its 
core idea. “Is it so difficult,” lamented G. M. Forster, “to understand people who speak the 
truth.” What follows is the development of the first three of these four stages.

When we study Culture, we are both subject and object, observer and participant. It 
is a little like going to dinner at the house of a cannibal—sometimes one enjoys dinner, 
sometimes one is dinner. Despite the problems, we want to study the behavior and 
interactions of cultural situations in a manner that allows us to simultaneously experience 
them, such that we are enabled to learn nearly as much about cultural principles from 
experience as a participant as from our analysis as an observer. We want to engage in 
active learning about Culture, so that pondering the questions is as fruitful as acquiring 
the answers. The rhythm of this text will be set, therefore, by the alternation between 
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subject and object of inquiry. Only thus can we overcome the modern malaise in which 
“culture” has become an abstraction with which people have no genuine experience. If 
after reading a portion of any volume of this text one wants to learn more about topics 
mentioned therein, more extensive examinations can be found in the volume(s) specific 
to that topic. For example, Volume 1 contains an in-depth discussion of the relationships 
between science, spirituality, and art, and one can find in-depth examinations of science 
or spirituality or art in Volumes 2, 3, and 4 respectively.

This text simply could not be written within the conventional framework of Academia, 
now become doctrine and dogma which few question. The text, in fact, challenges the 
very definition of “Academia.” And our discussion of how a text like this should be written 
is not rhetoric—the first draft, so to speak, was exactly two pages long. It was a vague but 
inspired outline of the new possibilities presented by recent scientific findings, written in 
1997, and predicated upon the hypothesis that if we were to carefully redefine science, 
spirituality, and art in postmodern terms, they would perhaps move back into harmony 
with each other. It was a bold but not a novel thesis, and as we began tracing out its 
implications for these three domains of expression, and then for the disciplines of these 
domains—physics, psychology, sociology, history, inter alia—the deepest and most 
inspiring implications of the ideal began to emerge, here and there and everywhere, 
revealing newer and broader patterns that became more and more fascinating. The result 
was very likely the most powerful—almost mystical—obsession and consummation of a 
research project ever experienced, lasting for two decades. “It’s frightening when you’re 
starting on a new road that no one has been on before,” observed the feminist Betty 
Friedan. “You don’t know how far it’s going to take you until you look back and realize 
how far, how very far you’ve gone.” It is not in any manner an exaggeration to state that 
for every page that follows, an entire book was used as reference, which explains what 
some have called the “extreme intensity” of the work, and why it took a large research 
and writing team two decades to complete.

We confess beforehand to a—sometimes overriding—love of language that can lead 
from philosophy into poetry, but assert as steadfastly that we do not propose giving up 
the concept of prosaic truth in order to listen to mere intuitions. We have striven for a 
style of our own and immersed ourselves thoroughly in words, but shall not succumb 
to the sparkle of brilliant analyses, nor reduce meaning to etymologies. We believe that 
Academia demands, now more than ever, a disciplined repudiation of semantics and 
sophistry. To fulfill this mission, however, we need not be didactic. Intuition can supplement 
reason best when it renounces the attempt to proffer undemonstrable truths and instead 
confronts the mind with that which reason can never fully penetrate: Above all, with 
Mankind’s apparently inexhaustible potential for self-realization. Philosophical principles 
can never fully represent this aspect of experience and so language must make use of 
other—all—resources. Mankind is not a bucket but a well, and language must struggle 
not only to reflect the images on its surface, but also the shadows lurking in its depths.

Language utilized at its full depth involves complexity as profound and as undefinable 
as that of Culture itself. Hence for us the final question on the topic is, what is the nature 
of noödynamic language? Of course, the answer depends on the fundamental question 
of this text: What is the nature of Culture?  Ultimately, such questions are fundamental, 
and fundamental precisely because they are unanswerable. What matters, and what 
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makes us adopt an unorthodox use of language, is that we ask the questions in the most 
meaningful way possible. Every day, we live and experience that which we cannot define, 
and thus we have attempted to write this tome with a sense of the whole language 
stirring toward richer possibilities than Academia can presently foresee. We strive for 
a fine excess (Keats). “Words can be like x-rays, if you use them properly,” observed 
Aldous Huxley—“They’ll go through anything. You read them and you’re pierced.” We 
choose a formal but dialogical, emphatic style, with particularized, acute, scholarly but 
unpretentious critiques—our preference for the language of the heights as distinct from 
the language of the streets is nowhere incidental.

In one sense words are distinct units. In another sense, however, they shape-shift into 
rhythmic phrases wherein the words themselves become parts of larger units. This is 
the basic process in all language and we have often emulated the Poet’s rich use of this 
force rather than the Essayist’s strict correctness. The force itself is pre-poetic and forms 
an intense and unmediated natural language. Deeply felt things are the most difficult 
to describe, but this fact must not obscure the point that strange speech can arise from 
such depths if the need for expression is urgent, and we should thus embrace the use 
of language in the most living way. We need not belabor the point that authors must feel 
their language deeply in order to relate deep ideas, and many shadings of response 
must go into the selection of the right and moving words. We engage in pleonasm but 
not prolixity, and certainly not logorrhea. We avoid inconcinnity without succumbing to 
sesquipedalianism. “The fate of a word,” observed Whitehead, “has to the historian the 
value of a document.”

Grammar is a relatively simple matter with regard to relative clauses, the singular 
“they,” subjunctive mood, avoiding dangling participles, remembering to use possessive 
nouns before gerunds, knowing the principle parts of verbs, creating parallelism, and 
so on, or with regard to purely stylistic decisions, such as whether or not to use serial 
commas, hyphenate compound adjectives, or capitalize abstract nouns. Readers will 
quickly notice that we revel in compound subjects and verbs; that we get as excited as 
Lewis Thomas over semicolons; and that we would be speechless without transitional 
words and phrases. But due to the complexity and complicity of this work, we go beyond 
these grammatical problems in the volumes that follow, and could not rely upon a word 
processor to catch every error. As Shaw famously related, the word “fish” can be correctly 
spelled ghoti (enough—women—fiction.) Like all humans we err intermittently, but only 
sometimes.

A method of literary expression utilized in this text, and uncommon in modern academic 
works, is the extensive use of italics. While it has become fashionable for modern 
pedants to consider an abundant use of italics as “unprofessional,” the Noödynamics 
Institute sees this method as an extension of speech appropriate to words imbued with 
a livingness absent in the works of modern pedants. As Ezra Pound noted, “There are 
certain emotions or energies which are not to be represented by the over-familiar devices 
or patterns.”

The divorce of speech from speaking required by the printed word devitalizes and 
rigidifies it, and makes it impossible to convey the whole truth intended. The replacement 
of verbal utterance and somatic gesture by purely grammatical word-significances is 
thus a decisive factor that can never be perfected. There simply is no purely linguistic 
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communication. The activity of communicating only with words, therefore, emerges 
more or less imprecise, and through every syntactical trick we must strive to evoke the 
significance-sense through the word-connections and the arrangement-forms. In other 
words, we must work diligently to surpass the abbreviated and indicative form-restrictions 
of perfect grammar in order to enhance word-relations with thought-relations. The readers 
need to “hear” what the writers mean. Abstract thought consists in the use of a finite 
word-framework into which we must endeavor to squeeze the whole infinite content 
of life. The inner eye must triumph over the outer in the domain of the Noödynamics 
Institute: Grammar is for recording history; expression is for making it. “The man who 
could call a spade a spade should be compelled to use one,” quipped Oscar Wilde. “It is 
the only thing he is fit for.”

This is not simply a grammatical matter, but is actually a logical matter—sometimes a 
grammatical subject in a statement is not the logical subject, depending on the purpose 
of the statement. The presumption that the noun which is nominative to the principal verb 
in any statement indicates the logical subject delimits expressiveness. For example, if 
we take the statement “Art is creative,” ordinary grammatical analysis posits “art” as the 
subject and “creative” as the predicate. However, if the statement is offered in response 
to the question “What is an example of creativity?”, then logical analysis posits “creativity” 
as the true subject and “Art is creative” as expressing the belief that it can be predicated 
of “creativity” that it is exemplified in “art.” The relation of predication is an important way 
in which we connect significant ideas.

The order in which words are used, the ways in which they are combined, and their 
inflections change the aura of understanding in and around them. History tends to remain 
in rich words as an immediate and intrinsic force, which the overly literal take as simply 
ornamental but the person sensitive to language recognizes as a moving example of 
human experience. Often, elaborate and even unnecessary words and word-use can 
dramatize a deeper meaning. While pedants study dictionaries and manuals on “style” 
in order to make their speech precise, true wordsmiths, genuinely concerned with 
language’s living essence, realize that true style is a richness hidden in the deep truths 
of the human mind and mankind’s sense of the world-around. The person without some 
awareness of these qualities must inevitably remain insensitive to a substantial part of 
the intellectual life of the Culture.

We choose our words not only, nor even primarily, for the rightness of their denotation 
but for the inter-connection of their connotations; not for their exactness to the “facts” but 
for the way they follow from other words in the passage. Elaborate and/or extra words, 
far from being merely ornamental, are inseparable from the book’s “meaning.” They are 
the meaning. In short, it should be clear that a unified principle of selection is at work in 
the diction of these volumes, and that the language has been selected based on internal 
connotations and in response to the interplay of connotations, rather than based simply 
on denotation. T.S. Eliot wrote:

Words strain, 
Crack and sometimes break, under the burden, 
Under the tension, slip, slide, perish, 
Decay with imprecision, will not stay in place, 
Will not stay still. Shrieking voices 
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Scolding, mocking, or merely chattering, 
Always assail them.

For the same reason, we have also utilized the (mostly German) use of capitalization 
to indicate common words used to denote principles. We agree with Mark Twain, who 
declared that he had no respect for a person who could spell a word only one way. 
Cave homine unius libri4. Emphasis is crucial to human communication that colors 
meaning. The elimination of italicization and capitalization results only in terminological 
inexactitude. If we do not know around what point a sentence gravitates, we do not know 
the full meaning. Compare the subtle meaning-distinctions derived from the following 
sentences:

We are fairly certain that our italics will enhance your reading 
comprehension.

We are fairly certain that our italics will enhance your reading 
comprehension.

We are fairly certain that our italics will enhance your reading 
comprehension.

We have to know what is said lightly and what with significance; where a remark 
is prompted by quotation or repetition, it is ironical or a play on words; if something is 
allusion, cliché, parody, diatribe, and bold coinage, or intentionally ambiguous. That is 
the purpose of italics and capitalization—and the em dash, which as fans of Nietzsche’s 
meticulous style, we have also employed extensively. We recognize, in the words of that 
unorthodox grammarian, “that one must not be in doubt about the rhythmically decisive 
syllables, that one experiences the break with any excessively severe symmetry as 
deliberate and attractive, that one lends a subtle and patient ear to every staccato and 
every rubato, that one figures out the meaning in the sequence of vowels and diphthongs 
and how delicately and richly they can be colored and change colors as they follow 
each other....” (Consider how much better is Emily Dickinson’s poetry with her original 
idiosyncratic dashes and capitalization, eliminated by many editors.) 

A certain amount of Hermeneutics is required and requested herein. This text has 
been written with a certain “poetic license” because the unvarying procedure of a 
dissertation would only help shield hyper-orthodox readers from serious challenges the 
text makes to established views. We wish to be, as a worst-case scenario, comprehended 
and then misunderstood. As Heidegger admonished, many paths through a forest may 
cross, or strangely disappear into the underbrush, right at that point where they offer 
illumination. Only a dialogue with the text, and subsequently with the Institute, will suffice. 
A true engagement of a text is a methodology of faith seeking understanding—an axiom 
only repudiated in the 20th Century—and our modern Academics tend to be ignorant of 
faith and unwilling to understand that which defies the established logos. Our attempt 
to explore the dynamic tension between unitary intellectual activity and the pluralizing 

⁴ “Beware the man of one book”
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activities of emotion requires some quantum of Barthesian academic sensualism. At 
times our praxis even delves into a Hegelian “bacchanalian revel where not a member is 
sober.” Only thus can Nietzsche’s “Genealogy of Morals” be supplemented with a Moral 
of Genealogy. Ours is a metatropic quest, hence the text’s title.

Editors routinely eliminate the italics from works and thus often render them pages 
of dead letters. Perhaps a most notable example is Hegel’s Phenomenology of Geist, a 
text so full of life that only extensive italics could convey the energy of Hegel’s spoken 
words; but which has been reduced to mere print by most German and all English 
editors. As an entity specifically in defiance of the lifeless pedantry of modern Academia, 
the Institute has retained (indeed, encouraged) the original italics of the scholars who 
contributed material to the following text, and suggests that the message of a living 
wisdom is thereby more aptly offered. Those who disapprove may thus recognize an 
essential non-alignment with the Quest of the Noödynamics Institute, not one of mere 
form, and certainly not of “style”.

Consider a philosophical and/or scientific language; were it to be devised by a 
philosopher or scientist, he or she would do away with all inversions, synonyms, homonyms, 
expressive emphasis, and so on. He or she would attempt to devise a grammar that is 
mathematically precise. This would serve well in the presentation of doctrines and dry 
arguments of proof, but would prove disastrous for use in, say, poetry (or even humor). 
The English of Shakespeare would be useless to a physicist or epistemologist, and our 
modern use of English would drive Shakespeare to despair.

The pedants are incessant Gradgrinds, and thus prefer the merely descriptive to 
the rarely distinctive. They preach endlessly of economy of diction and its apparent 
clearness, over against the achievement of perspicacious predication and the complexity 
of compound clarity. In a nutshell, they loathe anything that by challenging the reader’s 
effort may raise his or her resistance. For us, on the other hand, it is often better to 
choose the words that will tax minds the most. The ideal that the best way of writing is the 
easiest way to read is bourgeois, not academic, and we adopt the adage of the American 
pragmatist Horace M. Kallen, that a person is known by the vocabulary he keeps:

The fundamental in every style is the rhythmic idiosyncrasy of its 
movement. Without that we could not possibly perceive the intent of 
thought, or get to the total significance of expression. It is to speech 
exactly what it is to music. It generates and deposits words; which 
words is determined by the thought’s own pulse and cadences, 
that orders them as a magnetic flow orders iron filings or a stream 
carries leaves. In poetry this is obvious, or should be, particularly 
in the vers libre. In prose it is not so obvious, but it is none the less 
a fact. Eloquence need have no content; it works by infection, not 
signification; anybody who has heard a performance by the late Mr. 
William Jennings Bryan knows that. The written word is even more 
dependent upon the transmission of the inward pulse for its effect, 
for it is not carried by a voice. Rhythm is characteristic, individual, 
the essence of personality in style….

Nor is this the end. The full, rich meanings which words have at 
the height of their significational function tend to contract, even 
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as their denotation tends to become irrelevant. The meanings 
compenetrate upon the point instead of expanding over the view 
of the point-of-view. They cease to awaken the intelligence to the 
perception of relationships and serve only to stir the emotion to 
irrelevant response. Instead of opening the doors of the mind upon 
visions, they lift the gates of the heart to feeling. Appreciation of 
them becomes habitual, reflex; their meaning is all in their sound....

The root of style is a theory of life whereby commonplace things 
are set in a cosmic perspective which is their meaning. And, most 
efficacious and enduring, is the living word. Each time and people 
and person has his own, brought to birth by characteristic pulse 
and rhythm, and endowed thereby with its inward beat and outward 
pattern. For this reason, the style is not alone the man, the style is 
the age, the society, the civilization. By their styles shall you know 
them—the Elizabethans from the Georgians, the Victorians from 
the moderns, the moderns from all. In the measure of their prose 
and verse, in the vistas of their vocabularies, in the appreciations 
and condemnations of their value-words, are revealed their secret 
hearts and publis mundi, all that they fear and hope for themselves 
and mankind at work upon an experience they are bringing to order 
and excellence by binding with words, by giving it, that is, meanings.

One major problem with discussions of an academic nature is the meaning of the 
words we use as terms; we must try to ensure that writers and readers attach the same 
meaning to terms used. But in a cultural discourse, words are often signs and symbols 
through which ambiguous meanings are conveyed. We cannot talk with analytical 
precision unless in our minds we use words with analytical precision. But when dealing 
with subjects of a meta-analytical nature, some latitude is required. Thus in this text, 
which necessarily alternates between analysis and synthesis, we have had as our primary 
concern an internal consistency. To understand one another meaningfully, it is necessary 
that each attach the same meaning—precise or ambiguous—to the same word. This 
internal consistency, we feel, will avoid as much confusion as possible in our use of the 
signs and symbols with which we classify, categorize, and define principles and concepts 
in our mind.

In most academic studies, most of the words used as terms are peculiar to that study. 
The terms used in Physics, for example, are typically used only in Physics, or used in the 
Physics terminology when used elsewhere. But the terms used in The Phenomenology 
of Culture-Systems are not words reserved to it; many are words in everyday use. In 
studying The Phenomenology of Culture-Systems, in thinking out its issues, then, 
it is absolutely necessary to give such terms as culture, phenomenology, soul, spirit, 
consciousness, life, spirituality, art, mind, materialism, and so on, a consistent meaning 
if we are to maintain academic integrity; and we must use them only for this meaning. 
We feel we have accomplished this task, and may thus avoid the liability to confusion 
found even in most eminent writers on Culture, confusing themselves as well as their 
readers. In cases where common meanings tend to differ—and in some instances to 
differ widely—from those assigned herein, we have set forth our definition with the first 
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use of this word.
A minimum qualification of good language 

is the ability to find words that exactly describe 
the intended phenomenon. The least that one 
can expect of language well used is a certain 
precision in such choices. Often, however—
and it is the case here—writers find that the 
words they seek do not exist ready-made, 
and they must force words to perform duties 
not normally expected of them. Hence have 
we made much use of the German tradition of 
combining words to get new compound words 
with unique meanings. Such wrenchings 
of one part of speech into another can at 
times seem forced, but we have striven for 
exactness without strain. “The single word is but a stage in the series of formations which 
constitute language,” explained Santayana, “and which preserve for men the fruit of their 
experience, distilled and concentrated into a symbol.”

Matters of Philosophy and Science have as their major purpose the correctness 
and clarity of concepts. Poetry, on the other hand, is almost untranslatable because its 
harmony, rhyme, meter, phrasing, double entendre, etc., have as their major purpose 
the embodiment of expression and beauty. Perfection and beauty are not necessarily 
synonymous. Whereas the major purpose of the Noödynamics Institute is to bridge this 
gap as much as can be accomplished without detracting from either side, its methodology 
is unique to both domains. The reason for the regrettable length of this multi-volume text 
is that its theses cannot be simply stated; they must be rendered, to borrow a famous 
concept from Henry James. The rendering necessarily becomes a labyrinth with Truth 
as its center. We have attempted to approach an “art” of Culture Criticism, aesthetically 
interpreting the semiotic world.

We have been liberal with grammar and style because we want this text to be an 
abridgment of a thousand years of history in the West; a survey in compact scope of the 
salients and prominences of the massive output of the culture-system. This text cannot 
be the whole—and so is less—but it contains the promise of the whole. It will renew one’s 
knowledge of the terrain, and/or lead one to explore it more fully. Cultura longa vita 
brevis.

There are many questions this text will try to answer. And in answering these questions 
it will sketch a family portrait, that of the West, a picture of a culture-system with its own 
character, its own memories, its own stories. Some of the stories are familiar to many; 
other stories, including some of the best and most important, remain mostly unknown. 
And one good reason for compiling a text like this one is to tell those stories to a new 
generation that may find in them a reason to be proud. If we listen to these stories as a 
kind of symphony, we can discover recurrent themes, sometimes played in minor key, 
at other times transposed into a single major chord, all accompanied by variations on a 
theme. This is a text that we have always wanted and needed to read but which was not 
written—so we wrote it.
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It is extremely difficult, not to say impossible, to write a comprehensive introduction 
to the West as a culture-system. One must present a living, organic whole with the simple 
and sure master strokes that are the despair of professional historians and philosophers. 
Yet we believe we have succeeded to a sufficient degree, such that those who read the 
present text will see a true and vibrant Western Culture emerge from its pages. They 
will catch the spirit of the culture-system, the spirit and the grandeur. Here is a dramatic 
description of what most historians and philosophers treat in a most undramatic way—
Being. 

This is a very eclectic text, bringing together diverse fields of knowledge through 
the words of many talented persons—a task requiring no little effort of organization and 
coordination; naturally, such an undertaking is bound to present some overlooked errors 
and/or inconsistencies, although the latter would likely be more apparent that real. Our 
hope is that a succession of attentive readers will recognize and indicate such, so that 
the text may be continually improved. “The Poem is never finished,” said Paul Valery, 
“only abandoned.”

We have had the unenviable task of developing a text that is traditional in scope but 
contemporary in perspective, which is eminently difficult when topics are fundamentally 
eclectic and jargon-laden. Because our aim is all literate (but not necessarily academic) 
individuals, we have supplemented the text with a plethora of primary sources. The 
result is, we think, an accessible but solid introduction to our main propositions, vividly 
illustrated with educational material.

All our myriad quotations are presented not in the name of “authority,” per se, but in 
the name of contingency. Dramaturgy is not, as E.M. Forster poignantly explained, the 
relating of mere sequences of events: “The king died, and then the queen died.” Rather, it 
is the relation of episodic contingency: “The king died, and then the queen died of grief.” 
Not “What then?” but “Why?” defines our inquiry. Our history is not a collection of threads 
or even a rope, but a tapestry. We embrace a Coleridgean faith in the unity of knowledge.

Conversely, as a very eclectic and complexly constructed tome, this text offers its 
myriad supplemental parts in a truer context than the average document of similar depth 
and diversity—its many quotes, for example, derived from many sources, are taken from 
respective texts, rather than from a volume of Bartlett’s Familiar Quotations, as is common 
in an increasingly superficial and pedantic Academia. “A classic,” noted American wit 
Mark Twain, “Is something everybody wants to have read and nobody wants to read.”  
Proust’s Remembrance of Things Past (1913-27), for example, despite being referenced 
in countless academic works, has actually been read by almost no one alive today—
and most of the exceptions are members of the Noödynamics Institute.5 This text also 
contains none of the disgusting quilt quotations so common in modern scholarship-cum-
propaganda.

We have tried, where not uncomfortable, to compensate for the absence in English 
of a generic word for human being. But as Richard Dawkins points out, “He or she must 
ask himself or herself whether his or her sense of style could ever allow himself or herself 
to write like this.” We simply utilize the technically ungrammatical “they” and “their” to 

5 Year dates appear, sometimes again and again, to give the reader unfamiliar with certain authors or 
works a chronological sense, and where appropriate, to make each chapter and volume more or less 
independent of others in such matters.
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avoid such problems. Nevertheless, we have found the use of “man” indispensable: we 
use it in its scientific sense, including both sexes in general as Homo sapiens. We have 
noticed, with University of Colorado humanities professor Althanasas Moulakis, that 
many mechanical corrections of the apparently male designation of “man” are not only 
clumsy but misleading. He wrote, with typical brilliance:

What is needed is a mastery of language, that is, a grasp of its force 
and of its ambiguities, not the tuning of a few knobs. One cannot 
broaden the appeal and increase the strength of a justly celebrated 
proclamation of universal importance by changing its wording to 
“The Rights of Person.” Helping students develop a habit  of thinking 
of women and men when they think of “humanity” is entirely a good 
thing but the most meticulous and tedious use of “she/he” will not 
prevent them from developing substantively sexist ideas and may, 
in fact, mislead them into thinking that that kind of tokenism is all it 
takes to overcome prejudice. The more absurd cases of changing 
evocative sounds of words, regardless of Etymology, in an attempt 
to overcome false consciousness, as in “her story” for the study of 
the past from a female perspective, are again predicated on the 
presumption that the public is ignorant and is bound to remain 
so and is—much like refusing to wear fake furs because it might 
encourage those who can’t tell the difference to wear real ones—a 
combination of self-righteous presumption and barbarism, but the 
widespread practice of mechanical “gender-neutrality” in writing 
is symptomatic of the superficiality that goes with wearing one’s 
skeleton on the outside.

We also state emphatically and unapologetically that we have not given much thought 
to the so-called “political implications” of the scientific ideas explored herein. The reason 
for this is simple and honest: We don’t care. The last truly charming bohemian, the 
flamboyant Hibernian Oscar Wilde admonished: “There is no such thing as a moral or 
immoral book. Books are well written, or badly written. That is all.” We have engaged 
in sincere, honest, credible, and apolitical fact-finding, model-making, and model-
observation matching, ‘implications’ be damned. The truth as revealed by Science is the 
truth, regardless of “cooking.”6 If the truth “hurts,” it is still the truth. We are “planters,” not 
“weeders,” and so any moral reading7 of this text by Politicians-qua-Academics8 will be 
dismissed as not only irrelevant, but as anti-intellectual.

When Academics go outside their domain and start concerning themselves with the 
so-called “political implications” of truth, the result is always half-truths or the bending 
of Truth to fit sociopolitical agendas. The outcome of such distortions is often even a 
reversal of cause and effect in intellectual pursuits, in which conclusions are set forth and 
then facts are sought for support; all other facts are then deemed “bad science.” From 

6 Babbage, 1830
7 Segerstrale, 2000
8 q.v. Boas, Montague, Lewontin, Hubbard, Rose, Kamin, Alper, Levins, Beckwith, Layzer, Block, Dworkin, 

Luria, Tobach, Poshansky, Stagner, Vetta, Kitcher, Gould, et al.
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the Church at the time of Copernicus and Galileo to the Marxist Critique at the advent of 
the IQ and Sociobiology debates in the 1970s and 80s, such thinking is always inherently 
supernatural.

The only ideas we critique more steadfastly than those we despise are those we 
admire. Hence we forego introducing strictures with insults or apologies. If we tried 
to swim against the current making atonement for every meter gained, we would get 
nowhere. If we succeed in reversing the stream only to discover that no good is seen 
in those ideas we critiqued, there will be enough time for embarrassment later, and for 
reconciliation. Hence we speak out boldly but retain sufficient compassion to recognize in 
those we oppose many virtues lacking in those we condone, not to mention in ourselves. 
Being right is less important than forcing people to think for themselves, and so we adopt 
the maxim which the great Jewish-Dutch philosopher Baruch Spinoza set forth at the end 
of Part II in Ethics (1677): “To hate no one, to despise no one, to mock no one, to be angry 
at no one, and to envy no one.”

We do not, as so many of our detractors will, engage in the dishonorable practice of 
apophatic rhetoric. Although some of the ideas expressed below may be deemed radical, 
none is too radical for conceivability. In fact, we feel that the solutions and resolutions 
proffered, despite their unconventionality, could resolve some of the inconsistencies 
of orthodoxy. We do not deal in absolutes, but do attempt to make propositions with 
tremendous implications for our collective view of existence, and thus we have tried to 
be bold without being immodest.

We do not want to entertain with countless amusing anecdotes, titillate with mind-
bending verbal paradoxes, or evoke moods of exalted confusion with exaggerated 
metaphor. But we also refuse to adopt middle-brow sensitivities and preach to publicans. 
“All noble things,” observed Spinoza, “are as difficult as they are rare.” If you sense a 
gigantism and triumphalism running through sections of these volumes like a Wagnerian 
motif, then you have intuited our point of view. A sense of tragedy haunts other sections 
of these volumes, but it does not enter into them.

We are men and women of unborrowed vision whose cri de coeur is to strive for a 
position that is not burdened by decades of senile and parasitic bureaucracy; a position 
untempered by generations of social engineering; unattenuated by innumerable vulgar 
promises to countless special-interest groups; and uncorrupted by a cynical contempt for 
intellectual honesty, academic integrity, and cultural dignity.

Science offers truths and Politics offers opinions. While the latter may—and we say 
should—be predicated upon the former, the former must never be restricted or biased 
by the latter. This is merely a logical extension of the inductive method at the root of 
Science per se. The application of scientific theories is a legitimate area for political 
debate. Debates over research, however, are pseudo-debates and result only in pseudo-
science. Science is not about choice but about knowledge. Only after such knowledge 
is acquired can choices about its usefulness and application become topics of legitimate 
discussion.

The fraud inherent in modern Academia’s conclusions-based pseudo-intellectuality 
exposes a severe lack of faith in the principles of Democratic society these scientific 
policemen always claim to represent. Science genuinely “for the people” is Science 
unrestricted by special-interest groups from the Left or Right wings of the political 
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spectrum. In recent decades, both Neoliberals and Neoconservatives have done 
significant damage to the West’s scientific quest. We agree with the apolitical defender 
of academic freedom, Bernard Davis:

I believe we will... need a restoration of trust in the scientific 
community. For scientists have a remarkable record of professional 
honesty and responsibility—not because they are inherently more 
virtuous than other citizens, but because neither they nor their 
world gain from their research unless their actions and findings are 
made public, subjected to minute scrutiny by peers, and found to 
be verifiable. Moreover, as an intensely communal, critical activity, 
science has developed finely honed mechanisms for evaluating 
controversies dispassionately, and with emphasis on evidence and 
logic rather than on rhetorical skill and public stature. It is difficult 
for the public to make such distinctions.... Of late, perhaps because 
of guilt over the charge of elitism and the ills of technology, some 
scientists appear to be losing confidence in the objectivity of 
scientific knowledge and in the ability or the right of their community 
to speak with any authority. But while there is no room for absolute 
authority in science, there is also no room for extreme intellectual 
relativism. In the areas of its expertise and the obligation, to help the 
public to discriminate between rational and irrational views.

Finally, this text is not, as some would expect, formatted pursuant to the rigid structure 
of a doctoral thesis; rather, it is offered more as part of the Institute’s hope to strip Science 
and Philosophy of their rigid pedantry, and imbue them with the livingness of Spirituality 
and the Arts. For example, we have violated the grammatical rule that “should” replaces 
“would” in first-person usage, because it is pedantically confusing: “would” is commonly 
understood to denote potential, while “should” is understood as imperative. Thus this 
rigid pedantry detracts from a work, where rules of grammar should improve it. Ernest 
Vincent Wright wrote a fifty-thousand word lipogram in 1939 (Gadsby) without using the 
letter “E,” and Georges Perec also wrote an E-Less lipogram (LaDisparition) and a book 
containing only “Es” (Les Reventes), but no one has proposed this to be proof of the 
superfluity of certain letters in language. We loathe and reject the pop-culture slang 
used by many “hip” academics, but within the constraint of academic English, we use the 
forms that are most expressive rather than those which demonstrate that we belong to 
the small group well-versed in Strunk and White’s Elements of Style (1959). 

We have mostly disregarded the MLA Handbook For Writers of Research Papers and 
the Publication Manual of the APA as part of an ingenious attempt to better accommodate 
the non-academic reader with an academic syllabus, and because we do not seek 
imprimatur. We have, nevertheless, tried to conform to the standards of the Dictionary 
of Modern English Usage (1962) by H.W. Fowler. As F. Scott Fitzgerald admonished 
in 1920, “An author ought to write for the youth of his generation, the critics of next, 
and the schoolmasters of ever after.” While we refuse to descend into the miasma of 
modern “style,” we also refuse to adhere to outmoded rules which limit expressiveness; 
our subject is not only serious and significant, but it is novel, and likewise, our “style” 
is serious, significant, and novel. Just as motion cannot be detached from a body, nor 
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the dance from the dancer, so style cannot be detached from prose. As the best-selling 
language buff for the New York Times Magazine, William Safire, once noted:

There is a big difference between being conscious of your language 
and being self-conscious about the way you write and speak. To be 
conscious of language is to be proud of the magnificent and subtle 
instrument in your hands; to be self-conscious about the possibility 
of error, or fearful of the derision of your listener at your experiments 
with the instrument, is to be a nerd, a schnook, and a wimp.

The pertinent question, it seems, is less about the use of idioms than about arrogance 
and pedantry in academic language use; is this pseudo-elitism caused by ignorance of or 
apathy for the dynamics of expression? Quite frankly, we don’t know and we don’t care. 
We do not hesitate—where appropriate, of course, and without attempts at showiness—
to use epanalepsis. We like, nay, we love epanorthosis. And we are not averse to litotes. 
We might be so bold as to occasionally split an infinitive, but never so callous as to end 
a sentence with a preposition. That is the type of grammar up with which we will not put.

For the above and similar reasons, most of the translations in the volumes below are 
original. Translation can be compared to transposition in music; compared to playing a 
tune composed for violin on the piano. It is not merely a question of fine-tuning and a 
distinct technical mastery, but a translation of notes, tone, voicing, timbre, register. The 
piano really does not speak the language of the violin at all, and thus a pidgin results. 
Hence an old proverb of translations: “Faithful ugliness or faithless beauty.” As Croce 
advised:

Indeed, every translation either diminishes and ruins, or it creates 
a new expression, by putting the former back into the crucible and 
commingling it with the individual impressions of the so-called 
translator. In the former case, the expression always remains unitary, 
that of the original, the translation being more or less deficient, 
that is to say, not properly expression: in the other case, there will 
certainly be two expressions, but with two different contents.

As Borges pointed out long ago, translation has not just literary problems but also 
philosophical and aesthetic problems—there are inter-linguistic and intra-linguistic 
difficulties, the latter representing an issue analogous to the former when one epoch 
translates another. We agree with Borges that a translator must possess some quantum 
of hermeneutical empathy in order to render a quality transliteration, and that he or she 
must be capable of a modicum of productive distancing. We have thus taken into account 
specific discursive strategies in the translated portions herein. We have sought above all 
to reconstruct the full intentional quality of every passage while not succumbing to the 
temptation of anachronistic projection, always keeping in mind that translation is in many 
ways an art, and as such is a triadic endeavor: (1) original text; (2) translator as mediator; 
and (3) new version.

Rather than abiding by a word-for-word pedantry, we have attempted to “see-into” 
linguistic forms, with the full recognition that total linguistic transparency is neither possible 
nor necessary. In order to fulfill the first-order purpose of the translations below, we have 



xxvi

taken certain liberties of extrapolation which, we feel, offer the most contextually viable 
presentation. Reading a translation is, after all, as Cervantes pointed out, like looking at 
the back of a tapestry. We have, therefore, been everywhere guided by the theme of 
original texts but nowhere misguided into mere paraphrase, focusing on the pragmatic 
conditions of thematized linguistic exchange. “The rules of understanding, if there are 
any,” admonished Marcelo Dascal, “are not likely to be algorithmic but are presumably 
heuristic in nature, and the ability to shift from one set of those rules, i.e. strategy, to 
another is an outstanding characteristic of a good understander.”

Many, probably most, translations suffer from a noncontextuality and dethematization 
due to the incomplete understanding of the translators, and so many of the most 
important ideas in history have been rendered essentially unintelligible. Thus have we 
attempted to restore the full significance of various concepts in order to better represent 
expressive intent. The pragmatic dimension of language demanded in the volumes 
which follow overrides any desire for syntactically precise and objective renditions with 
an ideal of creative translation with normative commitments. We have, a priori, accepted 
the inescapable fact of the influence of our intellectual interests and worked to diminish 
distortions by perceiving the translations as a form of discourse.

What is involved here is, after all, more than an abstract search for facts and/or a 
systematic presentation, and so our translations have been effectively rendered as 
elements of a metanarrative. The following thesis is not neutral but circumscribed and 
determined by the discursive strategies of the Noödynamics Institute, and its translated 
passages have been incorporated into this generalized schema, homoglossia having 
been a constitutive aspect of the final text. We have kept in mind Gadamer’s advice:

Every age has to understand a transmitted text in its own way, for 
the text is part of the whole of the tradition in which the age takes 
an objective interest and in which it seeks to understand itself. 
The real meaning of a text, as it speaks to the interpreter, does not 
depend on the contingencies of the author and whom he originally 
wrote for. It certainly is not identical with them, for it is always partly 
determined also by the historical situation of the interpreter and 
hence the totality of the objective course of history.

We write in a style that is neither fashionable nor profitable in a society presently 
under the delusion that journalism is creative writing. We reject, however, the use-value 
approach to style, and cannot renounce a poor investment if it be one of quality—indeed, 
we were tempted to accept universal calumny and publish in Gaelic. Fili oga. “The 
productive art of the individual (the great artists of language) is never demonstrated by 
an abandonment of this medium,” admonished Cassirer, “but is seen by the way in which 
they discover, behind the merely conventional formula, the form of the original energy.” 
B’aistriúcháin muid caillte sna spásanna idir focail ag lapadail archulithe briathra. Sruth 
teangacha, spré don aonarán rachaidh mé leis an sruth.

What is most difficult to render from one language into another, or in the present case, 
from many languages into one, is the unitary tempo of the variegated style(s), which has 
its basis in the character of the native language, or, to utilize psychophysical terminology, 
the average tempo of its cognitive metabolism. The deep “physiognomy of the soul” 
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(Schopenhauer) is somewhat lost in translation. Of course, we would have liked to write 
this entire text in iambic pentameter in three-eighths time: Le style est l’homme.

We will undoubtedly be asked why, after all, we publish in English, when we shall 
be nowhere read worse than in the English-speaking nations. Our “lingua franca” is, 
inevitably, lingua anglica, but this was a purely pragmatic decision without deeper 
meaning. The English language, nevertheless, suits our purposes, in that it possesses 
the most words—over a million—and words are the basic data of semiotic consciousness. 
English is not an inflected language, relating a complex of concepts by the modification 
of words, but instead utilizes auxiliary verbs and prepositions to greatly increase 
explicitness. This generates a more complete and expressive conceptualization of the 
complex ideas involved.

The language capable of communicating the most and finest meanings is best, and 
various languages—especially Russian, Italian, German, and French—would be best for 
the various volumes which follow. But we are not building a tower of Babel, and so we 
have taken the path of least resistance and settled upon the one language spoken in 
every Western nation. In our desire to create a bildungsroman and roman à clef, we 
strive to be luminous rather than voluminous.

The richness of inflection in the verbs, the frequency of particles and conjunctions, the 
exceptional condensation and transposition of which it is capable, make English’s effects 
full of genius and capacity of expression. Italian is probably the best of all languages 
in melody, richness, elasticity, and simplicity; so much so, that in spite of its complex 
inflections, when once a vocabulary is acquired, it is more easy and natural than beloved 
French. French is by nature the stiffer tongue, at once laconic and grandiloquent. 
Both, however, lack the inimitable interpenetration of English, with its unique power of 
synthesizing phrases. The atomic character of the words and the flat juxtaposition of 
the clauses are more than compensated in the wealth of suggestion and the refinement 
of sentiment. In the 17th Century the Academie Francais gave up the use of Latin in its 
publication of proceedings in lieu of French, inspiring the Academies of Science in 
Germany and England to also publish in their own languages, forcing the pan-European 
scientific community to adopt an “official” language for Science. English was eventually 
chosen and so we follow suit.

Especially in dealing with historical doctrines of Philosophy, some academic 
forbearance is requested, because the present text often dissects them into component 
elements for its own purposes and recombines diverse ideas from diverse doctrines 
into what is considered a congruent whole. The reason for this is simple, if controversial: 
the vast sequence of philosophical systems which fills Western textbooks is bewildering 
to students due to the multiplicity and duplicity involved. Yet in reality, the majority of 
arguments in this myriad diversity are second and third order statements—predicated 
upon a very limited number of essentially distinct first order principles.

A novelty of arrangement and application, not genuine multiplicity of core elements, is 
the cause of the enormity of philosophical text material—an unnecessary duplicity which 
academic pedants embrace and aggravate. We believe that the interweaving of the diverse 
philosophical doctrines herein—doctrines hitherto presented as mutually exclusive under 
the guise of various classification systems (isms)—sufficiently demonstrates this fact and 
justifies the academic liberties taken in the present text. As founder of the American 
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Association of University Professors and Johns Hopkins philosophy professor Arthur O. 
Lovejoy suggested in the introduction to his great philosophical history tome, The Great 
Chain of Being (1936):

...Just as chemical compounds differ in their sensible qualities from 
the elements composing them, so the elements of philosophical 
doctrines, in differing logical combination, are not always readily 
recognizable; and, prior to analysis, even the same compiles may 
appear to be not the same in its different expressions, because the 
diversity of the philosophers’ temperaments and the consequent 
inequality on the distribution of the emphasis among the several 
parts, or because of the drawing of dissimilar conclusions from 
partially identical premises. To the common logical or pseudo-
logical or affective ingredients behind the surface-dissimilarities the 
historian of individual ideas will seek to penetrate.

In the present text, because it is not a history of individual ideas but rather a search 
for the homology of diverse culture-expressions, we have dissected and recombined 
various philosophical component elements of the Arts and Sciences as well. We feel that 
in undertaking this work, we have succeeded in offering a glimpse into the ultimate unity 
of diverse expressions while not violating the spirit of individual disciplines. As American 
philosopher Justus Buchler noted:

A system is kindled, in other words, not by a desire to give answers 
to standing problems, but by a demanding form of awareness that 
requires conceptual ramification. Inevitably, specific problems are 
coped with by both those which the new mode of discrimination 
itself breeds and those which it construes as the traditional. The very 
source of a system’s problems lies in its gestation and application: 
there are discrepancies among its assertions, there is darkness 
in the evolving portrayal; the scope of its categories recurrently 
becomes uncertain; the categories need clarification.

As Thomas Kuhn demonstrated, paradigm shifts often result from the great unifications 
of formerly disjointed fields of knowledge rather than the introduction of new knowledge. 
“There are books of the same chemical composition as dynamite,” advised the Russian 
satirist Eugene Zamiatin. “The difference lies only in the fact that one stick of dynamite 
explodes once but one book explodes thousands of times.”

The academically unorthodox methods delineated above are necessitated by the fact 
that the central insight of a New Era is a thing to be reached not through a consecutive 
progress of merely rational thought guided by the ordinary logic of the past two and a 
half centuries, and certainly not through Academia’s logomania, but rather through a 
quantum leap whereby one rises to a plane of insight wholly different in principles from 
the level of Old Era understanding. “True interpretation must show what is not said in 
words but nevertheless,” admonished Heidegger, “at this point an interpretation must 
necessarily use force.” As modern American philosopher Robert P. Pirsig noted almost 
thirty years ago:
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The real university is a state of mind. It is that great heritage of rational 
thought that has been brought down to us through the centuries 
and which does not exist at any specific location. It’s a state of mind 
which is regenerated throughout the centuries by a body of people 
who traditionally carry the title of Professor, but even that title is not 
part of the real university. The real university is nothing less than the 
continuing body of reason itself.

Unless one is in some sense able to transcend Western history, to be reborn into a 
New Age, one cannot acquire the existenz which is the secret of the New Millennium. “Of 
all that is written,” wrote Nietzsche, “I love what a man has written with his blood.” This 
text was so written and what here shall miss, our toil shall strive to mend.

This text was conceived during the conjunction of Jupiter and the Moon. The first 
word was written sometime between 9:00AM, October 23, 4004 B.C. and 1997. Nine 
hundred and ninety-six times already since the birth of the West, the sun had circled 
back to almost the same point, when there appeared before our eyes the glorious vision 
we now call “Noödynamics.” It was either this or 42. But “the damage of a life time, and 
of having been born in an unsettled society,” T.S. Eliot observed in After Strange Gods, 
“cannot be repaired at the moment of composition.” And who is sure in the end that we 
even wish to be read today?

To create a tome upon which time will test its teeth in vain; in form, in substance, 
to strive for eternity—we are not modest enough to demand less than a Nietzschean 
task of ourselves. These volumes are the forms of our desire for immortality; it is our 
ambition to summarize in several volumes what myriad have put forth in a millennium—
what no one else has summarized in our era. These forebears have given Mankind the 
most profound knowledge it possesses; now we have given it the most integrated and 
coherent, concise version. Aere perennius. And perhaps we could whisper something to 
our Good Europeans whom we love as much as we—

Out of this affection, w e r emain humble d espite a mbition. It i s probably t rue that 
no individual or group of individuals could compose a book, in isolation and based on 
original ideas, that would so move readers that their way of life would be changed. But 
we believe it is possible for a group of individuals, working in inspired cooperation, to 
set down in precise form what is vaguely, from a thousand disparate sources, already in 
great minds, and in doing so, change the course of history.

Like Chaucer’s scholar we would rather have a hundred books than any other wealth 
the world can offer; and like Aquinas we thank the Gods most for the fact that we have 
understood every page we have read. We adopt the Voltairean principle that the great 
should be elevated and the infamous crushed, but the hands which do the elevating and 
crushing should remain unknown. Hence we publish anonymously.

We prefer Foucaultian author-functions to flesh-and-bone authors: La mort de L’auteur. 
In the United States, the First Amendment of the Constitution protects individuals’ right 
to speak anonymously.9 An author’s decision to remain anonymous is an aspect of the 
freedom of speech protected in some manner in all Western nations. “The name of a 
man is like his shadow,” advised the Viennese 

10 See McIntyre v. Ohio Elections Commission, 514 U.S. 334, 342 (1995)
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onomatologist Ernst Pulgram. “It is not of 

Turn, Please by Sandro Del-Prete

his substance and not of his soul, but it 
lives with him and by him. Its presence is 
not vital, nor its absence fatal.” We’re the 
hand that writes and quickly moves away. 
(Dio)

We are not simply attempting to 
construct one out of several possible 
merely logically justifiable treatises; we 
are striving for the philosophical treatise 
of the 21st Century—thus what follows is 
essentially a historical naturalism which has 
been more or less presaged by every great 
heart and mind of the last ten centuries. We 
state this without the presumption it could 
imply, since an idea of such grandeur is 
culturally predicated—it does not occur 
“within” a time, incidentally, but itself 
makes a time what it is—and hence is the 
property of no individual or group, even if 
they necessarily gave it form. This treatise, 
therefore, belongs to our Civilization and 
our era as a whole.

Thy praise or dispraise is to me alike
One doth not stroke me, nor the other strike10

10 Ben Johnson, To Fool or Knave (1616)
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distribution, information networks, or information storage and retrieval systems) without prior written permission 
from the Director of the Institute. Of course, reproduced material may be protected by original copyrights.
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Grand Synthesis: Mythology of the 21st Century

1. Introduction

The separate Sciences—Epistemology, Physics, Chemistry, 
Mathematics, Astronomy—are approaching each other with 
acceleration, converging toward a complete identity of output. 
The issue will be a fusion of the form-worlds, which will present 
on the one hand a system of numeration, functional by nature and 
reduced to a few basic formulae; and on the other, a small group of 
theories, denominators to those numerators, which in the end will 
be perceived as mythologems of the springtime under the modern 
veils: therefore, reducible—and at once of necessity reduced—
to representable and physiognomically significant fundamental 
characteristics. This convergence has not yet been noticed, for the 
reason that, since Kant—indeed, since Leibniz—there has not been 
a philosopher who commanded the issues of all the exact sciences.11

It is the supreme paradox of (Western) Academia that in the span of the 20th century 
we proceeded from the first airplane to the conquest of space, from the recognition of 
the units of hereditary transmission to the application of genetic engineering, and from 
the first radio signals to the creation of the World Wide Web; yet in the understanding 
of our own essential nature, we actually regressed. This ignorance was, by the dawn of 
the 21st Century, institutionalized, universalized, and sanctified. It is an ignorance that 
transcends disciplinary boundaries, and overflows national borders. In fact, Academia is 
today proudly bound in total ignorance as to what Mankind is.

Although the fact is much suppressed today, our most intimate personal sense of 
what it means to be human, the relationship that touches the very center of our existence, 
the ultimate encounter of identity between the I and the Me, is the encultured self. This 
relation between the individual Ego and the collective Self reaches into and affects 
virtually every significant human experience and yet it is, today, the least understood. 
This identity that seems so obvious and is taken for granted is actually a single strand in 
an almost infinite network of complexity—a dynamic system of organic connectedness, 
to family and the concept of beauty, to the world, to the universe, to existence in-itself.

It is difficult to exaggerate the explosion in scientific understanding which the West 
has experienced in the last century or so, yet despite this general advance in all fields, 
a central mystery remains: the nature of High Culture. If culture were totally mysterious, 
of course, there would be no useful text to prepare. But encouraging progress has 
been made during the last century, such that cultural phenomena may now become 
a common focus of a variety of scientific fields. Philosophy may henceforth be joined 
by Physics, Psychology, Biology, Cognitive Theory, and General Systems Theory, to 
name the principals, to make significant contributions to what has hitherto been a purely     
philosophical investigation.

11 Oswald Spengler, The Decline of the West (1918)
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This text is an introduction to the main 

The masses and sizes of some of the most significant structures found 
in the universe (from The Artful Universe by John D. Barrow, 1995)

A Delicate Balance: Equilibria in the Universeelements of High Culture, and to the most 
important evidence, from diverse fields, 
on the essential nature of Culture.12 Its aim 
is to provide a clear conception of Culture 
by clarifying what sorts of evidence may be 
interpreted as revealing the nature of its 
phenomena. The empirical sciences have 
indeed provided a steady flow of evidence 
relevant to such an endeavor, and all that 
is required is proper comprehension. 
This evidence offers new insights into the 
continuities, and discontinuities, relating 
human Culture with the consciousness of 
the rest of the animal kingdom, and the 
long and intricate selection process from 
which both have slowly emerged. Because 
much of this evidence is still ambiguous, 
the readers of this text can enjoy the 
excitement of joining an intellectual 
adventure that is just beginning.

Noödynamics is the science of High 
Culture—all High Cultures in world-
history—and about the expressions of High Culture as the culminating fact of life on 
earth. We have written the text from the perspective of the West,13 of course, but also with 
an attempt at the objectivity of an archimedean point. This subject is a more ambitious 
undertaking than any other, since it must ultimately include the “sciences” of Spirituality 
and Art, and subsumes all of the traditional disciplines of Science to a degree never seen 
before. The inevitable difficulties that accumulate in such a metascience are the great 
burden of the pages which follow. 

The phenomenological14 aspect of Culture has received little serious and thorough-
going consideration from Academia. This is due in part to the fact that contemporary 
cultural studies are so variegated, amorphous, and contradictory that few generalizations 
are possible, let alone any critical examination of Culture as a whole in the light of scientific 
principles. It may be allowed that phenomenology is a branch of Philosophy, not Science, 
in the sense that all forms of contemporary phenomenological investigation have had 
their origin in the field of Philosophy, but this need not divert Academics from striving to 

12 “Culture or Civilization, taken in its widest ethnographic sense, is that complex whole which includes 
knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, custom, and other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a 
member of society.” –Edward B. Tylor, Primitive Culture (1878).

13 Eastern European readers should recognize in our use of the term ‘Western’ a cultural, not 
a  geographical, reference, rooted in the Middle English ‘Occidental’ (from Latin: ‘Western’) as 
distinguished from ‘Oriental’ (Latin: ‘Eastern’), and thus meaning European, here temporalized to refer 
to European Culture after 1000 C.E. as distinguished from Roman and Hellenic Culture.  Here ‘Western’ 
Culture refers to every European country.

14 Husserl, 1900
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be rigorously scientific in the study of Culture.
The task before  the Noödynamics  Institute  is daunting  in its complexity  and intricacy , 

and justifies  the enormity  of Volume  1. This task requires  the reconceptualization  of the 
entire  “system  of the world” (of knowledge ) along Copernican  lines, and thus cannot  be 
accomplished  piecemeal  or in simple  linear  fashion , but must be done holistically . Only 
when  all the planets  and satellites  and orbits  are properly  schematized  is the appropriate 
new center  of gravity  unmistakable , and the newly-won harmony  so majestic  and 
revelatory in its beautiful simplicity that it seems remarkable it was not obvious all along. 

The current  principle  of disciplinal  relativity  in Academia  means  that academics 
conceive  an essentially  arbitrary  set of relations  between  their field of specialty 
and all others . In the absence  of any strong assertion  to the contrary , they take their 
perspective  as the point of reference  for observing  the rest of knowledge . Not only is 
every field’s perspective  “geocentric ” in this sense, but the situation  is aggravated  by 
the number of fields and thus the number of concomitant  “centers” of knowledge.  Acting 
upon this assumption , and effectively  supported  by the cognate  assumptions  within  all 
other fields, Academics  not only conceive the relations between fields in substantially  “
Ptolemaic ” form—with  epicycles  and eccentrics  and equants  and such—but effectively 
function  within  an implicit  system  of many Ptolemaic  schemata  superimposed  upon each 
other. What the Noödynamics  Institute  is attempting , therefore , is the culmination  and 
conclusion  of the “Copernican  Revolution ” begun by Kant, wherein  the true center  of 
gravity  of all knowledge  is demonstrated  and the system -of-the-world  reconceptualized 
accordingly. Such thinking is genuinely empirical. The unorthodox nonlinear methodology is 
necessary  to furnish  an important  new  theory  to be developed  and confirmed , and  a 
deeper understanding of sets of data through which the confirmation must be found.

We invite  others  to join us in discovering  the deep structures  and functions  of High 
Culture ; to explore  and scrutinize  its rhythms  and inner stirrings , to sense its senses , 
cogitate  on its cognition , and lay an intellectual  finger  on its surface  and sound its 
pulse and heartbeat . We are thinking  of course  of High Culture  in its broadest  sense as 
embracing  all transcendent  expressions  throughout  history—as History ’s blossoming  in 
the large. For, although  we cannot  fully escape  our ego—and culturocentric  biases—yet 
we yearn to apperceive  the entire  sweep of culture -history  from the other end of an 
archimedean  lever. We strive to see History  writ large, undiluted  by human lifespans , 
from the rare detachment of Science’s figurative watchtower in the Universe.

It is fitting and proper  that we of the West initiate  the quest , since the expanse  and 
penetration  of our Science  have studied  existence  as no other  High Culture , effectively 
giving Mankind as a whole a new level of self-consciousness.15 The West has examined 
the Universe  with tireless  ambition , and the spectacular  acceleration  of learning  which 
has resulted has had startling implications—the zenith of development  in the species has a 
uniqueness  in history  which demands  a culmination  that turns inward; this first generation  to 
read  the  entire  text  of the  Liber  Mundi  now  stands  poised  to guide  or misguide  human 
evolution16 and hence requires a sophistication of knowledge as yet unimagined. The 

15 Locke, 1690
16 We define this term in the general manner of Spencer’s System of Synthetic Philosophy (1862-96): 

“An integration of matter, and a dissipation of motion from an indefinite, incoherent homogeneity to a 
definite, coherent heterogeneity.”
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matter and energy of the Universe have 

The James Webb Space Telescope, due to be launched in 2018, will be 
the greatest piece of observation equipment ever built. Set in orbit at 
Lagrange Point 2, a million miles from Earth (four times farther away 
than the moon), The JWST will scan the Universe in infrared with seven 
times the light-collecting power of the Hubble. Utilizing onboard 
cryogenics to keep its optics just 37° celsius above Absolute Zero (– 393º 
F), and a 223-square-meter (2400-square-foot) sunshade, the JWST will 
be able to locate objects emitting only a few photons per hour, which 
means it will essentially be able to explore the entire Universe. With a 6.5 
meter beryllium and gold mirror, comprising 18 hexagonal segments 
controlled by 125 motorized actuators capable of fine-tuning 
adjustments on the scale of 10 nanometers, this stupendous eye will 
actually be able to detect a single photon billions of light-years away. 

complexified and diversified for eons, and 
now, through forms potent and strange, 
have a combination capable of speculating 
on its own existence. We are the cosmos 
examining itself.

In a very real sense, Noödynamics is 
the epistemology of Epistemology, and it 
requires no little power of perspective to 
transcend individual egos to comprehend 
the invisible overarching noöspheric 
film of life subsuming innumerable but 
discrete life-functions. This incredible 
viewpoint is literally accurate, and great 
significance may be found in the fact that 
the expressions of all culture-systems are 
not continuous but compartmentalized, 
with textures of interpenetrating modes 
and sub-modes: sciences, philosophies, 
religions, nations, academias, states, 
empires, arts, technologies, colonies, 
intelligentsias, economies, industries, 
laws, political systems, and so on. The 
lacework of these forms covers every quantum of the surging culture-system, a different 
texture manifesting at each gradient, the systems shifting and undulating into and through 
one another like wave functions.

And when we consider and examine culture-systems very thoroughly, we also find 
hierarchies of concentric systems, nested within each other despite differences of scale 
and tempo. The explorations of such echelons of structure and function must deepen 
one’s awe of the power and pervasiveness of culture-expression. What, then, is Culture’s 
true nature? Does it have measurable boundaries and definable limits? And how is it 
tied to consciousness and life itself? In simplest terms, what holds cultural expression 
to civilization and to what degree—if any—may Culture take flight on its own? Of what 
is “culture” made and how does it apparently emerge ex nihilo and dissipate ad nihilo?

These are the basic questions to which the Noödynamics Institute seeks answers, 
trying to understand not only the spatial organization of systems, but also the temporal 
coursing of human history through the whole process of evolution—generation after 
generation, civilization after civilization—in its totality, the most amazing and enigmatic 
organization of matter and energy in the known Universe. There is something intangibly 
mysterious about this organic manifestation, and we will find it convenient to classify its 
forms under the general headings of abstraction. Every discipline of Science, and others, 
will be necessary to explicate this study.

It is one thing to write an academic exposition of the history of a culture-system, but 
quite another to leave the realm of factual statement and enter the wider dimension of 
discourse in which facts can have a variety of meanings; where what is known is difficult 
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to set apart from what is postulated; and 

Lady with Two Gentleman by Johannes Vermeer (c. 1659)

"The soft, delicate tranquility which is expressed by the interiors of 
Vermeer is not contained between the walls that the painting encloses. 
It radiates upon an infinity of absent objects and constitutes the visage 
of a world of which it is the potentiality."

 —Mikel Dufrenne
The Phenomenology of Aesthetic Experience (1953)

where, after all, Academia’s interest has 
never centered. Yet this work is not only 
an attempt to interpret the meaning of the 
facts of history, but also to embody these 
interpretations into a system for the 
reader’s comprehension. The architectonic 
purposes of the subsequent volumes is to 
distill from the facts established by 
Academia those elements of method, to 
draw from them those basic conceptions, 
which combine into a picture of what, to 
us, must be the reality of a culture-system. 
Simply put, the existential17 wealth 
reposing largely untapped in academic 
knowledge is enormous and challenging 
to the investigator; it is available for 
everyone who will acquire the tools 
needed to explore it. The existential 
content of “culture” has not been 
exhausted and will herein be made the 
primary source of information. That 
Academics are interested in this picture, 
the background of the most creative force in history, is assumed.

If early 21st Century scientists18 (and other Academics) are skeptical about the possibility 
of attaining the Noödynamics Institute’s proclaimed aim, is it not partly because of their 
(and our) obsessive preöccupation with and self-consciousness about the means of 
Science: the formal demands of research and experimentation, the self-generating power 
of the structure19 of knowledge whether theoretical or practical? The very aspirations of 
Noödynamics, in its novel cross-axial sense, are denied by the contemporary outlook 
which asserts and demands the absolute independence of the world of Science from 
the world of cultural expressions and, indeed, disputes the existence of multiple, unique, 
equivocal Sciences at all. We long ago ceased recognizing any fixed correspondence 
between the semantics20 of research, or the syntax of experiment, and a subjectively 
structured scientific Mind.

In reality, however, Scientists are explorers in the realm of experience and expression 
as surely as are Spirituality and Art, venturing into areas hitherto only touched by the 
creative imagination. For although the notion of an “objective discipline” is a crucial and 
persistent part of the mostly scientist-created myth of the last 250+ years, the role played 

17 General referring to existence itself, i.e., the human mode of being; the meaning of that existence; and/
or the impulse to understand that meaning; a living knowledge that is fact without reason.

18 Whewell, 1840
19 An effective formal pattern of arrangement and relationship in any situation which gives it its specific 

properties.
20 Bréal, 1897
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by living subjective processes of the internal world in the creation of Science can no 
longer be ignored. The history of Science is more than a succession of purely rational and 
external hypotheses modified by occasional rectifications pursuant to newly-discovered 
evidence. We acknowledge the means of Science well enough; now we must come to 
understand the meaning of Science as a product of High Culture.

Unlike almost all Academics today, we fully realize that there is no objectivism in 
human life; no correct point of view about points of view. We do not present this critique 
under the pretense that it is not predicated upon metaphysical premises, as do most 
others. Academia’s critique of intellectual demesnes determines only the limits, not 
the foundations, of Epistemology. It is Being that generates our theory of knowing and 
not intellect. No perspective is provable or refutable, yet perspectivalism determines 
categories of knowledge as self-justifications. Like every major premise, ours can never 
conclusively prove the necessity of its own axioms, or even, for that matter, its own 
definitions. Every definition implies a postulate, for it asserts the existence of the object 
defined. Epistemology recapitulates ontology: our very existence is the ultimate petitio 
principii.

It is important for Academia to recognize, at last, that objectivity is a method, not a 
worldview. The failure to do so throughout the 20th Century lead, as Nietzsche’s fin de 
siecle “philosophizing with a hammer” tried to forewarn, to a widespread dephilosophizing 
of scholarship:

The objective person is an instrument, a precious, easily injured and 
clouded instrument for measuring and, an arrangement of mirrors, 
an artistic triumph that deserves care and honor; but he is no goal, 
no expansion and ascendance, no complementary human in whom 
the rest of existence is justified, no conclusion—and still less a 
beginning, a begetting and first cause, nothing tough, powerful, 
self-reliant that wants to be master—rather only a delicate, carefully 
dusted, fine portable jar for forms which still must wait for some 
content and substance in order to “shape” itself accordingly—for 
the most part, a person without substance and content, an “identity-
less” human.21

Actual concepts do not originate from experience by way of abstraction, but are 
apperceptual. The essentially arbitrary selection of complexes of sense-experiences is 
a type of existential inference with the totality of given sense-impressions, hence the 
axiomatic basis of experience cannot be an inference from experience, but is, rather, 
an apperceptual invention of cognition. The logically unbridgeable gulf between the 
realm of concepts and the realm of sensory input entails an existential comprehension-
connection. The notion of a “world” is formed by the assignation of concepts to 
repeatedly occurring complexes of sense-impressions “arbitrarily” selected from the 
plentitude of (experimental) data. Logically perceived, then, the concepts of experience 
are cognitive creations, and owe their meaning and their justification exclusively to the 
totality of existence to which they are coordinated and with which they are immediately 

21 Beyond Good and Evil (1886)
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connected. We are justified in conceiving this world as “real” only because by means 
of these concepts and their mutual relations, we have been in a position to survive and 
evolve.

Of course, pure logical thought cannot give us knowledge of the world of experience; 
all knowledge about “reality” begins with experience and terminates in it. The function of 
concepts is to survey and order experience, and this conceptual system is tested by its 
success in establishing order in the manifold of sense-experiences. Thus reason builds 
the structure into a system of empirical knowledge. Although the world of perceptions 
practically determines conceptual systems, then, no logical path leads from perceptions 
to conceptions—only intuition22 which rests upon existential factors. Hence all knowledge 
is, essentially, phenomenological.23 Quine wrote:

As an empiricist I continue to think of the conceptual scheme of 
science as a tool, ultimately, for predicting future experience in light 
of past experience. Physical objects are conceptually imported 
into the situation as convenient intermediaries—not by definitions 
in terms of experience, but simply as inducible posits comparable, 
epistemologically, to the gods of Homer. For my part I do, qua lay 
physicist, believe in physical objects and not in Homer’s gods and 
I consider it a scientific error to believe otherwise. But in point of 
epistemological footing the physical objects and the gods differ 
only in degree and not in kind. Both sorts of entities enter our 
conception only as cultural posits. The myth of physical objects 
is epistemologically superior to most in that it has proved more 
efficacious than other myths as a device for working a manageable 
structure into the flux of experience.24

Noödynamics adheres to and expands the intellectual principle that the proper name 
of no philosopher should be used to circumscribe thought because a perennial philosophy 
is not doctrinal but systemic, a synthesis capable of assimilating truth from any domain. 
Noödynamics is not a system among the systems, but rather, a system of systems. What 
is proposed in the volumes below is not a philosophy of ideas but a philosophy of Being—
it does not attempt to enclose Being in a formula but instead seeks that which is formal 
and actual in Being per se. Noödynamics insists that the meaning of any expression—
scientific, spiritual, aesthetic—cannot be identified with anything else than the reference 
of its own meaning, just as the meaning of “red” cannot be identified perceptually except 
with an irreducible and indefinable quality—red. Every value, as a funded affective-
volitional meaning (Urban, 1909), similarly refers to introspectively irreducible apperceptive 
quality, and hence the Noödynamics Institute strives for a systematic synthesis of all 
value-oriented disciplines without loss of expressive integrity. In this sense, every 
discipline has both an intrinsic and an inherent value-function in Noödynamics. The 
former is an immediate datum attributable to subjects through correlation; the latter is a 
property of the object, Culture, which consists in the capacity of subjects to produce 

22 Symbolic logic
23 Phenomology: The logical analysis of experience.
24 “Two Dogmas of Empiricism,” in From a Logical Point of View (1953)
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expressions. The result is that values are 

“A sumptuous temple stands, that threatens the stars with her aspiring 
top.”

—Christopher Marlowe
Dr. Faustus

Lichfield Cathedral 

conceived as embedded in the culture-
system subject to noödynamic treatment; 
and general principles of evaluation are 
existentially derivable and verifiable. 
“False things may be imagined, and false 
things composed,” admonished Ruskin; 
“but only truth can be invented.”25

The Noödynamics Institute is primarily 
concerned—in the tradition of Popper 
and Kuhn—with the dynamic process by 
which scientific knowledge is acquired, 
rather than with the logical structure of 
the products of scientific research. Given 
this concern, the Institute emphasizes, 
as crucial data,26 the facts and spirit of 
actual academic existence, often turning 
to history to discover them. 
It follows that the Institute pays special 
attention to the entanglement of scientific 
theory and academic observation, and is 
very skeptical of all claims of neutrality. 
Simply put, accepted theory is premised as 
the rules of the methods of observation. Current theory actually defines current practice 
to such an extent that the failure of observation to conform to expectation automatically 
impugns the experiment, not the theory; and therein lies our problem and our raison 
d’être: critical discourse occurs only at moments of intellectual crisis, when the bases of 
fields are challenged.

For academic purposes, in order to extricate ourselves from the polemics of “theories 
of knowledge” we need to undertake a detailed but broad examination of the ways in 
which culture-systems actually find expression—the roles that that principle, “expression,” 
plays in history rather than in self-defined categories. In this quest we have tried to 
establish relatively strict definitions and to discover accurate, if unusually abstract, 
universal propositions. We are trying to state the “essence27 of culture” by offering a 
methodologically practical definition; yet too strict a definition, we believe, is neither 
possible nor desirable. Ultimately, this quest leads into unenviable attempts to construct 
an ideal language, the terms of which are sufficiently precise and the statements of 
which reveal the logical form of the concepts to which they refer with sufficient clarity, 
without abstracting the life out of the referents. Such an ideal language must obviously 
be predicated upon fundamental propositions.

25 Modern Painters (1843)
26 Following the oral tradition of most of Academia, we regard “data” as a mass noun and assign it a 

singular verb.
27 From the Latin esse: “to be.” Denotes the essential nature behind specific forms, be it constituent 

elements, or a pattern of organization; akin to Aquinas’ quidditas: “what-ness.”
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The basic philosophical problem is to describe the structure of these fundamental 
propositions. Yet these propositions cannot be summed up in overly strict definitions or 
overly brief formulae; the language of interest must be organic, with sufficient range but 
no rigidly restrictive responsibilities. What we end up with, then, is a “theory of signs,” 
i.e., a Cultural Semiotics charged with enabling diverse functionings of descriptive 
statements. Toward this end the most thorough and systemic semantic distinctions will be 
grouped into three primary usages: (1) Semantics, which describes the manner in which 
signs designate; (2) Syntactics, which describes the relations of signs to one another; 
and (3) Pragmatics, which describes the relation between signs and their interpreters. 
Everywhere our intent is practical ostensive definition. In a certain sense, the theory of 
Noödynamics will be tested by its ability to explain and justify (or even explain without 
justifying) our usages of words like Culture, History, Art, Technics, World and so on in the 
ordinary affairs of Academia. We are trying to build the hundred-gated cathedral of mind.

As will quickly become apparent, we have succumbed to a principle temptation 
disfavored in Academia: We have regarded some words as names of abstract principles, 
which can lead some to suppose that we are, in a platonic manner, postulating the 
existence of mysterious pseudo-entities to serve as the objects of abstract nouns, for 
example “Science” or “Culture.” But as we briefly mentioned in the Proem, we are simply 
identifying principles as principles, not positing a priori existent “forms.” Indeed, we 
have accepted, as did the medieval Nominalists, Aristotle’s rectification of Plato, via the 
replacement of essentialist ‘forms’ with conceptual ‘categories,’ and therefore adhere 
to what is commonly called conceptualism. Whenever we refer to ‘essences,’ the term 
is intended only to denote abstract properties that are ‘universals’ in the sense that the 
same qualities may be predicated of various entities (e.g. ‘red’ or ‘round’), and as such are 
constructions of cognition, not any type of entity or substance per se. In other words, our 
forms are purely a posteriori, essences which succeed rather than precede existences, 
as rhetorical devices. We have utilized a very restrictive naming theory of meaning in 
these instances, which derives its justification solely from this atypical quest to extend 
our vocabulary within an already familiar language, so that no true analysis is required to 
understand our meaning.

To understand, then, our reified terms, is simply to grasp how the abstractions which 
they signify are used in our language-game28 —a mutually defining circle of concepts 
which cannot be translated into a set of simple statements about human actions 
devoid of inter-definability—and nothing more. In this case, the “game” is simply one of 
designating the collective practices of a community of actors as a ‘thing’ to which we can 
meaningfully refer, and so we have capitalized such terms to transform them into signs 
as proper nouns. To obtain this grasp we simply undertake the imaginative procedure 
of “pointing to” principles in our mind and stating “That is Science.” The meaning of 
“science,” then, does not consist in the “object” it names, but in the way it is used in our 
language. If actual scientific objects—scientists, laboratories, experiments, equipment, 
etc.—were part of the meaning of “Science,” we would be able to make statements such 
as “I researched part of the meaning of the word ‘Science’ yesterday.” Such statements 
are obvious nonsense because the platonic entity “Science” is nonsense. Our purpose is 

28 Wittgenstein, 1953



11

entirely linguistic rather than essentialistic.
These signs, it bears repeating, have no metaphysical sense; they are not proposed 

as the ultimate constituents of intellectual classification or any such similar thing. As 
should be obvious, they are not even unanalyzable elements of our own systemization. 
Each is nothing more than a logical and ostensive proper name that implies the rejection 
of the analytic theory of meaning. Hence there can be no ultimate analysis of these 
expressions’ meanings, consisting of fundamental elements of definition to which it is 
possible to point and make that meaning perfectly clear. The analytical theory of meaning 
implies that pointing takes us beyond the possibility of misunderstanding by indicating 
precisely and concretely what is the referent, but this ideal is little more certain than 
formal verbal definition. If, for example, we point to the basic icon of the Noödynamics 
Institute and say “psi,” it would be entirely reasonable for someone who does not speak 
English or know the Greek alphabet to conclude that we are giving them the name of the 
color purple. The unorthodox aspects of our language may be compared to the whispers 
one hears when climbing Kafka’s staircase.

If ordinary concepts are vague and inexact, they should be replaced by more precise 
ones rather than marginalized to the detriment of language; and the Academic should 
have his or her eye on the development of the subject at hand, rather than on ordinary 
usages. Here, the subject at hand is a scientia mirabilis. We are struggling to establish 
an academically principled analytical vocabulary within the framework of a particular 
set of synthetic hypotheses. Using certain types of novel logico-linguistic devices, 
therefore, will assist in explicating an ontology of canonical attributes. Hence we begin 
by acknowledging the Feyerabendian nature of terminology in theoretical propositions 
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and constructs. We cannot totally avoid theoretical propositions and constructs. We can 
never totally avoid theoretical assumptions because our everyday language itself always 
incorporates theories. We are simply incorporating, a priori, conceptual terms that will 
facilitate intentional assumptions. 

It is ultimately unscientific to propose making use only of the concepts already 
incorporated in our descriptive vernacular—it is as erroneous to suppose today that 
regardless of future theoretical advances, such expressions as “history” and “culture” 
are bound to keep their exact present meanings, as it was to suppose a century ago that 
“time” and “space” were bound to keep theirs. Indeed, we can hope to make advances in 
complex fields—to climb Wittgenstein’s ladder—only if we are prepared to recognize the 
need to make significant changes in our ordinary modes of descriptive analysis. There 
is no reason why, in the quest for complex truths, we should not work with entirely new 
concepts, just as we no longer refer to “dephlogisticated air”29 or “fluxions and fluents”30 
but instead speak of the element oxygen and the calculus.

When it comes to patterns, human nature abhors a vacuum. We are programmed, 
genetically, to dis-cover patterns in the world around us, and in the context of culture-
systems, this program is writ large. Cognition, then, is first and foremost a pattern-
recognition device. Our senses register the blooming buzzing confusion of sensory 
data, but the brain only records intricate patterns. This organizational principle is 
nowhere “out-there,” and thus the order of the world must be recognized as a projection 
of consciousness. In this manner alone is it possible for us to understand and assign 
meaning to the world—and to ourselves. This does not mean, of course, that Nature is 
chaotic; rather it means that perceptions of Nature are essentially random phenomena 
until the mind selects events as significant and abstracts them from these particular 
general principles—order, then, is idealized Nature.31 Lavoisier explained:

It is impossible to dissociate language from science or science from 
language, because every natural science always involves three 
things: The sequence of phenomena on which the science is based; 
the abstract concepts which call these phenomena to mind; and the 
words in which the concepts are expressed. To call forth a concept 
a word is needed; to portray a phenomena, a concept is needed. All 
three mirror one and the same reality.32

Knowledge is a hard master, particularly the penetrating knowledge of Science. Truth? 
What is truth? An abstraction of knowledge? Knowledge is concrete. Knowledge is the 
foundation upon which everything else is built. In the West, especially, it is the gyroscope 
that stabilizes the culture-system’s awe-inspiring and determined course. In the West, 
knowledge is a veritable juggernaut with enough force to distort spacetime, exposing 

29 Priestly, 1774
30 Newton, 1666
31 For pedants who require a “definition of nature,” we will simply define it as Life posited for reflection. 

“The word nature is poetical enough,” observed George Santayana, “it suggests sufficiently the 
generative and controlling function, the endless vitality and changeful order of the world in which I 
live.” (Scepticism and Animal Faith, 1923)

32 Traitê Elémentaire de Chimie (1789)
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what is contingent and fragile to all that death and danger dare, even for a pen. The 
more knowledge we gain from existence, the more clearly does the mystery of the Will-
to-know itself stand out. Charles Lyell wrote:

Although we are mere sojourners on the surface of the planet, 
chained to a mere point in space, enduring but for a moment of time, 
the human mind is not only enabled to number worlds beyond the 
unassisted ken of mortal eye, but to trace the events of indefinite 
ages before the creation of our race, and is not even withheld 
from penetrating into the dark secrets of the ocean, or the interior 
of the solid globe; free, like the spirit which the poet described as 
animating the universe.33

It will likely be noticed that the volumes below show a marked oscillation between 
audacity and reticence in speculation. This result is due to the dual aim of initiating the 
paradigm shift while merely laying the foundation upon which the geniuses of the 21st 
Century will build. Where necessary, we speculate boldly in order to glimpse potential; 
elsewhere, we simply collate and organize pertinent facts so that others may deduce. 
Because the many questions which this text leaves unanswered are worthy of interest 
and capable of solution, they will be solved by the probing intellects and patient labors 
of the generation now coming of age. Having been initiated into the promise of cross-
axial explorations, these scholars of tomorrow will enjoy the cooperation of analysis, 
intuition, and aesthetics34 capable of dissipating the shadows of overspecialization and 
removing the blurry lens of ideology. The Noödynamics Institute takes pride in bringing 
into prominence and illuminating this destiny.

The 20th Century was for the West a period of many fine-sounding scholarly formulae. 
In the midst of this uproar, in which second-rate minds often shouted down first-rate minds 
and made good their claim to their only real product, namely words, it is not surprising 
that a few modest clear thinkers, scholars who preferred to deal with realities, had the 
worst of it and remained unheard or unappreciated in Academia, lost among the roaring 
crowd or falsely labeled. This, at least, seems to have been the lot of some of the people 
featured significantly in this text, whose academic teachings are amongst the least known 
but most noteworthy of the 20th Century. These exceptional intellects have hit the mark 
and have supported their views with vigor, and rigor, and with consciousness of what 
they were doing. If Schiller was right in saying that the proper rhythm of philosophy is to 
diverge from common opinion in order to return with redoubled vigor, it is evident that a 
divergence through the ideas of these scholars is appropriate.

What the Noödynamics Institute seeks to do, above all else, is to reëstablish the long-
lost tradition of the Natural Philosopher. Academia is no longer integrated and coherent, 
but has become instead a Tower of Babel. “This is the tragedy of the modern mind which 
‘solved the riddle of the universe’,” proclaimed the great historian of science Alexandre 
Koyré in Newtonian Studies (1965), “but only to replace it by another riddle: the riddle of 
itself.” We hope to formulate a lingua scientifica capable of bringing many disciplines 

33 Principles of Geology (1830)
34 Baumgarten, 1735
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within the horizons of individual minds, so ©The Far Side (1988), Gary Larson

that the possibility of so-called 
“Renaissance Men” (and Women)—
individual Academics on the cutting-edge 
of many abiding disciplines—is 
rediscovered and the Natural Philosophy 
at the core of Science is resumed.

We simply cannot make the needed 
connections for the kind of postmodern35 
study we envision so long as Academia 
remains an overspecialized Tower of 
Babel. Raphel may amech zabi almi! The 
concept of High Culture as we envision 
it cannot be studied and understood in 
pieces, with Professor A doubting the 
value of Spirituality and Art, Professor B 
doubting the value of Art and Science, 
Professor C doubting the value of Science 
and Spirituality, Professor Z doubting the 
value of Professors A, B, and C, and so on. 
In a culture-system, all of these elements, 
and others, are interconnected and 
function organically like the organs of a single body. A “system” is a set of integrated and 
coherent parts.36 The term “integrated” implies that a system forms from a series of events 
in the past into a stable entity in the present. The term “coherent” implies a connection 
between the elements giving rise to consistency and unity. As a historical system, the 
level of stability37 of the culture-system is inherent. Such a natural hierarchical level of 
evolutionary development is defined by the occurrence of novel and stable phenomena 
that increase the causal complexity enough to give rise to spontaneous self-organized 
and emergent properties.

Science has never yet penetrated far beyond the sociological level of culture. Culture 
has been a term largely symbolic of arts & crafts, society, and so-called “civilization.” The 
notions of organization and fields, levels and hierarchy, were hardly glimpsed. But the 
transformations in Science during the final decades of the 20th Century were astonishing—
albeit underestimated and under-reported—and these enable Academia to move past 
mere linguistic analysis and the classification of artifacts. Now it is possible to stress 
an empirical type of perceptual and referential epistemology, an exploratory ontology 
which addresses categories and levels, and an axiology which seeks to do justice to the 
valuations of a true Philosophy of Culture. All of this will sum up Noödynamics.

35 The term “postmodern” is usually utilized herein in a strictly etymological, i.e., literal, sense, not in its 
institutionalized sense. The adjective “postmodern” simply means “posterior to modernism,” whereas 
the noun “Postmodernism” means an ideological inquiry into the categories and boundaries Academics 
are alleged to take as objectively and universally true.

36  q.v. General Systems Theory, Volume 2
37  Bronkowski, 1977
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It is quite a custom in Academia to add the adjectives “new” and “modern” to 
fundamental intellectual positions, to indicate that some basic transformation has taken 
place. The broad principles remain the same, but concepts and methods have allegedly 
been updated—e.g. “New Materialism,” “Modern Art,” the “New Novel,” “Modern 
Philosophy,” etc.—and thus what is presented is supposed to be a thorough overhauling 
of traditional ideas in light of recent developments. The work of the Noödynamics 
Institute exemplifies this identity-with-difference, and thus could plausibly be called a 
“New Anthropology” or “New Sociology” or even “New Intelligentsia,” but such would 
be inadequate because this cause is these and much, much more. Hence we settled 
on an entirely new discipline and named it based on the enigmatic term noösphere.38 
“Today the network of relationships linking the human race to itself and to the rest of the 
biosphere39 is so complex that all aspects affect all others to an extraordinary degree,” 
observed the Nobel Prize-winning physicist and Complex Adaptive Systems specialist 
Murray Gell-Mann. “Someone should be studying the whole system, however crudely 
it has to be done, because no gluing together of partial studies of a complex nonlinear 
system can give a good idea of the behavior of the whole.”40

Ultimately the domain to which Noödynamics turns lies outside the realm of essences 
to which the Institute is dedicated, and thus it is undefinable—we can really do little more 
in this direction than advance tautologies, from myriad angles, in speaking about it. On 
the other hand, a great deal can be said about the Institute’s mode of comprehending 
Noödynamics; from an objective interest in the underlying cognitive substrate of High 
Culture, which is universal in regard to the multiple culture-systems of history, to a 
subjective interest in that peculiar culture-system which every one of us is within. 
Attention now focuses on the cultural Self as the locus where High Culture originates 
and must be discovered. A shift of terminology necessarily accompanies this transition: 
for the Institute, the word “Noödynamics” denotes primarily that mode of existence 
which is characteristic of the passionately intensified form of human life which generates 
the grandest ideational Being-in-the-World. “In each age of the world distinguished by 
high activity,” observed Whitehead in Adventures of Ideas (1967), “There will be found 
at its culmination, and among the agencies leading to that culmination, some profound 
cosmological outlook, implicitly accepted, impressing its own type on the current springs 
of action.”

There are many indications that Academia is prepared to give more recognition to 
realistic depictions of High Culture than it was in the past, if appropriate terminology 
and reference based on established modes of cognitive processes are utilized. Such an 
endeavor assumes that it is invalid to begin with an a priori notion of High Culture and then 
to belabor it without intellectual justification. It is rightly demanded that a new Philosophy 
of Culture, as such, do justice to all the scientific facts from subatomic particles to social-
systems. Thus, every academic discipline must be part of the picture. It is required that 
emphasis be placed upon cognitive experience in opposition to the notions of absolute 
idealism, and this leads to a stress upon the scientific method and naturalism as the 

38  Teilhard de Chardin, 1938
39  Vernadsky, 1926
40  The Quark and the Jaguar (1995)
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defining characteristics of Noödynamics.
It should be clear from the above that the work of the Noödynamics Institute will 

be daunting, even in the relatively straightforward initial task of analysis, categorization, 
and systematic collation of concepts. We must do a job comparable to that of Aristotle, 
in the framework of knowledge exponentially expanded. Fortunately we find leads in 
countless Western geniuses of organization, from Aquinas and Ockham, through Bacon 
and Leibniz, to Dilthey and Whitehead. The cooperative text, Phenomenology of Culture-
Systems, reflects an exploratory program for the creation, development, clarification, and 
refinement of an adequate Science of Culture. The stress laid in this volume is upon 
the broad, in-depth, programmatic, and self-perpetuating character of this grandest of 
quests.

Broadly speaking, then, the Noödynamics Institute stands, a priori, for the rejection of 
materialist and reductionist conceptualizations of Culture, as well as globalist and utopian 
schemes. Its work is generically continuous with the structuralist approach to Culture. 
The Institute is guided by the diverse fields of Science and strives in some measure 
for experimental methods. But there is, in addition, persistent existential reflection in 
the way of supplementation. This tends to be intuitive and somewhat aesthetic. This 
is fitting and proper, since the interplay of constitutive and operational factors in 21st 
Century science is still undergoing clarification. Principles, theories, and experimentation 
are interconnected. And what we may call the texture of High Culture must be gradually 
deciphered—a work not yet even begun in Academia. What stands out prominently is its 
dynamic quality and architectonic subtlety, justifying the term “Noödynamics”.

The 20th Century’s perceptual limitations based on microscopic things and rationalistic41 
concepts must be left far behind. Existential symbolism must now support existents. One 
other point must be consistently kept in mind: Interrelations and manifold equilibrium are 
now as much part of the concept of culture-systems as are the structural and functional 
elements of last century. It is the order and patterns of culture-systems and world-history 
which the Noödynamics Institute is striving to understand and explicate; human knowing 
must now discover its verification and confirmation methods for the apparently ineffable 
qualities of High Culture, and in place of 20th Century agnosticism42—and worse—must be 
developed comprehension that can be tentatively taken at face-value. This is the kind of 
Nature we live in; the alternative is more economically motivated nihilism.43

Noödynamics, as such, moves up and down through the levels of High Culture, from 
the ecological to the genetic; the inorganic artifact to the biosphere, and back again. 
Only thus can the full range of human existence be perceived and understood. The 
identity of a culture-system is what it is; and full justice must be done to it. The discipline 
of Noödynamics is thoroughly empirical but not positivistic, phenomenological but not 
solipsistic. It retains the natural and ontological awareness of Mankind—the subject who 
is also the object. The Noödynamics Institute lives what it studies. Atheists-qua-

41 Rationalism:  A term used herein to denote the belief that reason in-itself is a source of knowledge 
superior to and independent of empirical evidence.

42 Huxley, 1869
43 In theory, Nihilism is a belief in the meaninglessness of everything; in practice, Nihilism is typically 

a disbelief in belief itself, and manifests as animosity toward all beliefs and believers, regardless of 
context.



17

existentialists of the 20th Century led us 

Ellie’s Dream by Michael Whelan (2010); www.michaelwhelan.com

astray by asking which came first, essence 
or existence. Their answer was existence. 
In reality, however, the Theory of Evolution 
and postmodern Physics and Biology no 
longer justify the disjunction. Noödynamics 
is more phenomenologically-minded and 
thus begins with field phenomena which 
prefigure both. Thus it undercuts the 20th 
Century construct of Essence vs. Existence. 
Analytical thought itself presupposes 
intuition and aesthetics. It is, in itself, largely 
a form of symbolic essence-becoming-
existence.

Noödynamics is taking on a much 
wider meaning than that of Anthropology 
or Sociology.44 In fact, its possibilities invite 
a great variety of interpretations of all 
phenomena from micro- to metaphysics. 
This broadening of the area of cultural 
studies is part of the widening visions of 
postmodern Academics who, although 
they see in the scientific basis the potential 
for an expansive but sound intellectual inquiry, are aware that there are areas in which 20th 
Century conceptions of what was “scientific” offer too limited views of Culture and that 
there are realms of experience which remain untouched by old positivistic categories—
experiences which lay valid claim to inclusion in any sound naturalistic vision. The world of 
Science and Spirituality and Art contains values and purposes and ideals which reach out 
beyond the purely quantitative and functional measurements of traditional Anthropology 
and Sociology, creating a new type of naturalistic theory of Culture and simultaneously 
laying hold upon many of the virtues claimed as peculiar possession by Academics of 
traditional schools of thought.

The relationship of the Noödynamics Institute to Noödynamics per se can be likened 
to the relationship of Clausius to Thermodynamics. The primary pieces of the puzzle had 
been established—based on the work of Cleghorn, Haller, Rumford, Carnot, Mayer, Joule, 
et al.—when Clausius assembled the conceptual elements to formulate an overarching 
theory. Similarly, the Institute is giving the concept of Noödynamics its first axiomatic 
structure; it is synthesizing a new (scientific) discipline from seemingly contradictory 
parts. In particular, the Noödynamics Institute is demonstrating that the disciplines of 
Science, Spirituality, and Art complement each other in a spectrum of cultural expression. 
In the firmament of Culture, they constitute a triple star-system, the light of each being 
in a certain sense complementary to that of the others. With this understanding, the 
volumes which follow are presented as incunabula. “The truth is in the air, and the most 

44 Comte, 1830
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impressionable brain will announce it first,” observed Emerson; “but all will announce it a 
few minutes later.”45

The existence of two realms in which to operate, a collection of diverse Nation-
states on the one hand and a supranational Academia on the other, is the existential 
datum which forms the concrete point of departure for the socio-political reflections of 
the Noödynamics Institute. Obviously there are numerous other factors which exercise 
varying degrees of influence in these reflections, but our approach centers around 
the actual cultural and historical life of the West.46 One might even speculate that the 
Noödynamics Institute represents, eo ipso, this life becoming aware of itself and trying to 
resolve its problems in a theoretical manner. We do not proffer any theory of society in 
itself but represent Academia as a type of intellectual nobility, emerging into a covenant 
with the culture-system. Expression is by nature a collective activity and Academia is a 
natural institution, in the sense that it is demanded by and is a necessary condition for 
the fulfillment of a culture-system’s self-realization and actualization. And by Academia 
we mean primarily expressive organization, coterminous with the domains of Science, 
Spirituality, Art, Philosophy, Religion, and Technics.

Whatever one’s perspective on culture-expressions, it is necessary to maintain 
the thesis that there could be no genuine Philosophy of Culture in the analytical 
or phenomenological sense as long as the culture-systems in question were not yet 
understood scientifically. The Philosophy of Culture consists in an explicit reflection upon, 
or analysis of, the culture-system as an organic object of Natural Science, and in the 21st 
Century this reflection or analysis must be genuinely philosophical. The premise that 
Philosophy of Culture in the strict postmodern sense of the term presupposes a scientific 
understanding of culture-systems and also that it must consist of an explicit philosophic 
exploration of this constituted and sufficiently developed discipline, leads immediately to 
the conclusion that the Philosophy of Culture begins now. The new Philosophy of Culture 
will be a careful and critical investigation of those expressive principles and conditions 
which humans necessarily engage and experience with apperception, whether this 
apperception be analytical, intuitive, aesthetic, or any combination of the three modes. 
These are what Aristotelians might call the “natural functions” of a culture-system.

The noödynamic quest is an empirical venture resting upon scientific assumptions. 
Although it seeks the ultimate category of (human) being, it is experimental in method. 
It is the empirical or experimental study of the metaempirical or a priori, and of such 
questions as arise out of the relations of the empirical to the metaempirical. The 
Noödynamics Institute believes it possible, therefore, to determine the relations of our 
ultimate ontological unit, High Culture, and to describe the ultimate features of culture-
historical reality. The comprehensiveness with which we account for the entire range of 
encultured human experience is the test of the sufficiency of our hypothesis. Accordingly, 
we plan to examine the various categorical features of High Culture and to exhibit the 

45 The Conduct of Life (1860)
46 Albania, Andorra, Australia, Austria, Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia & Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Canada, 

Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, England, Estonia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, 
Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Macedonia, 
Malta, Monaco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, San Marino, 
Scotland, Serbia & Montenegro, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Ukraine, United 
States, Vatican City, Wales.
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relations of individuals in their proper place in the system of culture-historical existence.
The noödynamic process for bringing us into relations with essential expressive 

modes is a procedure which may with justice be termed phenomenological analysis. 
We  start with given experience of a mode of expression, as an event in consciousness, 
and then “bracket” out of the picture the values and purposes which are part of other 
expressive modes, and which ordinarily color collateral apperceptions.47 By thus 
intellectually eliminating or disregarding the customary interconnected attitudes, a 
pure mode is construed; i.e., an object considered from the standpoint of its pure a 
priori essence. We propose that every mode of expression has an essence, and the 
special branches of science rest upon the same basis provided by a phenomenological 
approach. Every empirical mode has somewhere beneath it a corresponding eidetic 
mode as its foundation. This eigenmode offers us a descriptive ontology. By means of 
phenomenological bracketing, we find it possible to arrive at the nature of pure Science, 
Spirituality, and Art, an essentially Husserlian conception.

Noödynamic reduction presents us with the “whatness” of a mode of expression, i.e., 
the logical structure and function of that mode which corresponds to the experience in 
question. What is left after reduction is a primordial expressive mode, the matrix out of 
which all empirical expressions emerge. By ridding an object of its interconnections as 
experiences in consciousness, we propose to reveal and study the primordial stuff of 
High Culture. The rest of our noödynamic system will be a set of constructs indicating 
how the pure modes spin the culture-historical order out of themselves.

47 Leibniz, 1714

The Rise of the Carthaginian Empire by  J. M. W. Turner (1815)
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The Rhizomodality of High Culture

Our Lady of the Forsaken by Tomas Yepes
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2. The Rhizomodality of High Culture

Knowledge is ultimate. There can be no explanation of the ‘why’ 
of knowledge; we can only describe the ‘what’ of knowledge. 
Namely we can analyse the content and its internal relations, but 
we cannot explain why there is knowledge. Thus causal nature is 
a metaphysical chimera; though there is need of a metaphysics 
whose scope transcends the limitation of nature. The object of such 
metaphysical science is not to explain knowledge, but exhibit in its 
utmost completeness our concept of reality.48 

2.1  Prelusion

In The Phenomenology Of Culture-Systems, the Noödynamics Institute sets out to 
establish  an empirical  inductive/deductive  system, beginning  with definitions  and axioms 
inductively  acquired and proceeding  to theorems deductively  demonstrated , just as 
Newton did with physics. The definitions  and axioms will all be empirically  derived, and 
so the theorems proved from them will have empirical  reference. The structural  form 
of the facts and phenomena  will be developed  therefrom, in accordance  with scientific 
evidence and standards . The principles  shall all be derived from phenomena , and the 
conclusions  shall all be deduced from the phenomena , the deductions  being simply the 
development of the systemic connections discovered in studies of the phenomena.

Noödynamics  is clearly a “Social Science,” and is only being developed  at this late 
date because Academia  has hitherto perceived  culture as simply a miscellaneous 
aggregate  of discrete artifacts in the dark backward  abysm of time. The only organizing 
principle previously  recognized  has been chronology .  This means that “culture” has 
been portrayed as a miscellaneous  aggregate  stretched out along a chronological  line, a 
modicum of contingency  being thereby attributed to it by the mere fact of sequence . The 
first discovery necessary for the development  of a science, however, is the fact that the 
subject is a fully intelligible body of knowledge. The first postulate of this inductive leap is 
the assumption of total integration and coherence.  It is the claim of ‘formal analysis’, as 
the very  term  implies , that  it can reveal  and analyze  the very  principles  of formal 
organization to which something owes its being.49

 What is sought is a systematic  theory of Culture in which the observed facts are 
coherently  organized  in such a way that other facts, as yet unobserved , can be recognized 
or predicated  with accuracy. We must begin with presented  data and seek the principles 
and dispositions  of a higher-order system. The first steps are inductive in their general 
direction and are a search for elements of structure and organization . But unless 
interpreted in terms of theory, this data is meaningless . Interpreted in the light of the 
novel hypothesis  being developed herein, however, old facts form an empirical  matrix in 
which new principles of order and system emerge. The primary aim of such theoretical 

48 Alfred North Whitehead, The Concept of Nature (1920)
49 From the Latin forma: “shape.” Corrollary of “essence”: the particular manifestation of essence; akin to 

Duns Scotus’ “This-ness.” Brentano: “A unitary relationship of sensible elements.”
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investigation is to discover these principals 

New York Times, Sept. 26, 1934

and to affirm them as rules governing 
inference from the data to previously 
undisclosed elements and relationships 
within the system. For no other reason is a 
theory deemed acceptable than that it 
successfully organizes empirical facts. 

Of course, we in the Noödynamics 
Institute recognize and acknowledge 
better than most Academics that 
the axiomatization of any system of 
knowledge merely declares the beliefs 
implied in the practice of that system’s 
reasoning. The axiomatized system is, 
therefore, effectively circular: an a priori 
acceptance of the system lends authority 
to its axioms, from which are then deduced 
in turn all systematic demonstrations. 
All assertions of a deductive system 
can be demonstrated by, or else shown 
to be implied as axioms of, the others. 
Therefore, each is confirmed in its turn 
circularly, enhancing confidence in the 
system as a whole. The circle involved here is not vicious, however, but iterative.

What we are proposing is already implicitly known by many, and we are only striving 
to enrich the content by means of an illuminating explicit interpretive schema.50 All 
relevant particular facts cannot be cognized directly by mere observation, since what 
is determined to be of significance (“evidence”) is only re-cognized as such in the light 
of some theory, without which it tends to be misinterpreted or overlooked altogether. 
Facts as perceived are theory-laden. A formal theory begins from primary elements 
designated by terms which refer to observed phenomena. The specific terms are given 
meaning (“definition”) pursuant to context and conceptually schematized experience—
clarificatory statements of general character and the systematic treatment they are given 
in the theory. The terms must stipulate succinctly what the definiendum is in terms of the 
concepts that give them significance and the characteristics which distinguish them from 
other specific forms. 

Terms are combined into fundamental principles postulated as axioms formulating the 
structure and organization of the reality to which they apply. From the axioms, theorems 
are derived by transformation according to rules of inference. The definitions and axioms 
contain systemic implications, the development of which is the deduction from them of 
the theorems, or hypotheses, of the subject. Such deduction is simply the formulation 
of the systemic connections between elements, as these follow from the principles of 
structure and organization in the axioms, which are pregnant with empirical meaning and 

50 Representational structure which plays a crucial role in the interpretation of input data, the storage of 
information, or the guidance of behavior.
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have been derived from analysis of established knowledge; i.e., inductive reasoning.
The theory is, then, a deductive system wherein higher level hypothesis are deduced 

from the axioms, and lower level hypotheses from the higher. In such a system, lower level 
theorems follow from higher level theorems and higher level theorems from axioms, but 
never vice versa. Noödynamics thus proceeds from observed facts through induction to 
conceptual schematization, and what is in turn deduced from the resulting axioms will 
be newly observed phenomena whose empirical confirmation will establish the validity 
of the theory. If the theory is true, certain observations should be possible and may be 
sought (often in old data previously misunderstood); if the observed facts support the 
theory, and a succession of confirmations interlock in support of it, then the truth of the 
theory will necessarily be accepted, albeit provisionally.

The primary problem addressed by the Noödynamics Institute is nothing less than the 
creation of a new empirical discipline to fill the void left by the reductionist-materialist-
positivism of 20th Century academics. Naturally enough, the principle upon which we 
develop the new terminology of this discipline is the conservative one of taking terms of 
common use which have hitherto been under- or misused. The Noödynamic perspective 
must be both interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary, and, in order both to uncover and 
bridge the gaps between disciplines, it must simultaneously be analytical, intuitive, 
aesthetic, and historical. In the hope of introducing order into the currently disordered 
state of the discourse of cultural studies, the noödynamic perspective must develop a 
semiotic vocabulary abstract and logical enough to allow translation into the specifics 
of any particular domain. The vocabulary will inevitably be borrowed from various 
disciplinary dialects, but it must ultimately transcend the limitations of jargon.

It is a commonplace about academic discourse that the more an idea is at odds with 
accepted beliefs, the more resistance it encounters.  And the implications of Noödynamics 
are substantially at variance with the predominate views of Academia. When Academics 
have a new concept to present, it is generally agreed that it is the responsibility of those 
Academics to bridge the gap that exists between their views and those of others. Where, 
as is the case here, the field is less amenable to quantification and more dependent on 
qualitative judgement than many other fields, the weight of the interpretive program is 
correspondingly greater.

New concepts require a new conceptualization. New theoretical relations among 
concepts modify the definitions of these concepts as much as changes in the definitions 
alter their mutual relations. Noödynamics both subsumes the subjects it incorporates 
and stands above them. It is not merely that the internal structure of the theory of 
Noödynamics bestows upon them a conceptual clarity—it also casts a new and in some 
ways strange light upon concepts that most Academics have hitherto deemed to be 
clear or self-evident or irrelevant. Noödynamics begins with synthesis. Its basis is a 
complex amalgam of science, spirituality, art, philosophy, religion, and technics as 
compossible phenomena. It puts forth its axioms and develops its arguments in the 
context of culture-history. Epistemologically, Noödynamics relies on the integration and 
coherence of ideas for clarity, rather than trying to explicate individual ideas in isolation. 
In other words, relations do not exemplify entities; instead of intrinsic clarity it relies on 
structural and functional clarity. In Noödynamics, entities exemplify relations. In culture-
systems, we shall demonstrate below, the only way to form a correct idea of the simple 
is first to study the complex in depth. 
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Since Noödynamics, as a theory, is essentially a structured network of propositions 
from which one can derive specific laws, it should be capable of satisfying even positivistic-
minded Academics.51 At the core of Noödynamics is a set of fundamental terms and 
postulates. From these postulates, various axioms can be derived. Such axiomatization 
can be helpful to Academics since (1) it can introduce rigor into cultural/historical studies, 
forcing Academics to be more precise in characterizing notions that have traditionally 
been left intuitive and hence unclarified; and (2) it will allow Academics to discover some 
of the consequences of the theory that they have not otherwise anticipated, enabling 
them to make additional interpretations and predictions so as to undertake additional 
tests of the theory and to appreciate its full explanatory power. Thus Noödynamics 
axiomatization could bring unity to the physical and the social sciences, especially since 
it will adhere to the condition of meaning invariance—although the meaning of its terms 
depends on the theoretical context in which they are herein used and these meanings 
are therefore herein refined, such terms will nevertheless remain meaning-invariant.

Arguments in Noödynamics must employ an interplay of qualitative and quantitative 
reasoning in which the quantitative analysis rests upon prior judgements that necessarily 
remain qualitative. Conceptions are built upon what is perceived, as what is perceived is 
built upon what is thought. When someone knows more, he or she perceives more. The 
knowledge that must be communicated anent Noödynamics requires more than a shared 
conception to be communicable: it requires a shared subjectivity, i.e., intersubjectivity. 
But the underlying gestalt, the structures and functions of the entity analyzed, provides 
no explanation for the mystery of organic unity after which we seek.

Noödynamics inevitably entails a long chain of logical inference that is difficult to 
comprehend with the under-educated or under-encultured eye. In fact, parts of the 
discipline require prodigious amounts of cognitive processing to facilitate a clear 
apprehension of the relevant patterns.  In essence, Noödynamics consists of a hierarchy 
of hypotheses, each more abstract and transcendent than the one before. Yet when these 
are systematized according to a sufficiently complex interpretive organizing schema, 
the relatively simple schematic that results provides an internal logic and elegance so 
compelling as to give anyone who grasps that logic and senses that elegance the distinct 
experience of actually “perceiving” the abstractions themselves.

From one discipline to another, this book aims to persuade Academics and encultured 
laypersons to treat cultural development as a serious theoretical science contributing to 
the understanding of how civilizations are organized internally, and not as merely an 
interesting observational database about what civilizations produce. We believe that 
Noödynamics is the master key to all academic doors and that with sufficient 
methodological rigor and terminological exactness, its potentialities are all but limitless. 
Although a sovereignty of technique must define the Institute’s approach to the study of 
Noödynamics, it will nevertheless adhere to such principles as the specification of 
variables, the generation of testable inferences, the emphasis on falsifiable hypotheses, 
and the elaboration of deductive theories which are standard components of academic 
scholarship and education. There is controversy, of course, over the epistemological 

51  q.v. Nagel, 1961; Hempel, 1966
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The Thirty Meter Telescope is the largest telescope ever conceived, 
with more light-gathering power than the ten largest telescopes in 
the world combined. This apparatus, with computer-controlled astons 
continuously fine-tuning the alignment of the 1000 segments of its 
seven-story wide mirror, may give us our first glimpse of exoplanets.

status of propositions linking causes and  
effect—a subject we examine in Volume 
2—and the Institute’s realm of theory will 
necessarily be both broader and richer than 
many positivistic academics would a priori 
prefer. This requires a continuous process 
of clarifying concepts, honing analytical 
categories, and reflecting critically upon 
research practices, but also implies 
embracing the full panoply of empirical 
evidence as the acceptable purview of 
Noödynamics and using that evidence in 
ways consonant with the best practices of 
Academia.

A satisfactory theory is usually a cluster 
of related models, and thus we initiate the 
field of Noödynamics below by constructing 
numerous complementary and 
hierarchically nested models that cope with 
different aspects of culture-systems with 
complementary as well as overlapping 
results, and provide interpretations of the 
sufficient parameters at various levels. Of 
course, a model is neither a hypothesis nor a theory, and thus is not verifiable directly 
by experiment. The validation of a model does not prove that it is “true” but only that it 
generates good testable hypotheses relevant to significant issues.

2.2 A New Philosophy of Culture

Many and manifold attempts have been made to fully comprehend Culture as a 
development of Homo sapiens sapiens. None has been satisfactory, though many of them 
are both searching and insightful. An extraordinary amount of able thinking, especially 
among Anthropologists and Sociologists, has been expended on the conception of 
Culture, but the essential mystery remains, mainly due to the slightly naïve assumptions 
and logical misconceptions which only a logician could really be expected to recognize 
as such. Simply put, none of the alleged “functions” of Culture suffice to account for its 
importance in history and the world; we must assume, therefore, that its significance 
surpasses previous conceptualizations. We have here, in fact, a fundamental problem of 
modern scholarship—the problem of too much information without proper organization—
that forces the average Academic to accept concepts conceived in fields without mutual 
reference, which usually leave the things of utmost significance unexamined.

Noödynamics is, first and foremost, a Philosophy of Culture, and the minimum 
requirements for proficiency in this field call for so vast an order of preparation and so 
long a period of apprenticeship that no self-respecting Academic with intellectual integrity 
will hesitate to admit his or her deep-seated feeling of incompetence. There is certainly 
no other area of specialized interest in the wide reaches of academic exploration that 
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demands more in the way of cross-axial understanding and insight. Among Academics 
there is today a tendency to circumvent this requirement of long discipleship and to 
enter into more promising fields of limited and prescribed intellectual inquiry, with 
the result that the subject is left occupied by relatively few persons—almost none of 
sufficient qualifications—to initiate and sustain educated, intelligent, and disciplined 
inquiry and discourse. Thus the nature, the structure and function, and the mission of the 
Noödynamics Institute.

Due to the existing state of so-called cultural studies in the West, it is not surprising 
to find not a few Academics passing superficial and careless judgments upon the 
Philosophy of Culture, often dismissing the subject as somewhat trivial or of interest 
only to anachronistic ideologues. The scientistic damage of modern Anthropology and 
the nihilistic (“postmodern”) assault of Deconstructionism virtually destroyed the field 
in the 20th Century, and added to this is the large horde of pseudo-academics (from 
the Left and the Right) orating from various pulpits and in the market-places. To these 
dilettantes “culture” is a subject upon which anyone can speak with authority who has an 
agenda, and those socio-political partisans whose estimates of Culture are constricted 
by a commitment to some acultural or even anti-cultural ideal—i.e., their own cult. And 
still more pathetic are the discussions of pavement-philosophers, in the Mass Media, in 
political parties, in classrooms, on street-corners, who toss the subject to and fro as if it 
were as simple a topic as an opinion about the latest fashion. It is not strange, therefore, 
that this most basic of intellectual fields has been degraded and debauched by philistine 
Academics, ignorant Intelligentsia, and various other charlatans, quacks, and village 
idiots.

For decades the Philosophy of Culture has been a field occupied and controlled 
by vested interests: Neoliberals and Neoconservatives, Nihilists and Philistines, and 
Globalists under the pseudo-intellectual constraints of their own acultural or anti-cultural 
cultus. And even in the New Millennium, what presently passes for Philosophy of Culture 
in virtually all reputable circles is but a disguised form of Neoliberal or Neoconservative 
apologetics. It is a particular subculture’s philosophy of culture, but is more than that; it is 
a particular sectarian’s philosophy of “culture” in terms of a particular sect of a particular 
cult. With the advent of the Noödynamics Institute, this predominance ends.

The field of the Philosophy of Culture may now be redefined as an inquiry into the 
general subjects of Culture without bias to any particular one, employing the tools of 
critical analysis, intuitive insight, and aesthetic evaluation. It is a part of free existential 
inquiry using data from diverse sources. Its field is not only that of general description 
but also of empathic understanding of those expressive qualities always present in 
the framework of Culture: the structures and functions of culture-systems; the values 
of different forms; the impulses underlying manifestations of a particular kind; the 
relations of Science, Spirituality, Art, Philosophy, Religion, and Technics with each other; 
the problems of origins, development, meaning, purpose, destiny, fate; the existence of 
innate character and its manifestation as individual personalities; the nature of collective 
identity and its relation to external identities and environments; the importance of phase 
transitions and influence of zeitgeisten; and a host of others.

Obviously, the present state of the subject of the Philosophy of Culture in the 
Noödynamics Institute, due to the errors of most of the 20th Century, may be described 
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as revisionist. But this work is now extensively supported by the recent emergence and 
rise of relevant scientific studies and related subjects, as shall be made clear in the next 
few volumes. Noödynamicists, qualified in the fields of Academia crucial to the study, 
will soon be carrying on their research with a growing sense of independence of the 
Intelligentsia, dogmatic Academia, and orthodox apologetics. There shall be, of course, 
the continuing exceptions of those who move in and out of the field with their minds still 
loyal to some extraneous agenda, but these types will be continuously and inexorably 
marginalized as Noödynamicists demonstrate superiority.

The “Decline of the West”52 which the more insightful of this era are beginning to feel 
keenly, will call a new generation of cultural philosophers to the tasks of Noödynamics, 
but the tasks are not quite the same as in older generations. The High Cultures of the 
world—in the plurality of their forms—will also re-evaluate the nature and purpose of their 
interactions. The patronizing spirit of Anglo-American tradition, with its circumscribed 
and hollow pseudo-ideology, will be incessantly discredited in both the past and the 
future. There will emerge a new spirit of international relations without the 20th Century’s 
ever-present ulterior—usually financial—motives, based on a genuine pluralism and 
appreciation (not “tolerance”) of Culture in all its varieties. The essential values of 
Noödynamics are universal; the differences of expression and form are modes of 
individuated manifestations. 

The occurrence of the same structures and functions of Culture in different centers 
of consciousness provides the logical starting point of Noödynamics. This develops 
naturally into a general investigation of the correlations of cultural experience. The 
correspondence of projective and introjective expressiveness points to a common cause 
internal to individual personalities. The correlating medium is therefore conceived as 
an intersubjectivity wherein influences emanating in various modes are propagated 
between foci of consciousness. Thus we come to the mandate of Noödynamics, which 
is to formulate a dynamic description of the culture-system as a manifestation of efficacy 
applicable to the entities included in the description, which shall be in every respect 
accordant with the actual correlations of cultural experience. 

The Noödynamics Institute promotes a philosophy of Culture predicated, a priori, 
upon a grasp toward unity without uniformity; but a unity of value-appreciation rather 
than some superiority-complex-inspired messianic pseudo-theology based on a tightly 
closed system of utopian ideology. The cultural divisions of Mankind will come to be 
perceived as vertical phenomena based on self-contained ascensions of history, through 
which each autonomous system develops, and not as horizontally differentiated levels in 
a unilinear scheme. The “development” of any High Culture is only internally relevant—
the primacy of cross-axial investigation in the Noödynamics Institute will acknowledge all 
“Renaissances,” “Enlightenments,” and so on.

We are, of course, still but in the twilight of this vision; the New Millennium has yet to 
truly experience its dawn—but the traces of light on the horizon are unmistakable. The 
orthodox thinkers of the old ideologies are not the prophets of tomorrow. It will be those 
thinkers who are true to the noödynamic vision of perceiving things broadly, deeply, and 
together; those who see vividly in Mankind’s 

52 Spengler, 1918
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cultural nature something that is part and 

An Audience of Agrippas by Lawrence Alma-Tadema (1876)

parcel of all its highest achievements; 
those who see a potential world of “United 
Nations” capable of stimulating the 
common values and shared experience of 
Culture on its own terms. The volumes 
which follow represent a preface for these 
as-yet unwritten texts. Their preparation 
requires a rediscovery of the “Liberal Arts” 
and a special devotional scholarship that 
can cultivate a field of the richest 
imaginable complexity. In time, distinctive 
courses, chairs, even graduate schools of 
High Culture will emerge and cultivate the 
kind of scholarship the New Millennium 
demands and deserves.

Meanwhile, the vast majority of 
Academia and the Intelligentsia will 
continue as propagandizing instruments 
for the proponents of anti-life, and the 
Noödynamics Institute will endeavor 
tirelessly to make their mission 
understood as such. From the ideals of 
the 20th Century—simultaneously the zenith of proclaimed human ideals and the nadir 
of actualized human behavior—cannot be expected the breadth nor the depth nor the 
range of vision required for the understanding of cultural phenomena promoted by the 
Noödynamics Institute. It is a cross-axial approach that alone is capable of this vision, and 
will thus become pivotal in the emerging new paradigm.

The first task of the Noödynamics Institute is, of course, to properly define “culture,” 
and its aspects, in a way acceptable to Academia in every field, at every level. This 
has never truly been done because intellectuals have cordially accepted the probable 
limitations of human knowledge with a contemptible lazy-mindedness. In a society 
where anything that cannot be quantified and cash-valued, or at least reduced to the 
inorganic materials of physics, simply does not exist academically, intellectuals cannot 
quite fathom this great wealth of human existence in all its power and glory, and so 
effectively marginalize it as transient and epiphenomenal. The Noödynamics Institute 
will never dogmatize on the subject, but merely point out persistently and relentlessly 
that the assertion that anything is “undefinable,” perhaps “unknowable,” in itself already 
implies some definition and knowledge. “In natural science,” Whitehead asserted in The 
Concept of Nature (1920), “ ‘to explain’ means merely to discover ‘interconnexions’.” 

The academic utility of the term culture has never been matched by its analytical 
clarity. Definitions and terms are usually vague and inconsistent, with little thought given 
to the purpose that the term is supposed to serve or its historical contingency. The 
proliferation of terms, typologies, and labels has more often obfuscated than clarified 
comprehension, and as a result it would be difficult to find within Academia a field with 
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more definitions and taxonomies, and fewer general theories, than the study of Culture.
Of course, we really have no objection to regarding “culture” as a primitive term of 

Noödynamics as a theory and thereby simply refusing to define it. After all, in the formal 
axiomatization of a theory, it is not possible that all terms be explicitly defined. However, 
the fact that we cannot define all the terms of a theory within the framework of the theory 
does not prevent us from explaining the meaning of the term in a broader linguistic 
framework without the theory. Such an explication should enable us to understand what 
sort of property ‘culture’ is, its relation to human society, and the role of references to 
‘culture’ in Noödynamicists’ explanations.

In our use of the abstraction “culture” we obviously are not possessed by the modern 
nominalistic prejudice, wherein cultural objects are real while ‘Culture’ is somehow just 
imaginary. If Culture is an abstraction, it is nonetheless real for that—i.e., sentences about 
it are not meaningless. There are many different ways in which we can convey the same 
information, all of them making sense. We may say the same thing with common or 
abstract nouns, and either way works. We may, for example, say “A is very encultured” 
or “A’s culture is great.” The second sentence is not meaningless because its subject is 
an abstraction; on the contrary, it means exactly the same as the first. We must admit, 
however, that the second sentence does not add anything to the first. We are not first 
given information about enculturation and then new information about Culture—the 
sentence about ‘Culture’ is just another way of telling us about A, and the sentence about 
A is just another way of telling us about enculturation. We can talk sense either way but 
cannot use both ways simultaneously, using the word as an abstract and a common noun 
at once—e.g. “Culture is enculturation.” This is simply bad grammar. This insistence that 
abstract and common nouns must be subjects of different sentences is only a postmodern 
variant of Kant’s insistence that it takes two propositions to express necessity.

Anyone who tries to demonstrate that the Noödynamics Institute posits the existence 
of ‘Culture’ as some platonic form outside the realm of cognition or General Systems 
Theory53 is wasting his or her time. We speak of “essences” as mental constructions or 
products of emergent properties, not as superphysical realities. It does not follow, of 
course, that these entities are intended as mere arbitrary abstractions. The members 
and artifacts of a High Culture are objectively cognate in ways which distinguish them, 
or constitute an objective basis or ground for distinguishing them from members and 
artifacts of other High Cultures. The mind compares things, notes basic similarities, and 
by a process of abstraction, forms specific and generic concepts. These concepts are 
indeed constructs, and it is useless to search, for example, for a High Culture existing 
extramentally alongside individual human beings and artifacts. But the concept of High 
Culture is not therefore devoid of objective reference, for it represents, in an abstract—
i.e., inductive—manner, a real relationship of consubstantial form.

Our use of a reified conception of Culture is in no manner supernatural, as if we 
believe it capable of exerting influence except as a definable constituent of the activities 
of human individuals interacting with each other. Of course, cultural traits could do nothing 
without individual humans: our conception is simply one of scientific abstraction. We 
fully recognize that although cultural traits have no existence and no power without the 

53 see Volume 2
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agency of human beings, we can still bracket the individuals a la a thought-experiment 
and refer to the influence of cultural traits in and of themselves, just as scientists routinely 
arrive at propositions and formulas by bracketing certain factors and thereby substituting 
ideal situations for real ones.

Hence, we do not imagine cultural traits as disembodied platonic forms, interacting 
with each other and the world. Rather, we simply realize that cultural phenomena can 
be best explained as cultural phenomena when we treat them as if they have a life of 
their own rather than being embedded in human animals, because they are, in the final 
analysis, emergent and as such, transcendent. A good example of this point is language, 
which, of course, would have no existence were it not for human individuals. Yet once 
the linguistic process gets underway, the elements interact with one another and the 
language acquires structures and functions which transcend individuals. The study of 
language is thus philology, not psychology or biology. Ultimately, although the humans 
in which language is embedded are prerequisite to the process, they effectively become 
irrelevant to the study and interpretation of language in itself.

Any layman can see that the individuals of one culture prefer stringed instruments, 
and those of another prefer percussion instruments, for their most sophisticated musical 
expressions. The question is not, “Who plays the violin, the individual or the culture?” The 
Noödynamicist knows who does the violin playing quite as well as the staunchest positivist. 
The questions is, “Why does one group prefer stringed instruments while another prefers 
percussion instruments?” It is precisely by working with idealized (scientific) abstractions 
that scientists are able to achieve significant results and answer such questions. “The 
paradox is now fully established,” announced Whitehead, “that the utmost abstractions 
are the true weapon with which to control our thought of concrete fact.”54

Ambiguity characterizes this word as it does any name or instance of definitional 
articulation. The name does not define itself, and the instance does not explain itself. The 
discontinuity among these three expressive factors requires a dialectical conversation 
toward a resolution of name, definition, and instance. There is that which is called High 
Culture, which has for its name the word just mentioned; it has a definition, composed 
of nouns and verbs; and there is that which is found in the world or historical record, 
the instance. These are the three necessary means through which knowledge—a fourth 
factor—is acquired. Beyond knowledge is understanding, the fifth factor; and all factors 
must be assumed to constitute a single act of comprehension.

To confuse the High Culture that one understands with this or that particular High 
Culture in the world would deny all universal knowledge. To identify High Culture with the 
words of its definition would be to fail to perceive that words are always indeterminate 
apart from instance, and that a general definition never perfectly matches phenomenal 
actualization. To concentrate upon the name as if it were without divergent definitions 
and contradictory applications is to reduce the language to sophistry. The three factors 
must be coordinately present and comprehended—word, articulated meaning, and 
imperfect realizations.

The unit of speech ‘culture’ has not traditionally been given a constant meaning; it 
has functioned more like a variable than a constant in intellectual history. The problem 

54 Science and the Modern World (1933)
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Ruined Monastery and Cemetery in the Snow by Caspar Friedrich (1810)

of language, although exhibited in language, is not simply linguistic, it is a problem of 
thought, which occurs within language—hence we strive to solve this little problem a 
priori; i.e., we seek to define High Culture scientifically. Our theories can be formulated 
only if our ideas emerge as words with expressive continuity: Language is not external to 
conceptualization; it is its ex-press-ion.

Anyone attempting to define ‘culture’ has hitherto wound up in an awkward situation. 
We bear the inherited weight of a historical tradition, and thus we are forced to attempt 
a scientific model. By studying Culture, per se, scientifically, we come to realize that 
abstract extrapolation can be pursued without losing touch with reality. Reflective thought 
about Culture can be developed along intricate pathways of reasoning without losing 
track of historical cultures; and it is capable of converting the conceptual complexity, 
which usually scares intellectuals away from attempts at a definition, into a systemic 
coherence. We firmly believe that the strength of the life sciences in the 21st Century 
has ripened sufficiently to fulfill the task of objectively defining Culture. “The progress of 
science,” declared the great Jewish-English philosopher of science Jacob Bronowski, “is 
the discovery of each step of a new order which gives unity to what had long seemed 
unlike.”55

Linguistically, the word ‘culture’ is a holophrastic term, derived from the Latin colere, 
‘to cultivate.’56 The Latin cultus, ‘worship,’ came to describe cultivation and then refined 

55 Science and Human Values (1956)
56 For etymological studies, see Kultur, J. Niedermann, in Biblioteca Dell’archivum Romanum, vol. 28, 

1942; Lateinischnes Etymologisches Wörterbuch, A. Walde, 1938; Dictionare Etymologique de la 
Langue Latine, E. Ernout & A. Meillet, 1932
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intellectual and aesthetic qualities. We use the term in the sense it has been properly 
used since first proposed as the “cultivation of the soul” by Cicero (Excolere Aniumum 
and Cutura Animi),57 for example by cultural ecologist Edward Tylor: “That complex whole 
which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, custom, and any other capabilities and 
habits acquired by man as a member of society.”58

We thus use the term ‘culture’ in a weaker and stronger sense, resembling Hobbes’s 
dual-aspect use of ‘obligatio’: In the popular (weaker) sense, it is foro externo—based 
on public acts or behavior; in the metaphysical (stronger) sense, it is foro interno—an 
autonomous impulse or desire. The former is ‘culture’ as general practices; the latter 
is ‘Culture’  as a priori expression. Culture in-itself is thus the substantial continuum 
of certain processes which have supra-conscious quality; and cultural experience is 
identical with historical processes which the quality of Culture marks off from less highly 
fashioned mental processes. And while it therefore has a distinctive rank of its own, 
and is experienced by the system as supra-conscious processes and not immediately or 
directly as mental ones, it constitutes through its basis in cognition one existent in the 
general matrix.

In Language, Logic & Truth (1936), A.J. Ayer explained that “all questions of the form 
‘What is the nature of x?’ are requests for a definition of a symbol in use, and that to ask 
for a definition of a symbol x in use is to ask how the sentences in which x occurs are to 
be translated into equivalent sentences, which do not contain x or any of its synonyms.” 
In the final analysis, however, in assigning meaning to the word “culture” we introduce 
artificial distinctions that fail to capture the underlying wholeness of Culture. Culture can 
never be completely described because such a description would have to duplicate 
Culture. In other words, a perfect description of Culture is indistinguishable from the 
Culture itself. We might envisage Culture as an evolutionary unfolding of dimensional 
consciousness; what mathematicians call moving into higher derivatives.

The practical impossibility of pure propositional functionality is a difficulty which 
arises in the communication of ideas, since a proposition about a particular factor in the 
world cannot be conveyed to others or utilized in a context without the aid of auxiliary 
complexes which are extraneous, and thus the term “Culture” in these volumes should 
be accepted as a demonstrative phrase. The aim of the demonstrative phrase is not, 
per se, to define, but to exhibit an entity as an object for consideration. This does not 
ascribe to the entity a de facto definition apart from the complex in which it is portrayed 
and examined. In other words, we use “culture” as a predicative term. When we speak 
of ‘culture’ as a complex of related modes of expression, the ‘complex’ is a description 
of modes for expression, to whose essential individuality is ascribed the property of 
comprising in its complexity the cultural modes of expression. It is our desire to explore 
this conception and in the course of the examination, modes and expressions will appear 
to demonstrate the existence of an entity properly called a ‘culture’.

The fallacy of exclusive particularity can no longer be entertained; if it were not for 
the fact that the cultural contents of minds intersect, any sort of extensive inter-individual 
appreciation and communication of cultural artifacts would be minimal. The positivistic 

57 Tusculan Disputations, I, 13
58 Primitive Culture (1871)
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ideal that there are only artifacts, that ‘culture’ is merely an external relation between 
positions of isolated creativity, is absurd. Rather, ‘culture’ can only be defined as that for 
which a collective consciousness emerges abiogenetically. To talk of “culture,” therefore, 
is already to presume the reality of shared consciousness. In fact, because true Culture 
is a systemic phenomenon, there is no conflict with our view and that of New Realists: In 
the proposition “culture-system a is in the relation R to the individuals x, y, z, …n,” aR does 
not fully constitute x, y, z, …n, nor does Rxyz…n constitute a, nor does R constitute either 
a or xyz…n. Hence we can agree, even knowing that Culture is an internal relation, that 
with regard to external relation, it follows that the individual is not fully constituted by its 
relation to the culture-system, or the culture-system by its relation to the individuals, or 
either culture-system or individuals by the fact that they are constituents in the relation. 
The full constitution of our Culture is a whole: aRxyz...n. A culture-system can only find 
expression through individuals and individuals are only highly expressive through Culture.

The Noödynamics Institute is committed to Culture as a metaphysical principle. It 
provides our World with its principles of unification and creativity. Culture thus serves 
an ontological purpose with which we are able to construct a grand philosophical 
architectonic schema via the ontological use of an epistemological principle. To state that 
we employ the epistemological principle of Culture ontologically is to say that we find 
the principle of Culture regulative of being as well as of knowing. We find the principles 
of Culture inherent in the objective workings of the organization of Civilization.59 Culture 
is a categorical feature of history.  We have tried to state the essential features of the 
proposed construction and analysis of a science of culture-systems as explicitly as 
possible in the mode of stimulating a critical discussion and of facilitating further inquiries 
into the various issues pertinent to this new and promising area of study.

We use the terms ‘culture’ and ‘civilization’ in the sense intended by Spengler, 
essentially corresponding in the super-organism60 to the terms ‘mind’ and ‘body’ in the 
organism. A culture-system is the form in which the realization of the possible is fulfilled. 
The Culture, as the repository of expression, represents the possible, that which is to be 
actualized; the Civilization is the actualized, the embodied, expressions. There are thus 
two ways of regarding the entirety of expressiveness—being and become, culture and 
civilization, according to whether being, the potentiality of the possible, or the become, 
the actuality—whether intentionality or extension dominates the effect, the culture-system 
which cannot be solely attributed to either. It is not a question of alternatives, but of a 
series of perpetually varying possibilities, the polar extremes being the purely abstract 
and the purely concrete in view of the culture-system.

One extreme of this polarity is experienced—again, using terms in a Spenglerian 
sense—as History, the other is experienced as Nature. The organic image of a pure 
History-picture, such as the world of Leibniz and Goethe, is intuitively sensed and 
inwardly experienced. The mechanistic image of a pure Nature-picture, such as the world 
of Newton and Kant, is cognized analytically and reduced to a system. Hence we can 
differentiate between the potentiality and actuality of a culture-system; i.e., Culture as an 

59 ‘Civilization’ is a term that seems to have first appeared in print in 1757, in an essay by the French orator 
and revolutionary Mirabeau. The term was used therein to denote a “civil society,” but is used by the 
Noödynamics Institute in its common form, as externalized cultural organization.

60 W.M. Wheeler, 1911
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idea and Civilization as the embodiment of that idea, as a total culture-consciousness of 
the becoming of expression.

The members of a nascent civilization suddenly sense a new fact in their environment;61 
standing between the earth and sky, in nature with its animals, there is suddenly right in 
the midst of this vast mysterious cosmos a great We where before was only an us. This We 
is an idea in the collective consciousness,62 and from it emerges an image of the world-
around. The We is a pattern of intentionality, and the world itself thereby becomes the 
object of deliberate intentions. Only this grand We is compelled to transfer an intellectual 
image from subjective to objective reality—hence the overpowering creativity of culture-
systems. Culture is a selective system of cognitive orientation to reality.

There is in the expressive modes of High Culture a unitive experience that is the 
essence of collective consciousness. The centered form of a culture-system is a free 
play of consciousness as it analyzes, intuits, and imagines the raw material emerging 
from the collective mind. The details of any expressive mode are of course specific; each 
mode has its own narrative. But there is a kind of metanarrative, a meta-expressiveness 
that transfers across modes and periods. High Culture comes from our inmost being and 
is originally and immediately ourselves. Looking into a High Culture is thus like looking 
into a crystal: Regardless of which facet we gaze into we see the other facets reflected 
therein.

61 Von Uexküll, 1909
62 The aggregate of the traditions, customs, conventions, predispositions, biases, ideals, norms, and 

ethics of a human collectivity which give the consciousness of the group as a whole its character and 
direction, and by which the individuals of this group tend to live.
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The considerations which follow will show how scientific, spiritual, and aesthetic 
consciousness are interwoven in every way; how the great structures of the scientific, 
spiritual, and aesthetic realms, respectively, are determined and guided through their 
developments by the same underlying motives. That Science, Spirituality, and Art are 
subject to the same, or at least closely analogous, laws of evolution can really be observed 
and comprehended only insofar as we can dis-cover the common root from which they 
spring. The resemblances in their results, in the forms which they produce, point to an 
aboriginal community of function of the principles whereby they operate. In order to 
recognize this function and represent it in its abstract nakedness, we must pursue the 
ways of Science and Spirituality and Art not in their progress, but in regress—back to 
the point from which those three divergent lines emanate. And this common center 
really seems to be demonstrable; for, no matter how widely the contents of Science 
and Spirituality and Art may differ, yet the same form of mental conception is operative 
in all three. This is the form which one may denote as Culture. The nature and meaning 
of Culture is what we must begin with if we want to find, on the one hand, the unity of 
the scientific and the spiritual and the aesthetic realms and, on the other, their essential 
differences.

The Noödynamics Institute advocates a doctrine of internal relations. Relations are 
internal when inside of and inherently connected to the entities for which they mediate. 
On this account, the fact of a relation makes a difference to the entities related. When an 
entity enters into a relation with other entities, the connection is significant to the entities 
related. In other words, it matters to artist, art-form, and art per se whether the individual, 
the work, and the style are Western, or Chinese, Indian, Arabian, etc. The Noödynamics 
Institute holds that the range of significance of the variables of a function is strictly limited 
by the overarching hierarchy of relations. The fact of relation enters into the being of the 
entities related. The entities in a system are integrated, coherent entities. In the context of 
culture-historical significance, internal relations take the form of an ontological doctrine.

The special mission of the Noödynamics Institute must be conducted, generally, 
through the instrumentality of language, and thus an understanding of our reasoning 
must begin with a comprehension of our terms and their functions. One important logical 
point is our use of suppositions, for example the appellation ‘Western.’ This is a discrete 
supposition when the function of the term is to represent an individual’s characteristic, as 
in “Mahler is a Western man.” It is a common supposition when the subject of a proposition 
is a general term, as in “Western man is Faustian.” The supposition is also normative 
rather than incidental. A term such as ‘Western’ is a sign with a specific sign-function 
or meaning; i.e., its own unique significance. Because of this sign-function the term has 
the capacity to represent in a proposition those things of which it can be predicated—
that is, the significance is presupposed by the supposition. Thus ‘Western,’ because of 
the meaning of the term, represents all men and women and expressions of the High 
Culture, including those of the past and those in the future. Hence if we say that “New 
Zealand is Western,” we restrict the supposition of the term—here it stands only for the 
nature of the cultural characteristics and not for a direction indicated by a compass. 
'Western’ is a term of second intention insofar as it signifies other concepts (terms of 
first intention); but it is a name of first imposition, inasmuch as it is used to signify natural 
signs (concepts) and not conventional signs (terms as such). The sentence “This music 
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is Western” is obviously a proposition governed by logical and grammatical rules; i.e., a 
combination of terms beginning with an indexical and proceeding to a subject term that 
is joined to a predicate term by means of a copula, expressing a state of affairs. But what, 
exactly, do we mean by the general predicate term ‘Western’ when we say, “This music is 
Western”? What kind of a thing is this universal by which many types of music can all be 
Western? How is it that different forms and styles of music are all Western? We assert that 
it is not enough to have a superficial understanding of this general predicate term; we 
must also have a deep knowledge of such a term. We refer often in the volumes below to 
‘essence,’ and to this concept the term ‘Western’ is often appellated, but we never mean 
to imply that ‘essence’ and ‘existence’ are actually distinct—‘existence’ is not added to 
a ‘pre-existing’ essence. The distinction is linguistic, a Western ‘essence’ referring to a 
knowledge abstractive of Western ‘existence’.

The Noödynamics Institute believes that internal relations not only come between 
entities of a culture-system but enter into them as well. By internalizing the relation, the 
entities themselves become united to form a coherently organized system, an individual. 
The culture-system of Noödynamics is monistic; it is a morphological culture-system in 
which every entity and event is related to every other. Some entities, of course, are more 
closely related than others. The elements of the system that cohere more closely than 
others constitute subsystems. All objects or artifacts within the culture-system are related 
to each other. The degrees of relatedness differ in different cases; for example, Germany 
is more closely related to Austria and Russia is more closely related to Ukraine, than 
Germany is related to Russia; Science is more closely related to Philosophy than it is to 
Spirituality; and Art is more closely related to Technics than it is to Spirituality. Within a 
culture-system, even seemingly unrelated entities and events are elements of existential 
unity, and to that extent are related. All relations in a culture-system are thus internal 
relations; the degree of relatedness varies with the degree of coherence.

Systems which are contained within other systems exhibit much greater degrees 
of organization. The relations of parts within the organized whole make for immanent 
causality. The necessity attached to such relations of immanent causality follows from 
the fact of coherent organization of the entities. A Culture is a system and elements 
within a system display immanent causality with respect to each other. Every element in 
the culture-system is connected with every other element. Various expressive existents 
are but highly integrated patterns from the organizational principles of which they are 
constituted. All culture-historical relations are therefore internal and self-contained. 
Immanent causality refers to a type of organization of the culture-system as a configuration 
of systems within a larger system.

Some form of Darwinian principle operates within the culture-system, —this extended 
phenotype (Dawkins, 1982) —enabling it to improve the performance continuously by 
means of a type of natural-selection principle which governs inter-individual connections. 
In this model there are significant associations with the way the culture-system develops 
its capacities, so that it collectively “recognizes” its expressions in individuals and groups. 
Importance is unconsciously placed on the complex roles of the expressive modes 
and other culturotransmitters that are involved in communication between individuals 
(akin to neurons) and between the system and itself. Every culture-system is, therefore, 
“culturocentric” by nature.
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Popular claims that culturocentrism is 

© The New Yorker (1966)

a “fig leaf” for racism are ironic as 
well as unscientific and ahistorical, 
since the concept of “culture” came to 
prominence in Anthropology in the early 
decades of the 20th Century specifically 
to counteract the racialist conceptions 
implicit in the previous domain of Physical 
Anthropology.63 This concept of “culture” 
emerged in a purely academic context, 
to enhance Anthropology by elevating 
its primary principles of biology and race 
to those of sociology and culture—hence 
Cultural Anthropology. Ethnocentrism 
is inherently determinist, and as such 
gives rise to the bias of establishing the 
ingroup’s practices as the “objective” 
standard by which to evaluate the 
practices of outgroups. But some 
properties of complex structures depend 
on the character of the structural pattern 
rather than on the individuality of the units 
that make up the pattern. Culturocentrism, 
on the other hand, is systemic, positing 
cultural phenomena as an internally generated collective development whereby culture-
systems are symbolically encoded. The Noödynamics Institute thus adheres to a more 
scientific version of the Cultural Inheritance Theory, with the added sociological caveat 
that symbolic slippage requires vigilance in maintaining the order and coherence of the 
system.

In this holistic context, all culture-systems are equally “civilized,” because each 
system’s cultural structures and functions are characterized by diverse but cognate 
predispositions. The emphasis on the innately integrated nature of Culture per se is, 
concomitantly, an emphasis on the anthropological fact that all culture-systems 
are equal. The “centrism” of culturocentrism, then, is a scientific relativism based on the 
different-but-equal “ingroup predispositional homogenity” of every High Culture. “The Soul 
selects her own Society,” advised Emily Dickenson, “then—shuts the Door….”64

Culture is a new order that comes into existence in history; the High Culture historically 
develops from the elementary condition of humanity. This new complexity comes into 
existence as new qualities emerge; that is, a new complex possesses as a matter of 

63 The Noödynamics Institute has no interest in, concern with, or appeal to the issue of race. The culture-
system is a sufficiently distinct and delimited concept and requires no such consideration. The culture-
system is a substantial philosophical concept while race is a second-order matter of conceptual 
analysis unimportant to the Institute’s work.

64 The Poems of Emily Dickenson, #303, ordered and numbered by T.H. Johnson, 1955
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observed empirical fact what General Systems Theorists65 call an emergent property. 
An “emergent property” refers to the rearrangement of a particular complex at a given 
level of existence in such a way that a new pattern of organization develops in addition 
to the older features, and which cannot be entirely predicted based on the properties 
of the lower level. The new rearrangement of the complex ‘High Culture’ displays a new 
quality in the sense that Mind was a new quality or emergent property from Life. The 
emergence of High Culture from the level of existence of humanity and its quality of Mind 
means that at a higher level there has come into being a certain constellation of mental 
acts, possessing a new, transcendent quality. The complex constellation that has Culture, 
though itself mental, is determined by the order of its mental complexity, and therefore is 
not merely mental but also mental.

Our Philosophy of Culture will constitute a complex domain that is connected in 
manifold ways with all other domains of human experience. For this reason an Academic 
can reflect upon Culture from many points of view, e.g., scientific, spiritual, aesthetic, 
historical, ontological, or other generally expressive aspects of Culture. Heretofore, 
these various perspectives from which Academics of the past have perceived Culture 
have usually been entirely distinct and determined largely by the general outlook of 
their distinct fields. In the Noödynamics Institute, the Philosophy of Culture will consist 
substantially in a radical analysis of fundamental concepts and basic forms of culture-
systems. Following Kant, we are concerned with the a priori conditions which make 
the expressive modes of Culture possible at all. And following Hegel, we undertake a 
radical attempt to understand the a posteriori meaning of Culture within the general 
perspective of an ontological knowledge of the higher Self in regard to its own dalectical 
development from Nature. “The noösphere is a new geological phenomenon on our 
planet,” Vernadsky wrote in 1943. “In it, for the first time man becomes a large-scale 
geological force”.66

2.3 A New Science of Culture-Systems

History is not symmetric in time, i.e., it is irreversible, and thus possesses the innate 
capacity to defy the Second Law of Thermodynamics, the “entropy” of which is predicated 
upon the irreversibility of subcomponent dynamics. In fact the process of “history” is 
so strongly irreversible, that the non-suppression of entropy and a failure to generate 
spontaneous order out of disorder would be remarkable. Analysis of the general features 
of culture-systems should thus uncover new universal principles governing a complex 
natural system-dynamics. It is not impossible that this research will discover a formal 
logical system, its evolution over time comprehensible in terms of information-processing.

Whereas Academia has not really specified a methodology for a Science of Culture, 
the Noödynamics Institute must reject the common current idea—held implicitly when 
not explicitly—that culture-historical researchers should continue to accept orthodox 
theories about culture-historical phenomena until they have been falsified. The truth is, 
we need to consider alternative theories—e.g. about the inspiration for the Crusades 
or the meaning of contrapuntal music—in order to discover data that might falsify such 

65 q.v. Volume 2
66 “The Biosphere and the Noösphere,” American Scientist, January 1945 (emphasis original)
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theories. Pursuing new theories may bring to light new data, and this data might serve to 
falsify preceding theories and to support new ones. Moreover, a new theory is sometimes 
discredited based on evidence produced by an old theory when in fact the new theory 
is actually capable of producing evidence which falsifies the discrediting evidence and 
supports the new theory. Hence it is sometimes necessary to produce and defend a 
new theory which has been discredited by current theoretical frameworks, in order to 
make progress. New ideas that have not been afforded ample opportunity to devise their 
own methods of explication and demonstration should be protected against premature 
dismissal.

The concept ‘culture’ has, of course, figured prominently in Sociology and 
Anthropology, but their practitioners have been singularly unable to rise to the genuinely 
culturological perspective to envisage a true science of culture as distinct from mere 
social psychology and functionalism. For them, the term ‘cultural’ is simply a synonym for 
‘social.’ The concept of a “science of culture” was initiated by the English anthropologist 
Edward B. Tylor, who formulated and outlined the idea and its scope in the first chapter—
which bore that title—of Primitive Culture (1871). Tylor was followed, tentatively and 
discontinuously, by many others who flirted with the concept but never really actualized 
it.67 

To pick up where Psychology left off, sociologists and anthropologists devoted 
themselves to the group aspects of human behavior. These fields were supposed to top 
off the Comtean ‘hierarchy’ of sciences, but these aspirations have never been realized. 
Whatever accomplishments Sociology and Anthropology do have to their credit, both 
failed entirely to fulfill the expectations of early proponents until, in recent decades, 
Academia has come to question whether these disciplines are science at all. 

Sociology and Anthropology effectively rounded out the work of psychologists by 
analyzing the collective aspects of behavior, but both failed to generate a truly scientific 
understanding of culture. The reason for this is simple: these disciplines were infected 
with the behaviorist-positivist bias. Our canons of beauty, our sense of right and 
wrong, our metaphysical strivings, and many other important impulses of human 
collective life, simply cannot be explained by environmental factors. They are a 
product of agency, and as such will never succumb to reductionistic analysis. The 
form and content, i.e., the structures and functions, of Culture are supra- and super-
personal—emergent68—properties of a system into which individuals are born.

The culture of a society at any given time is the product of antecedent cultural forces, 
and as such can only be scientifically explained in cultural terms. The science of culture 
begins, therefore, with the recognition that mankind is different from all other animals in 
that he is capable of symbolic behavior. This introduces into cognitive processes a 
continuity which the simpler world of the senses cannot possess. For the animal, the 
world is a succession of discrete entities and events; but for Mankind it is a continuum 
extending from the past through the present and into the future. Thus, every episode in 
the life of Mankind, in his world of symbols, is charged with reminiscences of entities and 
events gone by and expectations of entities and events to come. In symbolic behavior, 

67        Gumplowicz, Durkheim, Simmel, Kroeber, Lowie, Wissler, Ostwald, Murdock, Herskovits, Willey, White, 
inter alios.

68 q.v. General Systems Theory, Vol. 2
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Mankind posits relational values between 

The Two Philosophers by Rembrandt (c. 1628)

entities and events. In this manner, humans 
apperceive where animals only perceive, 
generating an internal world which, in 
engaging the environment, they 
collectively externalize, a structuralist-
functionalist process we designate with 
the holophrastic term Culture.

Proto-culture-systems attain a certain 
threshold of complexity, at which time 
they undergo an abrupt transition to a 
new state that has novel, higher-order 
properties. This is a phase-transition of 
sorts, from mere collective to system, with 
more elaborate and complicated qualities 
than the components. Special spatial and 
temporal rhythms spontaneously emerge 
from a global cooperation, generating 
unlimited variety; i.e., creativity. 
Component elements thereafter engage 
in behavior that is systemically integrated 
and coherent. The unitary function that 
results is best perceived as a morphological 
function. Put another way, the system-dynamics of High Culture emerge spontaneously 
from other complex organic interactions through a hierarchy of interlocking, mutually 
reinforcing hypercycles.69

The greatest historians organize the entities and events of the past into a theoretical 
underpinning of the present and future. The coming discipline of Culture Morphology, 
introduced and developed in Volume 6, sets out from certain conceptions such as 
“expressive mode,” “epoch,” and “renaissance,” with which we are able to associate 
more or less definite ideas, and form certain postulates (axioms). Then, on the basis 
of logical-morphological process, all remaining propositions are shown to follow from 
those axioms; i.e., they are demonstrated culturally and historically. A proposition is then 
correct (“true”) when it has been derived in the recognized manner from the axioms. The 
question of “truth” of the individual culture-historical propositions is thus reduced to one 
of the “truth” of the axioms. In Conjectures and Refutations: The Growth of Scientific 
Knowledge (1965), the 20th Century’s most prominent philosopher of science, Karl Popper, 
famously imposed upon scientific theories three constraints that we accept:

1. A new theory should proceed from some simple, new, and
powerful unifying idea about some connection or relation
between hitherto unconnected things or facts or new theoretical
entities.

69 Eigen, 1979
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2. A new theory should be independently testable, in that it has
new testable implications which have not been previously
investigated.

3. A new theory must pass some of these new, severe tests.

Because the growth of complex organisms tends to conform to simple geometrical 
principles, often representing mere scalar transformations, it is uncontroversial to propose 
that complex global patterns in organic development can be generated by the systemic 
iteration of simple local functions. Simply put, locally defined rules of development are 
capable of spontaneously generating complex large-scale patterns displaying long-
range order and correlations. This remarkable property of self-organization is found in 
culture-systems. Even though it begins with an ensemble of autonomous individuals 
wherein possible configurations appear equally probable, the probability for certain 
configurations tends to become focused, reducing entropy. This concentration of order 
allows self-organization to emerge simply as a phenomenon of the organized suppression 
of chaotic configurations.

We have every reason to believe that High Cultures are complex dynamical systems 
amenable to description using equations similar to the reaction-diffusion equations 
used to model morphogenetic development. The culture-system is, after all, built out of 
more or less identical components and limited cycles, and so its periodic transformation 
should be comprehensible via nonlinear formulations. The ultimate goal is to abstract 
from research of culture-systems the general self-organizing factors and, perhaps, devise 
universal laws of an analogical nature.

Noödynamic theory will entail what the philosopher of science Imre Lakatos called 
a research program.70 To be viable, a research program must be progressive; that is, 
it must make both theoretical and empirical progress: Theoretical progress consists in 
extending the empirical scope of the theory by applying it to new domains; and empirical 
progress consists in corroborating empirically the new claims that are made in the course 
of theoretical progress. According to Lakatos, heuristics71 play a critical role in the process 
of development of a research program.

Culture-systems, as worlds within worlds, are parts of the mysteriously interrelated 
and unfolding finitudes of Nature that are gradually but inexorably evolving toward the 
unfathomed plenitudes of Existence. The dynamic combination of diverse principles in 
these systems is essential to the functioning of Mankind, just as it takes the integration of 
countless individuated cells to generate and sustain the average multicellular organism. 
The crucial factors are integration and coherence. Such systemic cooperation ultimately 
transcends the finitudes of this mortal node of being, lifting the life of all simultaneously, 
because individuals capable of moving, reproducing, sensing, metabolizing, creating, 
etc., become parts of higher cellularity, comfortably specializing in functional efficiency 
which heightens the overall potential of creativity.

70 Criticism and The Growth of Knowledge, 1970; The Methodology of Scientific Research Programmes, 
1978.

71 “Heuristic reasoning is reasoning not regarded as final and strict but as provisional and plausible only, 
whose purpose is to discover the solution to the present problem.” –G. Polya, How to Solve It (1945).
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A basic model for generating Culture can be found in the neural network. A cultural 
network consists of many minds with many interconnections. It is essential that each 
mind, like a neuron, makes many “synaptic” contacts with other minds, because it requires 
many input minds acting in concert to trigger output minds. In this way “synapses” 
are strengthened when there is collective ideation among the minds. The “synaptic” 
strengths are therefore altered through self-organization—a collective, archetypal, 
response of the network strengthens connections that are responsible for the response, 
while other connections, that do not contribute to archetypal ideation, atrophy. In other 
words, expressions emerge from minds on an individual basis, and become “culture” 
only when they evoke cognate expressiveness in other minds. The network organizes 
itself in response to externalized stimuli.

Looking over a High Culture in any direction, from any angle, it is obvious that 
everything arises from a unitary power of free consciousness exerting itself against 
the power of limits. The culture-system is subtle, intricate, and long-lived—a genetic 
structure a thousand years old. The pattern of organization72 of the culture-system 
emerges organically; it is a self-organizing pattern. This self-organizing activity arises, 
slowly changes, suddenly shifts, learns, grows, evolves, ever interacting with itself and 
the environment. Such creative processes inherent in a High Culture are evolutionary, 
the deep innate patterning of information being holographically present in the whole as 
in every part.

A culture-system is the analytically realized structure of the phenomenon. System 
allows the forces and the laws with which they work and the absolute historical 
motions which they generate to be brought into a universal structure. System realizes a 
coincidence between the actual frame of Culture and the elaborate representation which 
is Historiography. For the Noödynamics Institute, system is both a real and epistemological 
term. The “culture-system” indicates not only our Philosophy of History,73 but the dynamic 
way in which a High Culture is self-organized. Everywhere the term system appears, it 
represents a unity forged out of the diversity of elements or a whole whose divergent 
members find their intelligibility in the collectivity which they form. System always denotes 
some kind of order achieved within multiplicity. So tried and true a source as the old 
Chemical Engineers Handbook74 defines a “system” in terms fully compatible with our 
proposal of a “culture-system”:

A system is taken to mean that real or ideal space confined by 
known boundaries through which pass, in or out, the various 
forms of energy that are involved in the process in which the given 
system is participating. When any system takes part in any process 
whatsoever, the amount of energy resident in the system changes 
only by the net amount of energy (of any form) which may be 
absorbed or given off by the system during the process.

72 q.v. Volume 2: General Systems Theory
73 Voltaire, 1756
74 McGraw Hill, 1941
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Puddle by Maurits Cornelis Escher (1952)

A system manages its input and output of energy in accordance with purpose, 
operating in an effectively undifferentiated field, maintaining energy relations with its 
surroundings that are thermodynamically significant.

History is a condition of organization but is not, eo ipso, a principle of organization. 
Culture is a complex of history so organized as to make possible unified syntheses with 
new emergent qualities. There seems to be a general tendency for human organizations 
of one order to combine with each other under suitable conditions to form complexes of 
a higher order. Culture may thus be postulated as a creative force operating within history 
and its creative possibilities. Culture emerged as a specialization of infra-cultural human 
organization. Culture itself emerges from and is a specialization of the structures and 
functions of the proximate infra-cultural species. Portions of human-as-nature become so 
specialized as to yield a new quality, a new configuration of human-as-culture.

A culture-system is a self-stabilizing mechanism made of coupled living and nonliving 
elements which affect each other in ways that maintain the culture-system’s relatively 
constant development and expressiveness. It is, essentially, a cybernetic75 system that 
functions through feedback76 among its coupled parts. But Culture is not part of the 
system; Culture is the process of the whole system.

A culture-system can be said to function pursuant to a psychographical top-down 
algorithm and a morphological bottom-up organization. The top-down organization 
follows well-defined parameters providing clear-cut solutions to problems faced by the 

75 Wiener, 1948
76 The coupling of output to the input.
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system. The bottom-up algorithm does not have clearly defined rules of operation and 
knowledge but instead possesses procedures for the way that the system learns and 
improves its performance according to experience and fundamental principles. Whereas 
the top-down operations are laid down a priori to give a culture-system its “personality,” 
its bottom-up rules of operation are subject to continual modification, to give a culture-
system its universal forms.

Both culture-system algorithms run cyclically, performing their actions upon a 
continuous input of data. In homeostatic fashion, the system continually makes self-
assessments and modifies its operations therefrom, with the aim of improving the 
quality of output. For example, the input data for the culture-system might include the 
juxtaposition of another culture-system, also functioning pursuant to both algorithms, 
and the systems’ task is to adjust behavior pursuant to the competing interests of each 
other. Throughout each phase, the culture-system’s performance is modified pursuant 
to this extraneous force, and its general rules of operation are thereby adapted in such 
a way as to lead to a probable improvement in its performance on the next phase. Such 
algorithmic modifications are the reason no culture-system’s lifecycle is ever structurally 
or functionally perfect.

The theory of Culture proffered by the Noödynamics Institute is undoubtedly reified, 
but only moderately so. In all our reification, it is not asserted, per se, that a culture-
system attains any genuine “understanding” of what it is actually doing. In the case of its 
top-down organization, the system functions not because it “understands” anything, but 
because its human constituents understand (or at least those upon whom the phases 
depend) the essential purpose and meaning of the phases. From the perspective of the 
bottom-up organization, as well, there need be no specific “understanding,” as a feature 
of the system’s behavior, on the part either of the culture-system itself or of its constituent 
humans, beyond that of the system-dynamic algorithm at the center of the design of the 
morphological program involved, and in the principle that allows the system to adapt its 
behavior to environmental pressures based on feedback through a homeostatic process.

The great significance of a culture-system with a bottom-up organization in conjunction 
with a top-down algorithm is its special capacity to learn. The aspects of the putative 
algorithmic procedure not subject to important alteration by the subsequent experiences 
of the system are psychographical, but they are not simply preprogrammed knowledge. 
Rather, they represent a characteristic tendency to translate the bottom-up organizational 
sequences into appropriate cultural behaviors. In essence, Psychography provides clear-
cut rules within which the coarse-grained Morphology77 performs its functions. The top-
down procedures provide the algorithmic actions that constitute the psychographical 
framework, within which the more flexible bottom-up “morphological procedures” are 
allowed to operate.

Mind is the highest empirical property yet to be recognized by Science as emerging in 
the line of evolutionary complexification and advance. The Noödynamics Institute defines 
Culture as the next higher empirical property to emerge. Culture contains the previous 
emergent qualities without residue. The successive stages of emergent existence are 
developed by reorganizing portions of life into stable structural patterns continuous with 

77 Goethe, 1807
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earlier stages. Culture emerged from Mind as Mind had emerged from Life. In the sense 
that mental processes are a physiological function, so Culture is a “mental” function. We 
may consider cultural events analytically as converging regions of an abstractive set of 
extensive relations. The historicity of evolutionary process provides adequate grounds 
for such scientific predication. History is “pregnant” with Culture.

The Noödynamics Institute considers the forward movement of Nature as straining 
toward complexification and thus perceives Culture in terms of the adaptation of 
humans to their environment. Nature, the total set of possible systemic recombinations 
of form, was bound to produce from social organisms a more complex configuration 
of patterns. The degree of systemic stability of these configurations depends on the 
coherence of their internal structures and functions and the external coherence with 
the environment. The form High Culture is thus the outcome of a process spinning itself 
out of the evolutionary matrix of nature. Humanity was bound to evolve beyond itself by 
affecting the novel reorganization of its natural complexes. Hence out of one level in the 
hierarchy of levels of complex existence, the natural inclination has produced a new level 
of existence. Humans, interacting with each other in increasingly complex arrangements, 
finally produced, unconsciously, sufficient modification of form to allow a wh ole new 
mode of existence to evolve and emerge.

The members of the new type High Culture are humans modified; and they are adapted 
to relations not only with other beings on their own level, but also to all portions of the 
culture-system which have taken shape through internal system-dynamics—Science, 
Spirituality, Art, et al.—such that these entities and events change their character and 
become new phenomena on a higher level of being. Like things caught in the cogs of 
a machine, material entities are caught in the natural inclination and formed into parts 
of a greater whole. The culture-system as a whole and everything within it participates 
in the natural inclination. The culture-system is the greatest force of integration for 
the logic, meaning, and beauty of Mankind. The binding principle in this integration 
is psychographical expression. The values which belong to High Culture mark homo 
sapiens in its depths. A culture-system has the privilege of autovalorization: it is exalted 
directly by its own Being. Past, present, and future give the High Culture individuated 
dynamism as they interpenetrate each other. A culture-system’s temporal continuity 
marginalizes merely mortal contingencies. Without this existential fluidity individuals 
would be dispersed beings incapable of synergy. Before being “thrown forth into the 
world,” to use Heidegger’s phrase, individuals are contextualized in the culture-system; 
High Culture is already a value. Civilization thus begins protected, it begins delimited, 
vitalized in the living embrace of Culture.

The category of ‘Culture’ refers to a certain kind of determination that is located in 
history. Objectively stated, Culture is a pattern of organization that is developed in history. 
This means that Culture is not merely an abstract idea or generalization abstracted by 
the mind from empirical facts, though it should go without saying that we do not propose 
that it subsists in essence as some type of platonic form. Culture is a real entity, constituted 
by a pattern of configuration of historical development. Culture is a real entity because it 
is history and has identifiable patterns of organization that are discernible because 
repeated now and again. A culture-system is constituted by a specific pattern of historical 
relations. It is a grouping or complex of individual minds in an individuated configuration. 
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The identity of a highly complex system is 

Attitude Hold by Kim Poor

such that, though at each particular 
moment of history the configuration varies 
and is particular, the configuration follows 
a certain plan and remains within the limits 
of that plan throughout. In other words, 
the pattern of organization remains 
relatively unaltered while the system 
changes in space or time or both.

The culture-system is the Noödynamics 
Institute’s basic unit of reality. The culture-
system is individual. This recognizes that 
this empirical existent is a coherently 
organized whole of parts. Nor should we 
forget that the culture-system is a universal 
conception of an individual in process. The 
individual retains its identity as a particular 
entity because it retains its identifiable 
pattern of organization as it develops in 
space and time. By ‘individuality’ we mean 
a certain configuration of culture that 
occupies a certain portion of history. The 
relation of the universal to its particulars, 
i.e., of the culture-system to its human participants, is that of a world to its parts. In the
end there is but one true “world,” and that is the culture-system itself as a matrix of
existence. The categorical features of a culture-system pervade individual being and
constitute the impress of the whole upon its parts. Furthermore, the internal relations
which bind individuals to each other and to the culture-system, organize a ‘world’ into a
total set of relations which are meaningful from the standpoint of the whole.

To have a ‘world’ means to view oneself as ‘in’ an environment. To thus rise above 
the environment has from the outset a ‘cultural’ significance. Mankind encounters the 
environment in a way that allows him to present it to himself as a “world.” This does 
not mean that he leaves Nature, but that he henceforth has a free, expressive, I—Thou 
relationship with Nature that is mediated through Culture. All other living creatures, even 
primitive humans, do not have such a relationship with Nature, but are, so to speak, fully 
part of the environment. In essence, they are environment. Culture, on the other hand, is 
a living process in which a world-view is lived out. Academia must turn to the “noösphere” 
as the medium for fulfilling basic claims to knowledge about High Culture. This concept 
was first conceived by the Russian geochemist Vladimir Vernadsky (1863-1945), founder 
of the Biogeochemical Laboratory at the Academy of Science in Petersburg, and further 
developed by the anthropologist/philosopher Pierre Teilhard de Chardin78 and the 
mathematician/philosopher Edouard LeRoy.79 The translation of “noösphere” as “mental 

78 Human Origins and the Evolution of Intelligence (1928)
79 The Phenomenon of Mankind (1955)



47

realm” is imperfect, because it forces us to associate two concepts where an original 
unity is intended. The noösphere means a transcendent collective consciousness 
which  subsumes and comprises High Culture. Only in the noösphere can the nature 
of culture-historical Being be found. And there is nothing culture-historical that escapes 
Noödynamics; for there is no culture-historical reality not generated by it. The acceptance 
of Noödynamics provides the methodological foundation for the Science of Culture 
which aims at historical truth in its entirety. This conforms to and corresponds with the 
idea of a uniform constitution of Nature—a Nature that exists in-itself and that guarantees 
the lasting characteristics of everything that exists, including Culture. This is relevant as 
much for theoretical as for practical issues; thus, an insight into the constitution or order 
of Culture per se, Culture in-itself and for-itself, furthers our understanding of the culture-
historical world and of human social life.

The stuff of which a culture-system is constituted is, of course, cognition. The highest 
systemic organization of cognition is a noösphere. A noösphere proceeds along historical 
lines of cultural advance. A culture-system is viewed, as an empirical existent, as a 
grouping of mind-events within the matrix of history. A noösphere is thus a continuously 
connected grouping of minds, connected through the circumambient culture-system. In 
less metaphorical language, a noösphere is a complex of minds collectively individuated 
within one all-containing and all-encompassing system of consciousness. This all-
containing and all-encompassing system of mentation is what we call High Culture. When 
we delve into the High Culture to expressive modes, we find these culture-historical 
complexes correlated with certain cognitive qualities such as analysis, intuition, and 
aesthetics. The qualities of these expressive modes—Science, Spirituality, and Art—are 
all developments out of and delimitations of pure Culture.

The concept of a noösphere does not necessarily mean that Culture is simply Mind, 
nor that Culture is some type of idealist or platonic form. Culture exists at its own 
level of emergence, sui generis—it is superadded to Mind. The statement that Culture 
is the consciousness of a Civilization conveys the idea that Culture is the ordering quality 
of the extended structure that is Civilization. As such, Culture is also the organic 
denominator to symmetrically and synoptically organize all the knowledge of Academia 
around a central idea.

When a set of entities and relations cohere to form a well-organized system, the 
structural and functional patterns of which present an integration and coherence 
surpassing any potential in the sum of the individuals, we perceive a new higher-order 
“individual” possessing a quality we call “culture.” Culture is nothing apart from its 
constitutive structures and functions, and yet is more than the mere facts of structure and 
function. The fact of higher qualitativeness indicates that the structures and functions of 
an existent are so internally integrated and coherent that its constitutive elements are 
pervaded by an emergent property we term ‘culture’.

Just as Mind emerges from Body, so Culture emerges from Civilization at a sufficient 
level of self-organization. The creative aspect of Culture is the agency that pulls together 
the co-presences of individuals and groups that constitute its body. Culture is thus a 
function of the degree of integration and coherence that is present in a collocation of 
entities in a civilization. Culture emerges when there is a very high degree of coherence 
in organizational patterns. In Aristotelean terms, the subsumed entities (e.g. tribes, 
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ethnicities, nations) are the material cause; general system-dynamics is the efficient 
cause; civilization is the formal cause; and High Culture per se is the final cause.

Culture is the highest level of emergent existence we know. Culture is a quality 
belonging to certain physiognomic structures and functions. Above Mind, the principle 
Culture carries in it the quality of Life that emerges from certain mental constellations. At 
its own level, Culture carries along with it the mental configurations and qualities of Mind, 
just as mind carries with it the structural and functional configurations of Life, and Life, in 
turn, is a quality that emerges from the proximate quality in the universe’s development 
of complexification, and so on back to the Big Bang. Culture, in other words, presupposes 
lower levels of existence.

According to scientific principles, a culture-system is a de facto ‘habitat’—a place 
wherein organisms live, including all living and nonliving factors or conditions of the 
surrounding environment. Such a host organism is as much a habitat as is an ecosystem. 
The smallest topographic unit of this habitat, with a characteristic heterogeneity of 
community of organisms and environmental conditions, such as a human individual or a 
nation, can scientifically be called a biotope.

It seems obvious that no form in Nature can go on increasing ability without sooner or 
later reaching a critical point at which further complexification of structure is impossible, 
and beyond which only a change of state can evolve. For example, there is a noticeable 
increase in brain size throughout the primate order, which has been so extreme that the 
brain tissue of the cerebral cortex is actually convoluted in order to fit within the cranium. 
There is a ceiling limit to brain size in humans because the cranium must pass through the 
pelvis during birth, which has resulted in humans’ inordinately long maturation process. If 
the organism were to increase the size of the brain to accommodate advances in cognitive 
ability indefinitely, it would require a radical alteration of the entire human body. Why not, 
then, evolve further cognitive complexification through a network that utilizes the same 
brain-size but enhances functionality? If Jung’s Collective Unconscious evolved in order 
to advance the human organism through the ceiling limitation imposed by brain size, 
then complexification has generated a new course for indefinite further development; 
there is no ceiling limit obvious to the pure diversification of culture-systems.

Beneath the historically increasing intricacy of forms and behaviors naturalists infer 
an irreversible increase not merely in quantity but in quality, and therefore the limitation 
of brain-size makes not just possible but probable this phenomenon of evolutionary 
metamorphosis: in nature, human brains operate in series; in Culture they function in 
parallel. This explains why a High Culture is always much more than the sum of its parts.

It is almost universally accepted, after all, that the fact of being reflective is what 
constitutes the strictly human cognitive ability as distinguished from the rest of the animal 
kingdom. If, then, we do not hesitate to admit that Mankind’s possession of reflectiveness 
constitutes a radical advance on all forms of life that have gone before it—that only 
humans know that they know—why do we hesitate to recognize a similar advancement, 
in the same direction, of the consciousness of High Culture over that of the individual 
human? Since our sentient existence is the only example of a subject-predicate relation 
with a single element, it must be represented in idempotent80 symbolism, because the 

80 An idea originated by the philosopher of science Arthur Eddington in The Philosophy of Physical 
Science (1939)
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phrase “I know that I know that...” means—
epistemologically—simply “I know that…,” 
which can be demonstrated by attempting 
its apparent alternative: “I do not know 
that I know that….” Symbolically, then, IA IB 
is irreducible except for the special case, 
where A=B, and the idempotent iteration 
can be repeated any number of times: 
IA IA = IA and IA IA IA = IA. Culture, then, is 
itself a form of sentience; or perhaps it is 
more accurate to state that it is sentience 
become sapience. Creative activity 
signifies more than the things created. 

Has not the High Culture consistently 
demonstrated as remarkable a superiority 
over humans in multiplying inventions, 
developing systems of internalized 
representation, creating novel ideas, 
concepts, ideologies, and styles, and so 
on, as humans have shown over other 
primates? As a consequence of our 
superior consciousness, we deny animals 
access to a whole domain of reality in 
which we can move freely. Is this not identical to the case of individual humans with regard 
to the realities of Science, Spirituality, Art, Philosophy, Religion, Technology, Exploration, 
Adventure, Politics, Economics, Sociology, Historiography, and so on? Why is the mastery 
of a Homer, an Archimedes, a Shakespeare, or a Newton always the product of one 
mind—but never outside of a High Culture? If the consciousness of High Culture was not 
separated from that of Humanity by a chasm—or a threshold—which the latter cannot 
cross, there would be myriad examples of such ahistorical masters. Instead, there is not 
one. Because a High Culture is not just reflective but is reflective of reflection, it is not 
only different but quite other than humanity. It is not merely a matter of degree, but a 
holistic transformation of state.

Quite plainly, the epochs and eras of a culture-system are part of the High Culture 
about as much as the escapement and gears are parts of a clock. And, like a clock, the 
culture-system turns through a cyclical unfoldment, with order and tempo. Perhaps more 
realistically since a culture-system shows many of the characteristics of a superorganism, 
the physical essence of High Culture may be termed a systemic dynamism, a pattern of 
organization embodying a dissipative structure—an expressive node of potential; a sort 
of evolving emanation. While this emergent property is materially concentrated in the 
myriad individuals of which it is constituted, it is fed and fueled from externalizing forces 
and impulses that are little understood. And it is bound together by no known force 
of nature, governed by no known natural law, but nevertheless enjoys a cohesion and 
surface tension similar to those of Chemistry and Physics.

A system is any combination of processes for which the mind conceives boundaries 
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and is able to classify the flow of resources inward and outward through those boundaries. 
A living system is a system in which these boundaries coincide with physical boundaries 
that existed before the mental image was conceived, and which will remain when the 
imagery ceases. The difference between living and nonliving systems is an ability to 
absorb resources and utilize them to maintain and increase the mechanism by which they 
absorb resources. Living systems absorb energy from a higher potential and discharge 
it to a lower potential, using the difference to advance their own interests—i.e., they defy 
entropy. Whereas a culture-system can absorb resources from its environment and use 
them to manipulate the physical realities within and without its boundaries, making it 
capable of purposive activity, it is scientifically legitimate to perceive the culture-system 
as a living system; i.e., a superorganism. Superorganisms are “bounded systems made 
up partly from living organisms and partly from non-living structural material.”81

It is well-established that one can replace the terms neurons and neurotransmitters 
with ants and pheromones and then refer to the information-processing functions and 
densely interconnected feedback loops of the “brain” or “colony” in a remarkably similar 
manner.82 Both systems are massive distributed networks of semi-autonomous units 
linked by vast parallel communications capacity, constituting integrated and coherent 
wholes. Who can easily deny, then, the possibility of a cognate transliteration to brains 
and expression in the culture-system? A culture-system may very well be a complex 
adaptive system—a self-organizing system with multiple agents interacting dynamically 
in multiple ways, following local rules to produce global emergent behaviors.

Is a culture-system really an organism—a complex structure of interdependent and 
subordinate elements whose relations and properties are largely determined by their 
function in the whole?83 Is it a living entity? What is the meaning of such questions? What, 
indeed, is the meaning of each word they contain? Properly to formulate and adequately 
answer such questions would require, minimally, a critical excursus through cognitive 
theory and biology into history and sociology, which is, in fact, undertaken in volumes 
below. In the first place, however, we should recognize that the meaning of a term in this 
instance is to be sought in the operations employed in making application of the term. If 
the term is one which is applicable to life-science situations, such as “organic” or “living,” 
then the meaning is to be sought in the operations by which the organic nature of an 
entity is determined, or in the operations by which one determines whether an organic 
entity is alive or not.

What we intend to do is to make a more detailed analysis of the systemic operations of 
culture-systems than has ever been made before. We hope to force Academia to regard 
it as a matter of the highest importance to acquire as vivid a consciousness as possible 
of all the details of cultural functions and of the systemic operations back of them, and 
to recognize that some of the crucial factors which we have taken for granted may prove 
to be the key to a new understanding. It would be difficult to set any limit to the details 
which more and more penetrating analysis can disclose. At least we must anticipate the 
possibility of uncovering finer and finer details and propositions of increasingly greater 

81 Lovelock, 1988
82 q.v. The Ants, E.O. Wilson, 1990; Ants at Work, Deborah Gordon, 1999.
83 Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary
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generality, as we push our analysis wider and further.
The classification of a culture-system as a “superorganism” is not such a stretch of the 

scientific imagination, really, since the entities we call “organisms” are themselves more 
concept than reality: We recognize the “existence” of the same individual from birth to 
death, despite the fact that the implied continuity is one neither of matter nor form—it is 
a pure abstraction of function. When classification is one of function, extra insight may 
be required since the identification of units of action can be the most difficult problem 
in Science. Indeed, some entities in Science began as concepts useful in theories—
molecules, atoms, electrons, quarks, for example—before evidence of their existence was 
discovered. The culture-system is, similarly, an intellectual unit, proposed as a concept 
rather than a net fact in itself, abstracted by the mind from available data and placed 
by analogy—not by an explanation of its cause—in its proper relation with established 
facts—in Volume 6, History and Nature will be intricately searched to discover whether 
phenomena can be better explained if something corresponding to this concept exists.

There are many reasons why an Academic with a modern education and the usual 
background of intellectual assumptions would find it difficult to accept the idea of High 
Culture as a living entity, but we believe that we address these adequately below. And 
we adamantly assert that the scientific evidence now available, when examined with an 
open mind and in juxtaposition, makes the case that a High Culture is a living system. We 
have found this “noödynamic” perspective, properly understood, to be uniquely capable 
of illuminating the inner dynamics of both culture and history. It provides extraordinary 
insight into the deeper shifting patterns of collective consciousness, both cultural and 
historical, and into the complexly participatory nature of human reality. It places the 
postmodern concept of the “Self” in an altogether new light, radically contextualizing 
the individual. Perhaps most important, it promises to contribute significantly to the 
emergence of a new, genuinely integral and coherent worldview:

We shall not cease from exploration 
And the end of all our exploring 
Will be to arrive where we started 
And know the place for the first time.84

Ironically, the primary impetus for debate concerning whether a culture-system can 
be designated as a living entity comes from Academics who, although hitherto and 
elsewhere dogmatically faithful to analytical, determinist, reductionist, and materialist 
methods, suddenly persist in demanding proof of a vital principle in High Culture. Thus 
the same persons who insist on perceiving human individuals according to behaviorist 
ideals, classifying and categorizing actions based on the influence of external stimuli, 
random mutation, natural selection, genetic recombination, electro-chemical reactions, 
statistical probability, and so on, suddenly require ontological and praxeological 
mechanisms to be demonstrated in superorganisms. Even more strange anent such 
attitudes is the yet more ironic inversion of logic relied upon with reference to first 
principles: Life is capable (in well-established entities) of regulating within organic bodies 
the apparently inanimate behavior of molecules, exploiting vast chains and cascades of 

84  T.S. Eliot, “Little Gidding,” Four Quartets (1943)
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electro-chemical reactions functioning pursuant 
to strictly causal and material laws 
for its own creative and purposeful 
arrangements. In other words, one of 
the most enigmatic aspects of living 
organisms is that they are constituted of 
nonliving atoms and molecules, yet some 
undefinable threshold demarcates the 
animate organism from inanimate matter. 
But this threshold problem is absent 
in theorizing about a culture-system: 
Just as it is easier to conceptualize 
the livingness of an animal than a cell, 
because the former is in turn constituted 
of living organisms while the latter 
seems to possess life as an emergent 
property from nonliving elements, so is 
it easier to conceive the culture-system 
as alive because it is undeniably and 
unambiguously constituted of living 
organisms. Throughout nature life plays 
as cleverly with collectives and events 
involving such as it does with atoms.

The truth is that a High Culture is more, not less, conceivable as a living entity than 
a single cell or the hymenoptera, because the meaning and purpose of the former is far 
more obvious and quantifiable than they are in the latter. What are the collective energies 
in-themselves that motivate the hymenoptera, and can be theoretically juxtaposed with 
the collective products of the High Culture? Behind the externalized qualities of a culture-
system we find an internalized quality that renders the multi-cellularity meaningful in a 
manner totally unknown in the individual human or social insects. The impetus of Nature, 
inferred in the great drive toward the complexification of consciousness, resulting in ever-
higher quanta of interiorization, makes the culture-system a logical evolutionary product 
in a way not applicable to many other types of metazoa.

The body of accumulated data makes it difficult to sustain the modern assumption that 
a civilization as a whole is best understood as an inanimate, mechanistic agglomeration of 
arbitrarily gathered individuals, without organic integration or coherence, with “culture” 
produced incidentally and peripherally. The evidence suggests rather that a civilization 
is intrinsically systemic and dynamically meaningful; that it is a significant focal point of 
purpose, an organic center of cultural expression which evolves; that history is not only 
quantitative but qualitative in character and that different periods of time are informed 
by tangibly unique archetypal dynamics; and finally, that a culture-system is a living 
superorganism that appears to be generated and sustained by some kind of pervasive 
creative intelligence. The Noödynamics Institute firmly believes that a widespread 
understanding of the potent morphological dynamics of culture-systems can play a 
crucial role in the positive unfolding of our collective future.
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It is the linking of individual egos to a phylogenetically specific cognitive-stimulus 
that is important in the concept of Culture. Involved is a psychical triggering device 
that sets off a behavioral chain-reaction in individual psyches. Culture-systems exist as 
environments of virtually unlimited information-potential, the basis of higher cognitive 
evolution. Thus, in a sense, the individual human is a function of the culture-system, a 
kind of focal-point, where culture-forms are manifest through the tradition of recurring 
generations. Individuals resemble neurons, interconnected by the axons and dendrites 
of the cognitive matrix we call High Culture. If we do not “feel” this referent it is only 
because egos act as inhibitory devices generating resistance levels and so fragmentation 
has rendered the synaptic junctions inefficient. In other words, in a Culture as in a neural 
network, the intensity of stimuli is an important element of information—intensity being a 
function of the number of impulses over a given period. A certain number of focal-points 
transmitting cultural information must fire before that information can be transmitted 
across synaptic gaps.

Once a complex organic system exists there is no structure or function in the system 
which may be isolated and explained without reference to the rest of the energic 
complex. The integration of structures and functions which produces the emergence 
of new adaptations and qualities further increases the potentialities of the components. 
Forms become highly specialized in wholly new developments within generalized states, 
with end products of refined manifestation. One of the most interesting developments 
of this systemic specialization in culture-systems is to be found in Science, where before 
there was only Craft. Not only are such new supersensory devices evolved, but also 
new superanatomical units are acquired, bringing into existence a complete functional 
super-assembly. This is the basic manner in which the culture-system is integrated as 
a whole, as a dynamical functional unit engaging its environment. The emergence of a 
symbolic modality introduces a new source of motivation—i.e., inspiration—which is at 
times entropy-consuming.

This transition is one of emphasis upon the more complex integration of a cultural 
entity, opening a wide new range of structures and functions for the subsumed individuals. 
Humans are historically bonded forming tribes, which in turn are bound together through 
the more complex matrices of Culture. Ultimately, there emerges a colloid-like system, 
followed by a sociobiological state wherein differentiation of processes isolates certain 
structures and functions into separate domains of the culture-system. Hence one energy 
system acquires others and a totally new entity emerges, with attributes wholly distinct 
from any of the components. This is what constitutes the dynamic character of a culture-
system as a superorganism. We find tribal energy converted into cultural energy and 
hence into forms of historical expression, e.g., Science and Art. These complex levels 
of cognitive integration, which never truly exist outside of Culture, are “emergent” 
properties: tropism becomes transcendence; engram becomes imago.

Cultural transcendence is the absorption of individual minds into a collective 
consciousness; the evolution of human animals into a superorganism that conveys 
human potential beyond the finitude of individual contingency and toward the plentitude 
of the higher Self. To envision this transcendence we must surpass the ego-based field 
of consciousness into the more extended and expanded field of culture-consciousness, 
that abstract and largely intangible continuum of being that asserts itself radially from the 
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center of civilization.
From this viewpoint, the Self is much more than a finite mortal center of cognition. It 

is a level of Being, an evolutionary entity, engaging the Universe on its own terms. Only 
through this true Self can humans really discover Ontology, and Cosmology, and all the 
other important perspectives of Mankind and World. Culture is the mesocosm of the Soul; 
the particular finite assemblage of energy and matter that allows Homo sapiens sapiens 
to transcend zoology and reach for the stars. This organic contextualization of human 
resources in multicellularity is essential for the highest forms of comparison, contrast, 
comprehension, articulation, understanding, found in Science, Spirituality, and Art.

All the most prominent scientists of human behavior in the 20 th Century—Dilthey, 
Santayana, Weber, May, Rank, Benedict, Erikson, Adler, Goldstein, Kereny, Lorenz, 
Hartmann, Allport, Levy-Strauss, Angyal, Kuhn, Bettelheim, J. Campbell, E.O. Wilson, 
et al.—agreed that the development of latent potential is a basic principle of Mankind. 
All postulated, in their own way in myriad fields, that an organism is essentially 
preprogrammed for positive growth through phases that, wholly from within, ultimately 
represents an unfolding of possibilities, or in more common terms, self-realization. Every 
living system, these eminent thinkers advised, possesses an innate autonomy that must 
affirm itself individually in its world. Why not a culture-system? How can a phylogenetic 
force in individual humans fail to manifest, in some form, in human systems?

The development of culture-systems shows an unmistakable sequence of youth, 
maturity, and senescence—rapid organic growth characterized by specific traits, followed 
by a period of increase in members and geographical expansion, then a final period of 
extreme complexification, and ultimately changeless endurance accompanied by slow 
retreat—that appear, in hindsight and with a broad view, organic in nature. Of course, 
the conceptualization requires an insight beyond modern ideals; a postmodern ability to 
transcend the idea that an “individual” must be something physically contained within a 
definite “body.” In reality, the cells of an individual human body are not physically attached, 
but are continuously cycled in and out of the system, just as molecules and atoms are 
continuously cycled in and out of every cell. Nevertheless, we tend to have difficulty 
extending our conception of an individual beyond the boundaries of a visible skin and 
the continuity of some observable nervous structure. But the scientific evidence—fully 
explored in Volumes 2 and 6—is against our prejudices in this matter. Culture-systems 
behave like individuated entities of some kind, and thus it is better to recognize them for 
what they are than to avoid consideration of the most avant-garde evidence in the hope 
of projecting 20th Century prejudice in the 21st Century.

The demonstration that a culture-system is a living entity is not centered on the 
complex but on the simplest elements of civilization that reproduce themselves. It is the 
ability to replicate functional copies of the same essential elements that is usually deemed 
to characterize Life; and the question of the essential nature of Culture is therefore the 
question, Whether the basic constituents that are identified by the artifacts of Culture in 
the present generation were generated by natural self-replication processes? The answer 
to that question, obviously, is affirmative. We know what we are looking for at the root of 
culture-systems: fundamental expression quanta such as Science, Spirituality, and Art—
like the bases that compose the spirals of DNA—which reproduce themselves not just 
spatially but also temporally, i.e., generationally, during the individual life and death cycles 
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of human cells, which they therefore transcend.

The Far Side (1983), Gary Larson

Culture-systems are predisposed to 
a few essential properties, analogous to 
adenine, thymine, guanine, and cytosine 
in DNA, which predetermine the basic 
expressions of inheritance in nation 
after nation, generation after generation, 
so that every imaginable cultural 
manifestation, from the concept of the ego 
to cosmography, can be classified under 
Science, Spirituality, Art, Philosophy, 
Religion, or Technics. The logical 
conclusion that can be derived from this 
structural and functional uniformity in the 
expressions of culture-systems is, that 
these are the architectonic arrangements 
that naturally carry out cognitive self-
replication.

Whereas we know that inanimate 
matter evolves (into ever more complex 
structures within stars), and that animate 
matter evolves based on inanimate matter 
(DNA molecules), it logically follows that 
inanimate matter based on animate matter—i.e., Culture—must also evolve. As is true 
when dealing with atomic structures, the person dealing with super-systems must use 
language as does an Artist. In the morphology of culture-systems, it is less important to 
describe facts than to create images. Just as what lies below the visible world is always 
conceptual in a literal sense, so what lies above the individual world is necessarily 
conceptual—a useful imagery.

When we step through the gateway of the culture-system, we are in a supersensual 
world which is far more amenable to experiential than analytical understanding. There 
is a new infrastructure here, a metanarrative language that by definition transcends 
language. We describe this domain by analogy not because it is imaginary, but because it 
is symbolist and imagist, and as such is a realm of imagination. The analogous depictions 
derive from the psychophysical world of the senses and apperception, because that is 
the only domain that language can describe. But the fact that all our conceptualizations 
of the culture-system are necessarily metaphorical in no manner suggests that they are 
not empirical in the scientific sense. This model lacks a rigorous mathematical framework, 
but then so do all models of organic development.  We have no definition of life, yet we 
have Biology; we have no definition of consciousness, yet we have Psychology. When 
scientists tackle a complex problem such as this, they create a simplified model that is 
mathematically tractable while still retaining the most significant features of the system 
and its processes. Such a model can then be made more sophisticated as the field 
advances.

If we can accept such improbable ideas as, that the basis of all life, carbon, is only 
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formed inside stars when three helium nuclei collide within a trillionth of a second, and 
thus virtually every living creature on earth, in all their diversity and splendor, has ultimately 
evolved out of sequences of such unlikely collisions, then it is not so outlandish to consider 
the possibility that High Culture is a similar synthesis of individual entities in systemic 
collusion; i.e., a cognition-based lifeform. Of course, our model cannot provide a positive 
theoretical explanation of the organic phenomenon underlying cultural vitality, but this 
limitation is cognate with the inability of Science to explain life and consciousness generally.  
The analogy in virtue of which the developmental phases of an individual organism here 
constitute a model of the developmental phases of a collective superorganism may be 
characterized as follows: A certain set of regularities governing the former phenomena 
has the same syntactical structure as a corresponding set of regularities for the latter 
phenomena; or, more explicitly, the empirical terms occurring in the first set of regularities 
can be matched, one by one, with those of the second set in such a way that if in one 
the regularities of the first set each is replaced by its counterpart, a regularity of the 
second set is obtained; and vice versa.  The two sets of regularities, with a relevant 
similarity or ‘analogy’ between a model of the kind here considered and the modeled 
type of phenomena, may be said to be syntactically isomorphic.  This analogical model, 
wherein the isomorphic principles are stated in precise terms and are strong enough to 
permit the deduction of a variety of consequences which themselves constitute important 
regularities, has tremendous descriptive and even explanatory significance.

The first step of our research program will be to identify cultural faculties that are 
responsible for different forms of expression. We can then identify these cultural faculties 
with specific historical phenomena, theorizing that every culture-system engages in 
cognate forms of expression in a manner that is objectively quantifiable. We shall develop 
this account of cognate faculties by analyzing the various dimensions of qualitative 
uniqueness in the historical records. It will then be possible to treat each dimension as 
corresponding to a common faculty and to attribute historical differences in cognate 
forms to differences in the individuated predispositions and unique culture-systems as 
well as differences in the ontological-temporal development of these facilities. What this 
step in our research program amounts to is positing modular subsystems for each form 
of expression. Information about the type of processes occurring in the culture-system 
when specific expressive activity is undertaken, as well as the interrelations between 
modes, will, we predict, demonstrate the existence of an underlying integration of all 
modular subsystems which Academics will, for a variety of reasons, find a useful subject 
for exploration.

A culture-system is spread out with a gesture of infinite possibilities; with its thousand-
fold mystery of separate beings swaying to a single chorus. That is the blazing background 
of multitudinous Being that is expressiveness. At times the inside of a culture-system seems 
larger than the outside. It sometimes resembles a giant orrery shaking its foundations. 
For truly this world-system is made out of the gears of the earth; and revolves like a 
microcosmos of concentric spheres which, whatever the dictates of mere biology, must 
ever be something of a symbol for Life. In the world of that system there is a gear of 
minerals, and a gear of vegetables, and a wheel of animals; but there is also an intelligible 
order of transcendent things, and a thousand answers to a thousand questions.
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2.4  The Expressive Modality of Culture-Systems

Noödynamic  consciousness  is primarily  consciousness  of our culture-historical  context. 
To acquire an awareness  of culture-historical  context is, however, a task of particular 
difficulty . The very idea of a ‘culture-system’ means that we are standing within a context 
about which we cannot have ‘objective’ knowledge. We are, always and everywhere , 
within the culture-system, and to illuminate it is a task that is never entirely completed . Our 
position in this culture-system is implicated in the act of investigation  undertaken  below, 
of course, and so it should not be surprising  to find behind the great bulk of Noödynamics , 
propositions  that serve to justify the existential  position of Noödynamics . Such difficulties 
must certainly affect an inquiry such as this one, not only on the part of the writers, 
whose position, interests , and values shape and influence their perceptions , but equally 
on the part of readers, who bring with them like considerations  of identification . The 
illumination  of the culture-system can never be completely  achieved, not due to a lack 
of reflection but due to the nature of the culture-historical  being which is ours. All ‘self-
knowledge ’ in terms of the culture-system proceeds from what is existentially  given, what 
we call “expression” because it is the basis of all subjective  meaning and purpose and 
hence  both prescribes  and delimits  its very possibility  of understanding  our cognitive 
context in terms of its unique culture-historical  quality. This almost defines the aim of 
Noödynamics : its task is to penetrate  the phenomenology  of the culture-system until we 
discover in all that is intersubjective the substantiality which determines it.

We use the term ‘expression ’ for the simple (albeit commonly  ignored) fact that 
mere sense-reception  is not and cannot be sense-perception : A stone receives

 
sunlight 

but a plant perceives sunlight. In other words, contra behaviorist-materialism, there is a 
cognitive  intentionality  at work ; an engagement  of the environment  added  to mere 
inclusion. Concomitantly , mere perception is not and cannot be apperception : An 
animal perceives  the sunrise but only a human animal apperceives  the sunrise. The 
term “expression” as applied to Science, Spirituality , Art, et al., therefore, denotes a 
recursive

 
apperception ; i.e., the re-presentation  of presentation  or, more poignantly , the 

externalization  of impression : ex-pression. “Meaning is what essence becomes,” wrote 
Quine, “when it is divorced from the object of reference and wedded to the world.”85

The vital problem with which we are faced in conceiving  a new science of culture-
systems is one that involves the entire logic of expression . It concerns  the logical structure

 of expression , which so far logicians have yet to even acknowledge . In short, we are 
dealing with a philosophical  problem, requiring logical study, and involving Culture: for 
to be able to truly define “culture” adequately , precisely, in a scientific manner, is really 
the touchstone  of a workable and powerful  Science of Culture. This task takes us to the 
logic of expression

 
and the various possibilities  of modes

 
that expressive  structures  may 

generate.
The domain-specificity  of cultural expressiveness  is obviously  a relevant constraint  on 

the intellectual  architecture  of civilizations . The notion of “archite cture ” here refers to the self-
organization  of relatively fixed and highly specialized  cognitive predispositions : The 
universal features of the information-processing system we call “High Culture.” Unlike all 

85 “Two Dogmas of Empiricism,” in From a Logical Point of View (1953)
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The Geographer by Johannes Vermeer (1669)

rationalists since the Enlightenment, 
including many scientists, who argue for 
domain-general development in 
civilizations, the Noödynamics Institute 
holds that a culture-system is organic and 
as such is made up of sociobiologically 
specified, independently functioning, 
special-purpose input/output subsystems 
with structurally distinct cognitive 
processes; i.e., expressive modes.

According to this theory, data from the 
environment passes through the senses 
of individual human organisms into a 
system of modular transducers, which 
transform the data into information in an 
encultured format suitable for collective, 
domain-general projection.  The modes 
are deemed to be fundamental processes 
of fixed neural-network architecture, 
domain-specific, agency-driven, giving 
rise to collective behavior and sensitive to 
emergent teleology; i.e., Culture.

An ‘expressive mode’ is essentially a 
cognitive complex, which the Swiss psychologist Carl Jung described in The Archetypes 
and the Collective Unconscious (1959) as a psychological constellation of emotionally-
charged ideas with an archetypal image at its center. The examination, explication, and 
exoneration of Analytical Psychology must wait for Volume 2, but here it may be stated 
that the various characteristics of diverse sciences, spiritualities, arts, et al., in diverse 
culture-systems, are simply the naturally arising, culturally specific manifestations of such 
archetype-centered cognitive complexes.

The assimilation/expression process of a culture-system is guided by inherently 
specified, domain-specific principles and patterns of organization, and the subsequent 
conceptualizations determine the ‘knowledge’ which a civilization has of the world. Of 
course, although expressive modes are domain-specific, they are not informationally 
encapsulated: each domain influences and is influenced by the others. It is important 
not to confuse the terms ‘mode’ and ‘domain.’ For a culture-system, an expressive 
‘mode’ is an information-processing faculty that formulates data into a particularized 
type of (encultured) knowledge. A ‘domain’ is the set of representations constituting this 
knowledge. 

A culture-system must, in the final analysis, be understood in terms of itself. We 
should recall here the hermeneutical rule that we must understand the whole in terms of 
the parts and the parts in terms of the whole. The predisposition to apperceive meaning 
with which the whole is envisaged becomes explicit understanding in the parts, which 
are determined by the whole while themselves determining the whole. This circularity is 
phenomenological. Thus the movement of understanding is constantly from the culture-
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system to the expression and back to the culture-system. The harmonic integration of all 
expressions within a unified culture-system is the criterion of (encultured) understanding. 
The goal of our understanding and communication is agreement concerning this 
intersubjective enculturation. It is the task of Noödynamics to clarify the systemic 
dynamics at work here, based on a predispositional sharing of common meaning.

The Noödynamics Institute, beginning with the most insightful—albeit under-
appreciated—Academics of the 20th Century, has extended their profoundest ideas in 
order to accomplish two fundamental tasks which, in our judgment, are necessary for the 
creation of a legitimate postmodern paradigm: (1) we have formulated a methodology 
appropriate to culture-system dynamics; and (2) we have established the fundamental 
existential patterns of expression—the tripartite modes of cultural manifestation. The 
Noödynamic paradigm per se will be fully actualized only when there is universal 
recognition and acceptance of the exclusive predominance of a cultural Self which 
formulates time-variable conjunctions between phenomena as known. A distinctive 
form of encultured self-organization corresponds to each of the three primary, and each 
of the three secondary, modes of expression. Nihil simul inventum est et perfectum. 
The existence of domain-specific constraints on cultural development means that the 
development of all culture-systems follows similar pathways because all start with the 
same innately specified structures and functions. The fact that cultural development 
proceeds in similar ways across human history makes a science of culture possible.

Of course, our tripartite schema is highly symbolic, and the expressiveness of a 
culture-system is like a stone dropped in water: it ripples outward, and the ripples are 
in motion. Every wave in every direction is unique, yet all merge in circles and all circles 
converge on a point. Who can say for sure where one ripple ends and another begins? 
We have a sense, nevertheless, of at least knowing, approximately, the center-point of 
all the ripples, the focus at which the waves originate. Yet even here there is ambiguity. 
How does one make a ‘point’ on water? Ultimately, ripples continue to move and the 
light to change on the water, and the closer one looks, the more change one sees. And 
such shapeshifting being is the very essence and nature of High Culture; of High Culture 
and Life itself. For the culture-system is a dynamic and living thing. One experiences it 
as one experiences Life. We are never finished understanding it: every time we look we 
see something new, and it changes even as we watch. And that very sense of continuity 
in transformation is one of the kinds of knowledge, one of the ways of knowing, that only 
the encultured can possess.

The very concept of “consciousness” presupposes an abstractness and implies 
categorization, for only thus can anything be “true” or “good” or “beautiful.” But this 
parsimony, taken to extremes, can generate impoverishment of lived experience, and 
thus we should ever strive for higher-order holism86 wherein, for example, a bird’s song 
can be understood functionally, teleologically, and aesthetically; wherein, for example, 
space similarly has three aspects: it is the domain of celestial mechanics; it is the “final 
frontier”; and it is a starlit canopy.

Different aspects are understood through different conceptual modalities and have 
different criteria of relevance, but they are nonetheless interconnected in the cognitive 

86 Smuts, 1926
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hierarchy of unitary being. Just as the taste, smell, and appearance of a rose are essentially 
irrelevant to each other, yet a rose is a rose is a rose, so we may know that experience 
is experience is experience.

Thinking about any of the specialized functions of Civilization as independent or 
autonomous is fundamentally illogical. Every expression of a civilization interconnects with 
other expressions to form an integrated and coherent whole that is much more than the 
sum of its parts. The intersubjective existentialism underlying all structures and functions 
forms the “culture-system” as an entity. Each discipline relates to others by specializing 
in different essential engagements of the environment, maximizing development and 
expression in variegated phases and modes. When the different components of a 
civilization function with a significant quantum of holism—e.g. the Renaissance—then 
fulfillment of all disciplines becomes possible. It is a division of expression, a la The 
Wealth of Nations,87 that drives the engine of Civilization, and hence no discipline can be 
an independent variable; the totality alone has true power.

Of course, the imagery of any perspective is not received in the same way by every 
other perspective. Phenomenologically, it is never purely objective; other perspectives 
alter it contextually. Thus the noödynamic analysis does not merely relate bold 
associations. Rather, the Noödynamics Institute takes every image just as it was created 
by an individuated perspective and tries to incorporate it into other images of other 
perspectives. It brings any image to the very limit of what a holistic perspective is capable 
of conceptualizing. However far from being an expression of one perspective or another 
any image is, the Institute nevertheless tries to re-create it in a spirit of continuity, but 
only conceptually. Hence association is not psychological but existential—it is an organic, 
specifically living, cross-axialism. It is sublimination that is free of the merely physical 
burden of perception. The point, then, is an existentialist affirmation of the unitary essence 
of a culture-system against the extreme specialization and compartmentalization that 
has dehumanized Academia in the modern world. Against all odds the Noödynamics 
Institute strives to restore analysis, intuition, and aesthetics as a whole-some unity—
presently assailed from myriad directions in today’s bureaucratic, financialized, and 
wholly externalized society, which has transformed once-expressive disciplines into a 
congeries of objectifications.

Every mode of expression opens a new conceptual horizon for a culture-system and 
reveals to its members a new dimension of existence. For this reason, inter alia, it makes 
no sense to posit materialistic or reductionist theories of human nature—Mankind can only 
be understood through a structuralist interpretation. As the Jewish-German philosopher 
Ernst Cassirer observed in his monumental treatise The Philosophy of Symbolic Forms 
(3 vols., 1923-29), Mankind can only truly be understood through his expressions. 
Cassirer pointed out that while animals can comprehend signs, the understanding of 
symbols is a uniquely human capacity. Symbols, he asserted, are essentially 
multidimensional and appeal to a creative faculty; more significant still, symbols require 
Mankind to produce 

87 Smith, 1776
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Ring out, ye crystal spheres, 
Once bless our human ears, 
If ye have power to touch our senses so; 
And let your silver chime 

Move in melodious time; 
And let the bass of heaven’s deep organ blow 
And with your manifold harmony 
Make up full consort to the angelic symphony.

—John Milton
The Hymn (1629)

a creative response to circumstances. Cultural expressions, therefore, are modes of 
the human process of self-actualization88—in each form, Mankind manifests a different 
existential power; the total matrix of forms is an ideal world-conception. Within this 
whole, every function has its own purpose and meaning, but each also supplements 
the others. In Substance and Function (1910), Cassirer admonished us to analyze and 
describe our basic functional-conceptual schemata in order to explicate the continuum of 
objectification by which Mankind orders the World, because an individual concept cannot 
be confirmed autonomously, but only as an element of a manifold theoretical complex:

Its ‘truth’ is primarily revealed in the consequences it leads to; in 
the connectivity and systematic completeness of the explanations, 
which it makes possible. Here each element needs the other for its 
support and confirmation; no element can be separated from the 
total organism and be represented and proved in this isolation. We 
do not have physical concepts and physical facts in pure separation, 
so that we could select a member of the first realm and inquire as 
to whether it had a copy in the second; rather we possess the ‘facts’ 
only by virtue of the totality of concepts, just as, on the other hand, 
we conceive the concepts only with reference to the totality of 
possible experience.

Mankind is the symbolizing animal, as language—which always develops from the 

88 Maslow, 1954
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particular to the abstract—abundantly reveals. Through symbolic construction, culture-
systems deal systematically with their experience—modes of apprehension made tangible 
in symbolic structure. Once we recognize this symbolic character, we see every expression 
as one constituent of a whole system that everywhere exhibits the same movement 
linguistically, from the concrete to the ideal—an externalized pattern in which the human 
psyche sees itself reflected. Beneath language there lies an unconscious “grammar” 
of symbolic experience, whose categories are prelogical, yet whose expressive power 
is enormous. The study of symbolic forms—scientific, spiritual, aesthetic, or whatever 
modes of expression there are—offers a key to the forms of human conceptualization. 
From this point of view Science, Spirituality, and Art appear as symbols; not in the sense of 
mere figures which denote an objective reality, but in the sense of forces which produce 
and posit a world. In Language and Myth (1925), Cassirer explained:

In these realms the Soul exhibits itself in that inwardly determined 
dialectic by virtue of which alone there is any reality, any organized 
and definite Being at all. Thus the special symbolic forms are not 
imitations, but organs of reality, since it is solely by their agency that 
anything real becomes an object for intellectual apprehension, and 
as such is made observable to us. The question as to what reality 
is apart from these forms, and what are its independent attributes, 
becomes irrelevant here. For the mind, only that can be observable 
which has some definite form; but every form of Being has its sources 
in some particular way of observing, some intellectual formulation 
and intuition of meaning.

It is no wonder that all of knowledge is like a single tree. Ontology is its roots, 
Epistemology is its trunk, and all the other fields are its branches, which can be unified 
under the three principal fields of knowledge: Science, Spirituality, and Art. The central 
concern in the noödynamic organization of knowledge is Epistemology, of which 
ontological inquiry is the necessary basis and Science, Spirituality and Art consequences. 
Each primary mode in this hierosemantic triptych is an expression of existential truth: 
Science is analytical; Spirituality is intuitive; and Art is aesthetic.

We are effectively extending Schelling’s metaphorical distinction between styles of 
expression—made famous by Nietzsche—in which the terms apollonian and dionysian 
represented, respectively, analytical and intuitive attitudes, by adding the aesthetic 
attitude (which Schelling and/or Nietzsche might call calliopian). The effort to combine 
the three predilections in the syntagmatic quest for a higher synthesis truly deserves 
the encomium promethean. In the language adopted by the Noödynamics Institute 
we depict the analytical expression of existential truth (Science) as a world-picture; the 
intuitive expression of existential truth (Spirituality) as a world-feeling; and the aesthetic 
expression of existential truth (Art) as a world-vision.

The secondary modes are derivative of the cognitive overlap of the primary modes 
as they interrelate in the expressive septessence of a unitary culture-system. Philosophy 
is a combination of Science and Spirituality (analytical-intuitive); Religion is a combination 
of Spirituality and Art (intuitive-aesthetic); and Technics is a combination of Science and 
Art (analytical-aesthetic). These modes represent the six caryatids upon which rests the 
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entablature of High Culture. 
A venn diagram89 represents the nature of the modes adequately:

Science

Philosophy

Spirituality

Technics

Art
Religion

Noödynamics

A change as vast as that existing between the Ptolemaic and Copernican systems 
of the world has to be effected in Academia upon the subject of Culture before it can 
even contemplate the possibility of a culture-system. Seemingly unrelated phenomena—
diverse scientific discoveries, spiritual impulses, aesthetic trends, philosophical thought-
forms, religious patterns, technological innovations—can all, in a post-modern perspective, 
be observed to crystallize into a new pattern with Noödynamics at its center.

In some way, each of the expressive modes seem to “emerge” out of, and to remain 
intimately related to, the others. Our mentality is mysteriously capable of conjuring up 
these abstract forms, and thereby enables us to understand the world. Expression is 
the ideation of profound substructures that reveal as much about the Self as about the 
World it inhabits. The relations depicted in the diagram are intrinsic, in that the related 
modes are essentially interdependent. For example, Science in its completeness cannot 
be fully separated from Spirituality in its completeness, and vice versa. Their 
overlap, Philosophy, is part world-picture as well as part world-feeling.90 If this 
relation were somehow dissolved, therefore, Science and Spirituality would become 
something less than what they were before:

89  All original diagrams presented in this text are merely aids to understanding concepts. Readers should 
not regard them as anything more than admittedly oversimplified and inadequate attempts to illustrate 
highly abstract and complicated structural and functional relations.

90 The term ‘feeling’ used in this sense does not necessarily refer to psychological experience, but rather 
to a Whiteheadian ‘mode of relation.’
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Science

Science Philosophy Spirituality

Spirituality

It is crucial to understand that the term ‘secondary’ as it is used here is not qualitative, 
as in ‘second-best,’ but purely logical and schematic, in the sense of denoting a structure 
or function immediately derived from other, more basic structures or functions. In fact, 
it could be argued that a derivative mode such as Philosophy, as the synthetic product 
of two primary modes, is actually superior to these constituents in some ways, since 
the primary modes are effectively discrete in and of themselves, within a system that is 
actually continuous, and the secondary mode thus essentially represents their dialectical 
development. One might use molecular structure analogically: if one needs respiration, 
oxygen, O, is superior; if one needs combustion, hydrogen, H, is superior; if one needs 
hydration, their combination, water or H2O, is superior. The importance in both schemata 
is that of distinguishing structural and functional components in their integral and systemic 
relations, not of assigning value per se. A less technical, more organic and therefore 
more accurate depiction of the diagram would relate its integral continuity:

Science

Spirituality

Religion

Art

Technics

Noödynamics

Philosophy

When relations are examined philosophically, it is found that their terms always 
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overlap, since relations involve comparison 

Another aid to visualizing the role of expressive modes in the cultural 
continuum is provided in this schematic, a circular periphery that 
envisages all modes in a cognate relationship with the center. This 
diagram makes it easier to visualize the fact that every mode represents 
an individuated aspect of a unitary intentionality. In this imagery, every 
individual expressive mode possesses an overlapping aspect; each 
reaches across to and participates in adjacent modes. Whereas modes 
as represented in disciplines of Academia appear to be quantitative 
discontinuities and qualitative entities, in the organic-historical 
culture-system they inter-penetrate and overlap, emanating from and 
participating in the unitary consciousness underlying them all. From 
this perspective all modes are simply isomorphically differentiated 
manifestations of holistic agency.  This schematic represents the field 
of interwoven modality in which cultural expressions are embedded. 
In other words, the expressive modes are contained in a manifold of 
cultural contents whose meanings and relations are defined by Being.

Religion

Art

Technology

Science

Philosophy

Spirituality

and terms must be compared according to 
some aspect. This aspect forms the matrix 
within which the terms occur and with 
respect to which they are compared and 
related. There is always such a continuous 
matrix within which the terms of relation 
are embedded and in which they are in a 
specific manner mutually distinguished.

Especially in a whole entity, such as 
a culture-system, where the parts are 
adapted to one another in accordance 
with a pattern or organization, the terms of 
all relations overlap. This is because each 
is a definite specification, in a particular 
context, of the pattern of organization 
determining the configuration of the 
whole. All are, therefore, overlapping 
elements in a continuous field. What they 
have in common constitutes the field and 
their mutual divergence is continuous with 
it. The field is a continuum of the systemic 
quality or character which is differentiated 
in the system.

Of course, this schematic diagram is merely descriptive, not literally definitive, and 
thus should only be utilized with circumspection. Simply put, this schema is far too simple 
to literally depict a culture-system, which is very complex, and consists of a multivalent 
network. The reality, therefore, is not a system of concrete connections between fully 
differentiated modes of expression, but of cognitive associations between series 
of existential modes. If Science and Spirituality, for instance, are both associated with 
Philosophy, and if Science and Spirituality are similarly associated with Art, it must logically 
be the case that Philosophy and Art will also be associated, although the schematic 
does not indicate as much. No mode of expression is isolated; each forms a part of a 
whole and partially encroaches upon others; all expression-modes mutually overlap to a 
certain extent to form a consciousness that is continuous. Nevertheless, the schematic 
diagram is not arbitrary, and makes clear important points, such as that Philosophy must 
be placed between Science and Spirituality, as incorporating essential aspects of both 
in a continuum. Accordingly, there is a de facto ordering of cognitive categories, ranged 
naturally to correspond with fundamental modes of expression, and experience teaches 
us that this order presents itself in the form of a three-mode schema with subsequent 
secondary modes.

Some people will undoubtedly object to two fundamental elements of this systemization 
of cultural manifestations: First, to the depiction of Science as a mode of expression; and 
Second, to the depiction of other fields of knowledge as secondary. i.e., derivative, modes 
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of expression, Hence we shall address these objections preëmptively here.

2.5 Science as a Mode of Expression

Many Academics will object to the classification of Science as an “expression” 
primarily because under the influence of our modern received wisdom it is difficult to 
perceive “Science” as the psychologically-projected product of a particular culture-
system in a specific space and time. By “Science” we mean Western Science, which the 
modern fetish fails to see as inextricably part of Western Culture and as such, like our 
Spirituality and Art, tinged with this culture-system’s worldview. No one who reads this 
and the following five volumes will be able to intelligently and honestly deny, however, 
that each High Culture has had its own body of scientific thought, standing on its own 
conception of the world, its own world-picture.

The Science of the West is called “Science” per se only because it is presently dominant 
and has been operably the most powerful and far-reaching, has delved far deeper than 
any other into the mechanical secrets of nature, and has lent itself much more readily 
than the science of any other civilization to practical application, i.e., Technology. For 
these reasons alone, Western Science is deemed “Science” per se, and this greatest 
intellectual triumph of theory and practice attributed to the gradual accretion of millennia 
of ‘humanity.’ This image of the general accumulation of many ages of human thought and 
effort, with our own Science and Technics the necessary outcome of all High Cultures’ 
contributions, also comports well with Whig historiography’s meliorism and modernity’s 
political correctness.

A little investigation reveals this mythology to be unsupportable, since not only have 
all contributions to this scenario been highly individuated products of a worldview, with 
conclusions only meaningful to the minds which asked the specialized questions, but 
even the most fundamental aspect of Science per se, causality, has been conceived 
differently by every High Culture in history. Once Academics understand the underlying 
logical structure and factual content of the disciplines called “Science” in all culture-
systems, it will seem quite foolish to assert that this body of codified human experiences, 
and hypotheses predicated upon them, has been based on universal truths. It will become 
clear, indeed, that the only universal truth is that there is no universal truth. It will require a 
quantum of humility and pride for Academics to digest this truth, since it means that they 
are not the culmination of History, and that one of the reasons it is difficult not to perceive 
our Science as the Science is its unique all-encompassing penetration of Nature in a truly 
godlike fashion. The fact that the West has actually developed, without help, 99% of the 
theory and practice we deem Science, and the vast difference of consequence (for the 
entire world) between our Science and the Sciences of other civilizations, create the 
illusion that most of the others were not ‘Science’ at all.

This double-edged problem—that we simultaneously dismiss the Sciences of other 
High Cultures, e.g., Hindu, Aztec, Chinese, Arabian, Babylonian, as trifling endeavors of 
misguided genius, and picture our own Science as the product of all humanity—obscures 
the reality, quite logically necessary, really, that Science is an attribute of a worldview in 
spacetime; i.e., an expression. There have been almost as many errors as there have 
been statements in the modern representation of the history of Science and Technology, 
and not merely due to the necessary condensation of encyclopedic knowledge. Between 
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the ignorance and arrogance of our accepted historical image, even the smartest group 
of people in human history has lost its way in the origins of their own subject.

Just because the actual function of meaning, which requires permanent contents, 
is fulfilled by Science does not make it “objective” rather than expressive; for the 
assignment of one rather than another possible meaning to perceived forms is never 
universally accepted in context. Even the Hellenics, whom we consider, exoterically, as 
our lineal precursors, rejected concepts we find essential, as not merely unuseful, but 
meaningless. The fact that in Science we have consummated symbols, significant forms 
with conventional significance, simply reveals the cognate structure of all human minds. 
The expression of ideas in symbolic modes may be so practically successful that they are 
adopted by those for whom the theoretical constructs remain essentially valueless. The 
real power of (Western) Science lies in the fact that it can be “true” in a physical sense 
in a way that Spirituality and Art cannot; for its significant forms have that applicability 
of content which intuition and aesthetics cannot have. Science is universally revealing 
where Spirituality and Art are obscuring because it can have not only a content, but a 
utilitarianism of content. Others can articulate its forms without interest in its essence.

The explanation of Science as pure abstract rationalism, and empirical experience 
as only data-driven objective examination, does not do justice to the unmistakably 
existential value of analysis; the vital nature of its effect; the sense of personal import 
we find in a great discovery when its revealed to us. The findings of Science—the 
systematic investigation of natural phenomena—are not immutable abstractions; bare, 
unambiguous, fixed concepts as lessons in “universal laws” would be. Our discoveries are 
not transparent but iridescent; their symbols are value-laden. Science is a true symbolism 
with subjective connotation, and the meanings to which it is amenable are articulations 
of vital, motivated, sentient experiences of the world. In Science we work essentially 
with creative forms, following inherent cognitive laws of “meaning,” and take interest in 
possible articulations suggested entirely by an externalized world-picture. In one of the 
founding texts of modern psychology, William James’s Principles of Psychology (1890), 
this is explained thus:

The fons et origo of all reality, whether from the absolute or the 
practical point of view, is thus subjective, is ourselves. As bare logical 
thinkers, without emotional reaction, we give reality to whatever 
objects we think of, for they are really phenomena, or objects of 
our passing thought, if nothing more. But as thinkers with emotional 
reaction, we give what seems to us a still higher degree of reality to 
whatever things we select and emphasize and turn to WITH A WILL.

Science, of course, has consequences that do not accompany Spirituality or Art; 
it gives form to a world that is “really” there, as the analytical organizing functions of 
cognition give form to mass and energy, space and time, and so on. Scientific assertions 
are inevitably “true” or “false,” and their objectivity has to be taken for granted before 
we can judge them as “scientific” at all. They are always empirical and must be tested 
for their truth-values by the nature of their explicable consequences. But this does not 
detract from the fact that Science is still a knowledge by experience, and as such is 
predicated, a priori, upon the consciousness of the Scientist, which reaches down to 
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and is based upon levels of apprehension that are prerational, and which represent 
existential impulses. In this sense, scientific propositions are not so much “true” or “false” 
as adequate or inadequate to give us a world-picture of how and what existence “is.” 
Ultimately, to perceive in certain forms is to create their contents and this is a source of 
the relativistic character of “Science” which makes it less final and absolute than the 20th 
Century wanted to admit. In the preface (1787) to the second edition of the Critique of 
Pure Reason (1781), Kant explained:

Reason, holding in one hand its principles, according to which 
concordant appearances alone can be recognized as Laws of 
Nature, and in the other hand the experiments which it has devised 
according to these principles, must approach Nature in order to learn 
from it. It must not, however, do so in the manner of a pupil, who 
agrees to everything a teacher states, but like an appointed judge, 
who compels the witnesses to answer the questions which he has 
phrased himself. Therefore, even the science of Physics owes the 
beneficial revolution in its character entirely to the idea that Reason 
should seek in Nature (and must not inject into it by means of fiction) 
whatever it must learn about Nature, and about which it could not 
in-itself have knowledge, and that it must do this pursuant to what it 
has itself originally imported into Nature.

Science is not eidetic. The Scientist has naturally existing facts before him or her, but 
these represent the elements with which models are built, subjectively. The idea that 
Science abstracts Nature presents the process out of its true order, which is, indeed, 
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the reverse; for the Scientist does not proceed from external reality, in order to abstract 
therefrom an idealized model; rather the Scientist goes from the impression of external 
nature to its expression, and from this passes to natural facts, which he or she then 
employs as instruments of reproduction of the idealized models. “Undeniably,” observed 
Melville, “reason was the first revelation; and so far as it tests all others, it has precedence 
over them.”91

The assignment of values is a shifting, contextual act, below the threshold of 
consciousness, and outside the pale of discursive thought. The intellect that responds to 
Science is associative and logical but also experiential, tinged with intuitive and aesthetic 
experiences, tinged with ideology and motivation, but concerned with a wealth of 
formulations for its wealth of value-less data, its whole knowledge of analytical existence, 
of a vital knowledge-impulse, of things and events, of the attitude toward “facts.” Because 
no assignment of value is rational, none is absolute. Spengler explained it thus in the 
introduction to Decline of the West:

What the West has thought and stated, hitherto, on the problems 
of space, time, motion, number, will, marriage, property, tragedy, 
science, has remained narrow and dubious, because men were 
always looking for the solution to the question. It was never seen 
that many questioners implies many answers; that any philosophical 
question is really a veiled desire to get an explicit affirmation of 
what is implicit in the question itself; that the great questions of any 
period are fluid beyond all conception; and that it is therefore only 
by obtaining a group of historically limited solutions and measuring 
it by utterly impersonal criteria that the final secrets can be attained. 
In other Cultures the phenomenon talks a different language; for 
other people there are different truths. The Intellectual must admit 
the validity of all, or of none. How greatly, then, Western world-
criticism can be widened and deepened!

Facts do not themselves simply aggregate into Science; they are incorporated 
into a characteristic pattern; bodies, motions, events, time—all the actual ingredients 
of Science are not so much implied by the Universe as inferred by the Self. All such 
facts are the raw material for incipient “theories,” models that the imagination seizes 
upon to form conceptual ideas. “Knowledge of the relatedness of sensory perceptions, 
e.g., the sound of thunder following the flash of lightning, is the beginning of science,”
explained Arthur Eddington in his classic text The Philosophy of Physical Science (1946).
“The rudiments of the method of physical science are, of course, employed long before
any systematic study of what is going on around us is attempted….” The “empirical” 
experiences which impress us thus are those which have scientific possibilities, which 
are analytically amenable to development, integration, expansion, abstraction—which 
can be transformed into meaningful modifications of raw experience. In Philosophy in a 
New Key (1942), Suzanne Langer explained:

Meaning has both a logical and a psychological aspect. 

91 Mardi (1849)
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Psychologically, any item that is to have meaning must be employed 
as a sign or symbol; that is to say, it must be a sign or a symbol to 
someone. Logically, it must be capable of conveying a meaning, it 
must be the sort of item that can be thus employed. In some meaning-
relations this logical requirement is trivial, and tacitly accepted; in 
others it is of the utmost importance, and may even lead us a merry 
chase through the labyrinths of nonsense. These two aspects, the 
logical and the psychological, are thoroughly confounded by the 
ambiguous verb “to mean”; for sometimes it is proper to say “It 
means,” and sometimes “I mean.”

Demonstration of the expressiveness of Science is found in the cognate manifestation 
accompanying both scientific creation and artistic creation. This characteristic elation, 
so closely wedded to original conception and inner vision, is not the effect, but the 
source, of scientific devotion, the experience of revelation, insight, which the adventure 
in understanding inspires. It is no mere coincidence that Scientists (and Mathematicians) 
so often refer to “elegant” solutions and theories; the fact that this indicates a difference 
only of degree from other forms of expressiveness makes it obvious that the experience is 
begotten in a cognate activity: The apperception of Being-in-the-World. In this activity the 
Scientist knows the exhilaration and tense excitement of the Artist as the new conception 
dawns in his or her mind.

In the final analysis, the cause and effect of Science are two very different things; 
the latter springs from the intellectual triumphs of the former, from a Self overcoming 
barriers of intuition- and aesthetic-bound cognition and achieving insight into ‘objective’ 
realities. But the motivating factor, the cause, of the work is something much deeper than 
the intellectual effect, more experiential, vital, pre-intellectual, with something of the life-
rhythm shared with Spirituality and Art: the ultimate reality itself, the central premise of 
our sentient existence. This is why the satisfaction of discovering ‘truth’ is akin to spiritual 
and aesthetic pleasure. It is the characteristic reaction to a well-known but ill-defined 
phenomenon called ‘knowledge’.

In his seminal Personal Knowledge (1958), the chemistry and social studies professor 
Michael Polanyi observed that passion for and commitment to knowledge are vital 
components indispensable to science; and that science is phenomenologically integrated 
into culture. A formula such as P(H/E), stating that the probability of the hypothesis H on 
the evidence E has the value P is, Polanyi asserted, incomplete, because the statement 
lacks agency. Polanyi thus adopted Frege’s (1893) “turnstile” symbol ⊦, to signify the 
actual assertion of a proposition, and using this we get ⊦ . P(H/E). And Polanyi rejected 
the translation of Frege’s symbol by Whitehead and Russell in the Principia Mathematica 
(1910-13) as “It is asserted,” because it suggests assertion without agency. Furthermore, 
Polanyi observed that translating ⊦ as “We assert…” is problematic also, since it is not the 
act of asserting a sentence but the fact of believing what the sentence states which is 
significant. Hence the scientific statement ⊦ . P(H/E) must be deemed a fiduciary act and 
translated as “We believe that the probability of the hypothesis H on the evidence E has 
the value P.” A different “We” derives a different value.

Science in-itself, then, is a construction effected by a cognitive system within a 
subjective awareness, the objective outlook of which is itself derivative of a more 
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fundamental phenomenological experience of the world-around. In other words, Science 
in-itself is a cognitively generated conceptual schema—the twin pillars of which are 
some form of analytical generalization from direct observation and calculated reasoning 
therefrom—prescribing its own methods, procedures, and canons of acceptability, 
interpreting its own evidence according to its own principles, and recognizing as facts 
only what conforms to its own concepts.

2.6 Secondary Modes of Expression

After Science, Spirituality, and Art, a fourth primary—i.e., original and basic—mode of 
cultural expression simply does not exist. It is not difficult to demonstrate how all the other 
forms of knowing either do not possess the essential character of pure expressiveness, 
or are linguistic variants of the expressive modes already examined, or are complex and 
derivative forms, in which the various expressions are commingled, and are constituted 
of specific and contingent contents.

Religion, it will be readily accepted by most Academics, can be considered as “applied 
Spirituality”—the aesthetic representation of an intuitive world-feeling. Spirituality is, after 
all, simply an intuitive feeling about existence, while Religion is an institutionalized form of 
practice based upon a comprehensive system of beliefs about existence; and Technics, 
effectively an “applied Science,” far from being an original, simple, irreducible conception, 
is a very complex and complicated amalgam of scientific theory and aesthetic practice. A 
proof of this would be the impossibility, generally recognized, of enunciating a single law 
which could be described as purely technological. Philosophy, on the other hand, is a far 
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more intricate matter; but a little insight reveals the validity of our premise.
The philosophical mode of expression is essentially the product of the dynamic 

tension between the scientific and spiritual modes. The spiritual mode of expression 
seems to be the most spontaneous and inspired, but even at its height it has to contend 
with scientific types of cognition which emerge wherever knowledge of the laws of nature 
are conceived. Philosophy is effectively the compromise that spiritual intuition makes 
with scientific analysis, and develops into its own de facto mode of expression because 
Science and Spirituality are unable to make their own internally consistent and complete 
conception of the World. This essence can be glimpsed aesthetically in Haydn’s most 
original of many symphonies, the Philosopher Symphony (no. 22).

We can give these expressions set-theoretic identities: the universal set is Culture, or 
C. Science and Spirituality, or a and b, are members of C, or a∈C and b∈C. But a and b
are also subsets, so C is a union of a and b, or C∪ ab. Moreover, a and b intersect and
thereby create another subset, or a∩b=x, x being Philosophy. Hence x⊆ a (Epistemology)
and x⊆ b (Metaphysics) but a≠b. Thus x=ƒ(a•b) but x≠a and x≠b. Philosophy is the domain
of ƒ. This is the axiomatic system of Noödynamics.

Philosophy appears to lack dynamic engagement of the world only because it leaves 
achievement to Science and Spirituality in order to move on, divinely discontent, to the 
uncertain and unexplored. Spirituality is intuitive understanding and Science is analytical 
description—Philosophy is synthetic interpretation suspended between the two. 
Philosophy always seems to be ahead of Spirituality and behind Science because it accepts 
the thankless task of examining issues not yet fully amenable to intuition and analysis. 
When a field of inquiry yields knowledge susceptible of experiential comprehension 
or empirical formulation, it is called Spirituality or Science. Every Philosophy begins 
as Spirituality and ends as Science; it arises from the imagination and flows into the 
intellect, spanning the bridge of the unknown and incomprehensible. Science asks What? 
Spirituality asks Why? And philosophy asks How? Science strives to resolve the whole 
into parts, Spirituality to combine the parts into a whole, and Philosophy to recognize 
the relationships between the parts and the whole. “Knowledge of the lowest kind is un-
unified knowledge,” proclaimed the patron saint of Positivism, Herbert Spencer; “science 
is partially-unified knowledge; Philosophy is completely-unified knowledge.”92

This explains the otherwise inexplicable fact that the history of Philosophy always 
runs parallel to that of Science. For every Bacon there is a Descartes; for every Ptolemy, 
a Plotinus; for every Thales, a Pythagoras; for every Avicenna, an Averroes; and so on. 
Philosophy always accompanies the opening of a scientific epoch, because Spirituality 
already exists and the new phase of knowledge beckons a clear, janis-faced formulation 
of ideas, concepts, postulates, forms, etc., in which cognition can profitability express 
itself in the new dynamicism, one aspect for Science and the other for Spirituality. “Under 
the influence of mathematics, deduction has been foisted onto philosophy as its standard 
method, instead of taking its true place as an essential auxiliary mode of verification 
whereby to test the scope of generalities,” observed Whitehead. “This misapprehension 
of philosophic method has veiled the very considerable success of philosophy in providing 

92 First Principles (1862)
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generic notions which add lucidity to our apprehension of the facts of experience.”93

Only such philo-sophia—“love of wisdom”—is capable of embodying the field’s 
highest and deepest aims. According to Bertrand Russell, certainly a skeptic, Philosophy 
is more worth studying than any other subject, not for rhetoric or epistemology, but 
because “through the greatness of the universe which philosophy contemplates, the 
mind is rendered great, and becomes capable of that union with the universe which 
constitutes its highest good.”94 Certainly this is, regardless of the title we assign to it, a 
partly spiritual endeavor and must stand midway between analysis and intuition, that is, 
between Science and Spirituality, in a full-spectrum paradigm. “Through the infinity of 
the universe,” Russell mused, “the mind which contemplates it achieves some share in 
infinity.” This is the symbol western Science carries as its ontological burden: not ✝ but ∞. 
William James wrote:

The philosophy which is so important in each of us is not a technical 
matter; it is our more or less dumb sense of what life honestly and 
deeply means. It is only partly got from books; it is our individual 
way of just seeing and feeling the total push and pressure of the 
cosmos.95

Elsewhere, James declared that Philosophy deals with “the principles of explanation 
that underlie all things without exception, the elements common to gods and men and 
animals and stones, the first whence and the last whither of the whole cosmic procession.”96 
Such thinking accords with the depiction of Cambridge philosopher C.D. Broad, who in 
such works as Perception, Physics and Reality (1914), Scientific Thought (1923), and Mind 
and its Place in Nature (1925), distinguished two primary types of philosophy, “critical” 
and “speculative.” The purpose of critical Philosophy, Broad asserted, is the analysis of 
the basic concepts of Science and empirical experience—e.g., causality, quality, motion, 
position—and to submit to scrutiny the general propositions which scientists and laymen 
presuppose. The purpose of speculative Philosophy, he asserted, is to take a synoptic 
view of the world and attempt to understand the intuitive strivings of Mankind. Broad 
implied, and we agree, that Philosophy is the appropriate propaedeutic to sufficiently 
grounded analytical and intuitive endeavors. Broad specifically characterized the object 
of (speculative) Philosophy as taking over “the results of the various sciences, to add 
to them the results of the religious and ethical experiences of mankind, and then to 
reflect upon the whole….”97 Although the intrinsic difficulties of such duty are sufficiently 
intimidating, Philosophers in the 21st Century must rediscover the relative equanimity 
endemic to their field. What can be said at all can be said profoundly; and whereof one 
cannot yet speak, thereof one must be extra reflective.

93 Process and Reality (1929)
94 The Problems of Philosophy (1912)
95 Pragmatism (1907)
96 Some Problems of Philosophy (1911)
97 Scientific Thought (1923)
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2.7 Unitary Cultural Modality

A culture-system has many faces. Its essence can be sought in the fields of 
Science, Spirituality, or Art, of Philosophy, Religion, or Technics. Despite the diversity of 
artifacts of investigation, to the noödynamical eye each exhibits a physiognomy similar 
to the others. The systematic achievements of the Noödynamics Institute, therefore, will 
result from pursuing similar structures and functions in the most distinct areas of research.

Though each field is unique and autonomous, an unchanging essential principle can 
be discerned. After all, the ultimate guiding principle in all domains of expressiveness is 
that of cultural expression itself. Cultural investigation comes back to itself as it proceeds 
through the variety of its own manifestations. Knower and known have the same source.

The Noödynamics Institute is firm in its conviction that no one existential mode of 
apprehension has priority over any other. Accordingly, we repudiate the depreciatory 
attitude found in each mode toward the others throughout the 20th Century. Culture per 
se is the ontologically simple, pure being, of which and by means of which all expressions 
in the culture-system are duly ordered and created. In this context, all modes are coëqual. 
The functions of ordering and creating require a causal agent, and that agent is Culture 
per se et pro se. Science, Spirituality, Art, Philosophy, Religion, and Technics, considered 
as coëquals, are involved in a set of relations that enable them to order and create; system 
is inherent as a defining characteristic. This constitutes a total and totalizing worldview.

The noödynamic purpose of analyzing the diverse facets of a High Culture is the full 
revelation of its underlying unity. Any exercise in cultural taxonomy must not obscure 
the paramount fact that a High Culture is a whole that is greater than and different from 
the sum of its components and processes; it is a higher-order entity whose power and 
majesty are something more than the arithmetical total of all its structures and functions. 
A High Culture is not truly one kind of entity when involved in Science, another kind 
when involved in Spirituality, and yet another kind when involved in Art, and so on, but 
all these aspects simultaneously, with every aspect drawing from and contributing to all 
the others. The West is supreme in the domain of Science because it is also possessed 
by a deeply spiritual curiosity and a fundamentally aesthetic sense of consistency; its 
Spirituality is more penetrating because of the empirical impulse combined with a love of 
representation; its Art is more exalted because of its analytical perception and passionate 
world-feeling. These aspects are plainly in competition and sometimes even at cross 
purposes, but they are always and everywhere mutually reinforcing at the same time. 
The magick of Culture may be focused but never dissected entirely from its overarching 
existenz.

What we are ultimately proposing is a postmodern One-Over-Many conceptualization. 
If culture-based disciplines or domains possess a common attribute and thus may be 
accurately classified utilizing a single predicate, then there exists a quality that is common 
to each. Thus our depiction of primary forms, i.e., “Science is expression,” “Spirituality is 
expression,” “Art is expression” (and any other referents of the predicate nominative), is 
intended to suggest that there is an essential, underlying quality understood as 
“expression.” In the final analysis, we aver, expression is the true purpose of disciplines 
and domains, claims of objectivity notwithstanding, and hence each is a specialized 
spatio-temporal manifestation of a holistic consciousness. Each is derived from the same 
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will-to-know and as such effectively 

Melancholia by Albrecht Dürer (1514)

represents a projected image of that 
consciousness. This is the ontological 
starting-point of Noödynamics.

Science cannot define “consciousness” 
because as the precondition of all mental 
activity, it cannot be legitimately defined 
by that activity; but Scientists can know 
when consciousness is increased or 
decreased, complexified or simplified, 
and can evaluate its states for depth and 
refinement. Spirituality and Art are such 
states, and thus are ontologically on par 
with Science. Beyond anthropomorphic 
projection and otherworldly rejection lies 
psychosymbiosis, a level of awareness 
capable of intellectual osmosis with Life 
along the infinite regress of existence. The 
transparency of phenomena towards an 
alternative order of reality has suffused 
all great scientific innovations. Existence 
is one vast Open Hierarchic System98 and 
in this context Spirituality and Art may be 
seen as representations of the hierarchy just beyond the empirical reach of Science. 
What is truly needed is academic commensality; a collective peak experience based on 
empathy and introjection; i.e., worship.

Empiricism is not, contra the entire 20th Century, limited to Science, but is an ideal 
that also takes Spirituality and Art seriously. It is the only way of knowing truth, though 
its postulates cannot simply be deduced, and incorporate logical clarity into all types 
of knowing. “Empiricism” is the West’s term for understanding based on facts, and 
implies a willingness to follow the evidence wherever it leads and accept its necessary 
conclusions—it is an act of faith99 in the powers of cognitive experience and Mankind’s 
capacity to know by observation. Hence, empiricism is appropriate for Spirituality and Art 
as surely as it is for Science, and only its lack results in pseudo-knowledge, for example 
Judeochristianity and Modern Art, Logical Positivism and Presentism.

Since rationality is the essence of the human mind, it is embodied in every mental act 
and thus Spirituality and Art may be received as pararational but not as irrational. The 
symbolic transformations of these modes of expression are simply the rational mind’s 
elementary processes. It is a fundamental error, therefore, to recognize “rationality” only 
in the phenomenon of explicit, analytical reasoning. What falls in any way within the 
cognitive experience partakes of the rational form of the mind and thus Spirituality and Art 
are given logical significance beyond their somewhat isolated expressiveness. Baptized 

98 Koestler, 1967
99 Heidegger’s “fore-understanding”
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into the life of the primarily rational mind, they partake of its logical nature and permeate 
peripheral activities. Otherwise, the unity and integrity of the mind, in principle deemed 
the explication of reason, are nothing more than assumptions. Scientific understanding 
is not hampered by the possession of active intuitive and aesthetic senses by the mind; 
and vice versa, Spirituality and Art, if they are genuine products of the mind, need not 
defend themselves against any “rationalism” that is supposed to be inherent in analysis. 
The original relationship of all three modes lies much deeper than popular notions of 
syncretism, and can be perceived only when their respective natures are truly and deeply 
understood. Ultimately, any form of knowledge has the potential to resonate with other 
forms.

It is a principle of true empiricism that all apperception is “theory-laden”—it involves 
ontological interpretation. Pursuant to this network argument—

1. All apperceptual judgment involves the application of ontological 
concepts.

2. All concepts are nodes in a network of integrated concepts, and 
their meanings are fixed by their peculiar place within that network.

3. All networks of concepts are ontological assumptions as to the 
classes into which the world is categorized and the major relations 
that hold between them.

Therefore—

4. All apperceptual judgment recapitulates ontology.

According to this general view, the culture-system is an active theorizer from cradle 
to grave. The perceptual world is largely a blooming buzzing confusion that is ordered 
apperceptually through the formulation of a conceptual framework which enables 
individuals to apprehend, comprehend, understand, and anticipate the world. Thus ensues 
a sequence of existential conceptualization that produces an encultured engagement 
of the world. As Kant so cogently argued, innate categories of human understanding 
impose order upon sensory input, such that those with the same cognitive structures 
experience the same world.

This culture-morphological insight, which we owe primarily to the work of Spengler, 
Cassirer, and Jung, has far-reaching philosophical implications, if we take it seriously; for 
it carries expressiveness into processes that are usually deemed objective or universal, 
and points to the existence of forms, i.e., of possible mythological material, in realms 
where symbolic activity has certainly never been looked for by Academics. Spirituality 
and Art make their own apperceptions, and consequently dictate their own peculiar forms 
of conception. But these modes are derived from exactly the same world that furnished 
the totally different mode known as Science. 

There is, in fact, no such thing as the form of the “real” world; “Science” is one pattern 
which may be found in it, and “Spirituality” and “Art” with their qualities and characteristics, 
are others. One construction may indeed preclude another; but to maintain that the 
meaning and value of one brands the others as false is a mistake. The fact that intuitive 
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and aesthetic formulations do not conform 
to the quality of analysis does not refute 
the conceptions of Spirituality or Art. These 
conceptions of the world are not lesser or 
more primitive approximations of Science 
at all. The realm of Science is the real world 
construed by analytical abstractions, and 
the realms of Spirituality and Art are the 
real world construed by the abstractions of 
intuition and aesthetics. To suppose that 
the spiritual or artistic modes are groping 
attempts at analytical conception is a fatal 
epistemological error, because it cuts off 
all interest in the developments of which 
intuitive and aesthetic conceptions are 
capable, and the existential uses to which 
they might be put.

In cognate ways, the creative geniuses 
of Science, Spirituality, and Art see in a flash 
of inspiration some system of relations 
previously unrecognized, a sudden, 
inexplicable vision of harmonic linkage that 
lifts one up in a surge of analytical, intuitive, 
or aesthetic transcendence. And even the most specialized element of creativity is 
interconnected with other fields, other ways of perceiving. The intermingling of modes of 
expression within a culture-system can be compared to wells in the garden of civilization, 
which on the surface appear to be independent sources of water but, with a more careful 
inspection, turn out to be different founts of interconnected subterranean sources which, 
at some level, unite in a single water table or reservoir.

Formal manipulation of the symbols of culture-system dynamics makes an expressive 
calculus useful in understanding certain types of individuated modes, although the 
“equations” are only, of course, operational statements, albeit elegant ones. If Culture, 
C, is a function of three interdependent constants, Science, Spirituality, and Art, or a, b, 
and c, then we can specify the individuation: C=ƒ(a•b•c). And some expressive modes, 
Philosophy, Religion, and Technics, are operational, or operants, and thus may be 
represented as variables x, y, and z. An operational symbol acquires meaning only when 
derived as a function of the constants on which it can operate, for example Technics, z, 
is a function of Science and Art, or z=ƒ(a•c). In his monumental Introductio in Analysin 
Infinitorum (1748), one of the greatest mathematicians of all time, Leonard Euler, defined 
the function as the central concept of analysis: “A function of a variable quantity is any 
analytic expression whatsoever made up from that variable quantity and from numbers 
or constant quantities.”

In a sense, Noödynamics is a specific development of the internal realism of Hilary 
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Putnam.100 The central question for the Noödynamics Institute is how cultural expressions 
and the concepts they express are endowed with meaning. Such an experientialist 
approach attempts to characterize meaning in terms of the nature and phenomenology 
of the culture-system engaged in expressiveness. This form of internal realism thus 
characterizes meaning in terms of enculturation; that is, in terms of the collective structural 
and functional capacities of beings in a culture-system.

Noödynamics is a manifestation of a cross-axial critical consciousness, based on the 
recognition that encultured experience is richer than any single conceptual system can 
comprehend; richer, even, than any imagination can conceive. Neither the analytical view 
of Science, nor the intuitive emphasis of Spirituality, nor the aesthetic appreciation of 
Art, is adequate. Only the networking of these fields makes possible the construction 
of a complex conceptual system as rich as encultured experience itself. The rigorous 
isolation of conceptual interpretation and its perceptual data creates a worldview in 
which Existence per se is dethroned. Noödynamics is therefore a means of ordering 
experience in a manner conceptually applicable to existential data. The stimulus of 
interaction between various fields requires an integrative systemization that will once 
again give order to all manner of encultured experience and bring about a new paradigm 
in the conceptual imagery forged by a new millennium. The conditions of existing events 
already expose a pattern of fragmentation steadily coalescing to form a new worldview 
which will finally be satisfactory to every field of knowing. A new Copernican revolution 
has begun.

2.8  Enculturation

The full dynamic and teleological character of enculturation can no longer be 
overlooked. For the Noödynamics Institute, culture underlies significant things, not only 
giving form and essential qualities to concrete particulars but also dynamically transmuting 
dross into gold from within. Enculturation is the mediation from potentiality to actuality 
and fulfillment. The culture-system and its concomitant individuals are drawn forward 
by the forms of enculturation to a realization of Culture’s inherent potential, just as a 
work of art is actualized by the guiding form in the Artist’s mind. The matter of a culture-
system is intrinsically amenable to its form, and truly encultured individuals are therefore 
possessed of a qualified openness to being configured and dynamically realized through 
form. Great cultural ideas take hold of us only because something within us responds to 
them. Jung explained:

Richness of mind consists in mental receptivity, not in the 
accumulation of possessions. What comes to us from outside, 
and, for that matter, everything that rises up from within, can only 
be made our own if we are capable of an inner amplitude equal to 
that of the incoming content. Real increase of personality means 
consciousness of an enlargement that flows from inner sources. 
Without psychical depth we can never be adequately related to the 

100 Reason, Truth, and History (1981)
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magnitude of our object.101

Through enculturation, the mental machinery of the brain is improved so that we 
learn to perceive with greater speed, precision, and retention. Such brain plasticity exists 
from womb to tomb, offering radical improvements in cognitive functioning. Enculturation 
not only increases what we know; it actually changes the very structures and functions 
of the brain itself, increasing its capacity to learn and experience. Even intelligence is 
enhanced, though most Academics deem I.Q. to be fixed. Enculturation can change 
hundreds of millions of the connections between nerve cells in our neural networks. In 
other words, enculturation “rewires” the brain, altering synaptic connections to strengthen 
the communications between neurons and neural networks.102

Enculturation is a quality that is essential to a meaningful Academia. It is the quality 
that, after all, frames our culture-system and, when missing, as it was throughout the 20th 
Century, allows the nihilism that characterizes much of modern Academia. Even Science, 
that titanic force that has conquered the Earth and the Heavens, reveals an essential 
limitation in the absence of true enculturation, spurring the Noödynamics Institute on 
to find a better way out of the modern morass. Enculturation is of primary value to our 
vision, from which every form of expression can derive purposeful direction. We must 
admit that the modern Academic is disadvantaged by his or her inability to experience 
Culture existentially. Enculturation is crucial to the deep apperception of the magnificent 
splendor of a cathedral, the sublime complexity of a concerto grosso, or even the rarefied 
beauty of a mathematical equation. Is the following equation daunting or silly?

Only enculturation enables one to distinguish. We can no longer afford to simply deem 
it this or that Academic’s loss that he or she cannot experience our Culture—unencultured 
Academics are destroying our Civilization. The majority of Academics do not possess 
the quality of enculturation that is necessary in order to distinguish excellence from 
cleverness, the truly exalted from the merely complicated. Without the capacity to feel 
Culture coursing through one’s veins, there is no means of distinguishing the beautiful 
from the ugly, or even the good from the bad. Nevertheless, the arc of culture-history is 
long and it bends toward Academia.

People who become thoroughly encultured feel as if they have found an added soul 
in finding their heritage—their judgment no longer wanders in the mazes of impartial 
sympathy, but chooses with the noble partiality which is mankind’s best strength, the 
closer fellowship that makes empathy possible—exchanging a rationalist equanimity 
which transcends preference and loses all sense of quality, for the generous organicism 
of drawing shoulder to shoulder with people of like inheritance. Without enculturation, a 
soul lies dormant with a dim longing for unknown sensations, like a masterfully designed 
musical instrument, never played, but quivering throughout, in potentia, in its intricate 

101 Four Archetypes (1959)
102 q.v. The Organization of Behavior: A Neuropsychological Theory, D.O. Hebb, 1949
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The School of Athens by Raphael (c. 1509-1511)

structure that, under the right touch, creates music.
The evolution of Civilization is not only a system of socialization but it is also the 

evolution of collective consciousness, i.e., Culture. It is sometimes extremely difficult for 
us to realize this because we have been conditioned since the Enlightenment to think in 
terms that presuppose an unbroken continuum between the earliest tool-making and the 
latest Science, between animism and modern Spirituality, between kraft and Art. There is, 
of course, an evolutionary relationship, but so much has been built around it that we often 
fail to distinguish between “society” and “culture” and are very reluctant to venture forth 
into the uncertain but promising areas of a metaphysical interpretation of our expressive 
value-structures. Accordingly, any conceptualization of this nature takes place within 
an academic atmosphere wherein it is extremely difficult to bridge the gaps between 
various disciplines. Virtually none of the work-product of such conceptualizations spills 
over into publications due to the fear of being labeled “speculative.” But in this broad 
area of so many converging disciplines it is difficult to imagine avoiding speculation if 
a synthesis is to be found. Certainly, the inquisitional attitude toward attempts to reify 
Culture is unnecessary—if it proves empirically unsupportable or theoretically unfruitful, 
it will wither on its own.

The perception of encultured humans and that of acultural humans is not the same 
kind of phenomenon. The difference lies in the semiotic systems available. For example, 
if we think of Science as an instrument, the use to which it is being put by the encultured 
and by the acultural is quite different. The act of analyzing the world is not the same 
thing even though the same instrument is being used. The encultured human strives to 
understand the world, metaphysically, while the acultural human simply tries to function 
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adequately within it, practically. The acultural human needs to know that falling from a 
precipice is dangerous, and leaves it at that; but the encultured human conceptualizes 
why this force operates on all things. The acultural human learns that the size of a spear 
is directly related to the distance he can throw it, but ƒ=ma is unthinkable to him.

Acultural humans possess variability, of course, but it is more the manifestation of a 
versatility of responses to the environment than a full semiotic engagement of a world. 
In other words, acultural humans have a limited ability to manipulate concepts. This is in 
sharp contrast with cultural symbolism, wherein apperception is directed symbolism in 
terms of abstract manipulation. This difference predicates the nature of the experiences 
of the two types of humans. In Spirituality, for example, acultural humans recognize a 
vital principle in the world and thus intuitively adhere to animistic beliefs; but cultural 
humans realize a concept of meaning inherent to the vital principle observed, and thus 
develop existential conceptualizations such as Pantheism, Polytheism, and Monism. 
The distinction is subtle but all-important—that between an intermediary response with 
respect to sensory modalities, and an intricate system of cross-referential functioning 
based on symbol manipulation. “Only systems can evolve,” wrote Leslie White in The 
Evolution of Culture (1959); “a mere aggregation of things without organic unity cannot 
undergo evolution.”

Culture crystallizes social behavioral forms into symbolic significance. A new source 
of intentionality is placed on cognitive systems. In other words, a convergent and 
emergent value-system is acquired. The Self, with its existential concomitants of analysis, 
intuition, and aesthetics, now comes to dominate behavioral responses on a collective 
level. Of course, the primary sociological drives remain determinant—the acquisition of 
nutrition, survival, reproduction—but a transcendent103 aspect of the Self now creates 
its own ends, which increasingly become the basis of the whole social value-system, 
transforming the primary drives. To fully understand this evolution, a distinction must be 
made—pace predominant orthodox Psychology—between the “ego” and the “self.” The 
Ego is a concept within the process of the Self.104 The objectification of Self becomes a 
focal-point of mental activity through the Ego. The Self is a dominant concept; the Ego 
is a self-conscious process of individuation. The concept of Self has a long process of 
evolution within the social matrix, emerging ultimately in the projection of itself onto 
social organization; that is, Culture is essentially a Self institutionalized.

To integrate expressively requires some form of interior milieu.105 Certain patterns of 
bonding could evolve based only on language, but they would be of limited integrative 
value and could be expected to form the basis for extreme specialization. But individuals 
participating in group activity predicated upon expressive integration acquire a wide 
background of both subjective and objective experiences with cognitive concomitants. 
This type of integration, coupled with adaptations being made on the basis of pattern-
relations, bring about a new dimension of cognition; i.e., a new consciousness. This is 

103 This term as used herein is always intended in a Kantian sense, applied originally to knowledge which 
is antipodal to the 'empirical' – in a reciprocity of subject and object – in that it is an a priori condition 
of experience that is not given by experience; but our conception is further qualified by the related 
concept of ‘immanence’ found in the examinations of post-Kantians such as Whitehead and Bergson.

104 q.v. Psychology, Volume 2
105 Bernard, 1859
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a complex integration of cognitive systems in an ‘interior milieu’ wherein an expressive 
modality (e.g., Spirituality) comes to represent an existential taxon. “The importance 
of the fact that the organism does not live in the world of the physicist,” Andras Angyl 
explained in Foundations For A Science of Personality (1941), “but in an environment 
which is made up of objects each with a rich, highly individualized personal content 
cannot be sufficiently stressed.”

The Noödynamics perspective points to the potential for previously unimagined 
cultural actualization, a transcendent possibility with three primary interrelated elements:

1. Embeddedness. Within the context of culture-historical patterning
there exists an extraordinary integration and elegant coherence,
generating a profound participatory complexity of unfolding meaning 
and purpose.

2. Individuation. The ongoing and ever-deepening encultured insight
provides every individual with an edifying sense of the collective
basis of personality, such that every state and mode of being is
enriched with coarse-grained guidance.

3. Self-realization. By providing nuanced, clarifying insight into cultural
complexes, the perspective constellates a whole spectrum of
latent potential for self-awareness and intentionality, fostering new
possibilities for transcending one’s unconscious immersion in the
world-around with its implacable physical inertia, and enabling a
crucial degree of autarchy in connection with the powerful forces of
the culture-system.

Enculturation is both subtle and all-encompassing. It governs the transcendent 
dimensions of life, imaginative visions, and the realm of ideals. It is both a concrete and an 
intangible ground of experience, shaping awareness beyond the normal Homo sapiens 
potential. Indeed, it is the second “sapiens” of our species. Its characteristic power is 
that of an architectonic basis of structures and functions of human life. Enculturation is 
a “stream of consciousness” from the oceanic depths of the Collective Unconscious, 
the foundation of all metaempirical experiences, the basis of imagination, inspiration, 
and poetic vision. It governs aspiration, our sense of the ineffable, and recognition of 
the sacred. Its domain is that of meaning over matter, the symbolic over the merely 
representative. It is the Synthetic a priori; the Culture-soul; the World as Will and Idea; 
the Will-to-power; Being-in-the-World. This mysterium tremendum is what the French 
philosopher of religion Mircea Eliade designated a ‘hierophany’—a manifestation of the 
sacred in the ordinary—and thus cultured and uncultured modes of being in the world 
correlate to what Eliade called ‘sacred’ or ‘profane’ existence.106

Of all so-called peak experiences,107 the most richly abundant and brilliantly elaborate 
is the patterning of enculturation. This expansive and elevating impulse entails a dynamic 
cyclical unfolding of creative expressiveness, generating an experience of heightened 
intentionality and contextualization. Only Culture can expand intellectual and emotional 

106 The Sacred and the Profane (1957)
107 Maslow, 1960
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horizons to radically dramatic new 

The Thinker by Auguste Rodin (1902)

dimensions. Because of the specific—
though still enigmatic—character of the 
two extremes of human consciousness, 
the internalized “Collective Unconscious” 
and the externalized “Collective 
Consciousness,” whose archetypal 
interaction seems to have an expansively 
synergistic quality that translates itself into 
creative forces, there are waves of 
unfolding patterns of great historical 
significance that continuously ripple out 
from the Self to the World. This cultural-
complex, moreover, is self-referential, in 
that it permeates the experience of 
researching its characteristic 
manifestations, and even the vernacular 
and terminology used for its analysis and 
description. Like a celestial body, the 
culture-system structures the very 
spacetime surrounding it.

For many people in the West, including 
a majority of Academia, there is dire need 
of a true and deep Liberal Arts education. The first and most obvious symptom that this 
is so is an illiterate urge to take for granted things that have always been questioned. 
The use of the term “liberal” here originally denoted the intellectual pursuits of a free 
class, as distinguished from the mechanical pursuits befitting a servile class. In the 21st 
Century a return to Liberal Arts education by a large number of Academics could make 
the difference between a century of folly and a century of wisdom for the West. For many 
people, reading this text will be the beginning of this undertaking at this time of manifold 
crisis.

One of the first indicators of positive change will be a feeling of shame that the most 
astounding Academia in history has strayed so very far from its proper cultural path. 
Partial recovery from this blow to pride will be achieved by a rally to the response, the 
raison d’être being conventional modern conceptions of meaning and purpose, now 
discredited. Henceforth, the questions and answers would come like Russian dolls 
(matryoshka), one inside the other, approaching core truths. Culturophobes will protest in 
anger and blame the messenger when confusion initially results, of course, but a splinter 
of High Culture will have been lodged in surviving souls and in the end, Truth will out.
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3. Millennium Metalogue:108A New Basis for Dialogue 
Between Science, Spirituality, and Art109

Only that which made us, meant us to be mightier by and by, 
Set the sphere of all boundless heavens within the Human eye.110

3.1 Prelusion

This text deals with the becoming of Culture. The Phenomenology of Culture is to 
replace anthropological explanations as well as the more rationalist discussions of the 
foundation of Culture. It considers the predisposition for Culture from a point of view that 
makes it new and interesting, and the first Science of Culture. In the main parts of this 
science, which in turn are subdivided further, consideration is given to consciousness, 
biology, ecology,111 epistemology, ethics, and creative expressions in their different forms. 

In its quest, the Noödynamics Institute makes the fundamentally triadic nature of cultural 
expression a unifying frame of reference for interpreting the basis and significance of all 
expressions, and in doing so formulates two principal ideas—the law of equivalency of 
the three modes of expression, and the interpenetration of these modes to create three 
additional hybrid modes of expression. The Noödynamics Institute arranges the modes 
of expression in a matrix in which each overlaps the others to produce a tableau of the 
six categories of cultural expression, beginning with the most essential and producing 
the most refined.

The development of a field of Noödynamics within this schema, as contrasted with 
a mere collection of random “facts” and even the higher-order previous attempts at a 
“hierarchy” of disciplines, has had to wait upon the development of highly systemic and 
uniquely organic conceptualizations by means of which these “facts” and “hierarchies” 
can be ordered within a genuinely postmodern worldview. In this sense, the tableau of 
the expressive modes of High Culture demonstrates that the development of a science 
of Noödynamics is only just now possible because the studies upon which it depends 
have only recently attained the status of scientific validity.

The wealth of the manifestations of Culture, which in the anthropological view seems 
arbitrary and often chaotic, is brought here into a scientific order which presents them 
according to their phenomenological development. Their existential truth they find at 
first in Spirituality and at last in Science, in a holistic spectrum of organic becoming. Not 
only do multiple apparently incommensurable domains come into meaningful contact, 

108 “A metalogue is a conversation about some problematic subject. This conversation should be such 
that not only do the participants discuss the problem but the structure of the conversation as a whole 
is also relevant to the same subject.” (Gregory Bateson, Steps to an Ecology of Mind, 1972)

109 The following two sections were significantly inspired by, and are predicated upon, the brilliant 
analysis of the possible re-union of Science and Spirituality by Menas Kefatos and Robert Nadeau 
in Conscious Universe: Part and Whole in Modern Physical Theory (1990); and by the insightful and 
visionary Philosophy of Science of Milton K. Munitz in Cosmic Understanding: Philosophy and Science 
of the Universe (1986).

110 Alfred Tennyson
111 Haeckel, 1868
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but they also mutually animate and fertilize each other.
The emergence of Noödynamics as a science is, for Academia, pivotal for a new 

understanding of the nature and role of diverse cultural expressions, and the fact that 
the time—the zeitgeist—has finally arrived for the emergence of Noödynamics means 
that Academia might now develop into a revitalized cultural institution which will serve 
as the organizing principle for postmodern society. Once Noödynamics is established, 
it will react back upon the sub-disciplines, enculturating them by showing that their 
function is expression, and that service to the High Culture is, in fact, the moral code and 
raison d’être of Academia. In general, the distinctive idea of studying culture-systems as 
organic wholes, the idea that all aspects of cultural expressiveness—scientific, spiritual, 
artistic, philosophical, religious, technological—are inter-connected elements of a ‘High 
Culture,’ is the product of a general evolutionary orientation and a phenomenological 
preoccupation with defining the species and typology of culture-systems, which was 
characteristic of a potent but marginalized 20th Century intellectual movement of which 
Oswald Spengler and Carl Jung were only the most prominent examples. These scholars, 
and many others, gave formal clarity to the essential principles of Noödynamics as a 
science, and to this extent their status as founders of the discipline is beyond question.

In the first volume, the Institute explains itself about what seems to be the scientifico-
epistemic formulas that are currently degrading Culture, and about what is altogether 
crucial in it and its study.112 The word science is derived from the Latin scientia: knowledge. 
Science is not an “absolute knowledge” about reality, but is, like Spirituality and Art, 
primarily a way of looking at the world as a whole. Thus the scientific word “theory,” 
the religious word “thaumaturgy,” and the artistic word “theatre” are all rooted in the 
Greek word thea: an act of seeing. Even the great skeptic and empiricist David Hume 
admonished:

It is evident that all the sciences have a relation, greater or less, to 
human nature and that, however wide any of them may seem to 
run from it, they still return back by one passage or another. Even 
Mathematics, Natural Philosophy, and Natural Religion are in some 
measure dependent on the science of Man, since they lie under the 
cognizance of men and are judged of by their powers and faculties. 
It is impossible to tell what changes and improvements we might 
make in the sciences were we thoroughly acquainted with this extent 
and force of human understanding and could explain the nature 
of these ideas we employ and the operations we perform in our 
reasonings. And those improvements are the more to be hoped for 
a natural religion, as it is not content with instructing us in the nature 
of superior powers but carries its views further, to their disposition 
toward us and our duties towards them; and consequently, we 
ourselves are not only the being that reasons but also one of the 
objects concerning which we reason.113

As Kant was the first in the West to point out, and Kuhn was the first to render in 

112 cf. Hegel, 1807
113 A Treaties of Human Nature (1739)
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scientific terms, all experience is organized

The Neo-Gothic/Art Deco Chrysler Building (1928-30) in New York 
City; By William Van Allen

“For many societies, the symbolic significance of the part of their 
structures and the disposition of the buildings is fundamental to their 
relationship to the world of inner and conscious experience.”

—Paul Oliver
Dwellings: The House Across the World (1987)

according to our categories of thought, 
and our general forms of Science, 
Spirituality and Art—as well as their 
dichotomy or synthesis—are kinds of 
theories: ways of looking at the world, 
perhaps connected to Paul MacLean’s 
theory of a “Triune Brain”.114 Thus our 
experience of the world and our knowledge 
of the world are two aspects of a single 
process, and ultimately, so must be our 
Science, Spirituality, and Art, in a fusion of 
horizons.115

What has limited our insights since the 
Enlightenment is the mistaken belief that 
Science is less existential than Spirituality 
and Art; that it somehow offers knowledge 
about some sort of experience rather than 
access to experience per se. This error is 
based primarily on the rationalist idea that 
theories offer true knowledge of reality, 
when such knowledge can only be gained 
via the experience of reality. “Things as 
they are, are changed upon the blue guitar,” mused Wallace Stevens.

Even the Inductive Method does not begin with so-called “objective” facts. The data of 
the environment are without order or value or even necessary connection. Observation 
by the most objective-minded Scientist cannot simply “discover” laws unless the mind is 
already guided by the ordering-understanding faculty of consciousness. In other words, 
even the Inductive Method is predicated upon a Synthetic a priori. The great British 
scientist and philosopher of science William Whewell explained this long ago, but it is 
a truth that modern Academics usually prefer to ignore or marginalize. “Every advance 
in human knowledge consists,” Whewell observed in The Philosophy of the Inductive 
Sciences Founded Upon Their History (1840), “in adapting new ideal conceptions to 
ascertained facts, and thus in superinducing the Form upon the Matter, the active upon 
the passive processes of our minds.”

Simply put, Science, like every other category of knowledge, is a mode of expression, 
and as such consists in a priori (fundamental) ideas rendering comprehensible the value-
free data of sensory input. Yet Whewell disagreed with Kant concerning our ability to 
discover a priori categories through introspection, asserting instead that these categories 
must be discovered in—their nature and character determined by—an analysis of the 
history of the various disciplines of Science to which they gave rise. “Every such step 
introduces into our knowledge an additional portion of the ideal element, and of those 

114 q.v. A Triune Concept of the Brain and Behavior, T.J. Boag and D. Campbell (Eds.), 1973; see also: The 
Dragons of Eden, Carl Sagan, 1977

115 Gadamer
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relations which flow from the nature of Ideas,” he explained. “It is, therefore, important 
for our purpose to examine more closely this element, and to learn what the relations 
are which may thus come to form part of our knowledge.” What about concepts such as 
universal gravitation, the laws of motion, the properties of light, the general principles 
of chemistry—are these not absolute truths learned purely by experience? Whewell 
answered this succinctly:

To this we reply, that these truths can only be known to be general, 
not universal if they depend upon experience alone. Experience 
cannot bestow that universality which she herself cannot have, 
and that necessity of which she has no comprehension. If these 
doctrines are universally true, this universality flows from the ideas 
which we apply to our experience, and which are, as we have 
seen, the real sources of necessary truth. How far these ideas 
can communicate their universality and necessity to the results of 
experience, it will hereafter be our business to consider. It will then 
appear, that when the mind collects from observation truths of a 
wide and comprehensive kind, which approach to the simplicity 
and universality of the truths of pure science, she gives them this 
character by throwing upon them the light of her own Fundamental 
Ideas.

The principles and forces with which Science fills space and time—electrons and 
black holes, gravitational fields and evolution, DNA and archetypes—are the cultural 
equivalents of elements and underworlds, gods and dispensations, reincarnation and 
the empyrean. The reason we have not recognized the scientific worldview as the West’s 
mythology is simple yet profound: Myths are only recognized as such after they have lost 
their power. Until then, all myths are universally considered as objective truth. Science is, 
then, a construct in which a certain Culture in a certain historical epoch has invested its 
sense of meaningfulness and value.116

As Cassirer showed in Substance and Function (1910), the popular view of human 
conceptual systems as formed inductively by abstraction from enumerated particulars 
is inadequate to explain modes of creative expression. The processes of induction and 
abstraction are necessarily classificatory in nature and as such presuppose modalities. 
In other words, as functional instruments of human knowledge, concepts are an a priori 
condition for abstraction. He explained:

What lends the theory of abstraction support is simply the 
circumstance that it does not presuppose the contents, out of 
which the Concept is to develop, as disconnected particularities, 
but that it tacitly cognizes them in the form of an ordered manifold 
from the beginning. The Concept, however, is not deduced thereby, 
but presupposed; for when we ascribe to a manifold an order and 

116 q.v. Religion Without Revelation, by Julian Huxley, 1959; Personal Knowledge: Towards a Post-critical 
Philosophy by Michael Polanyi, 1959; The Common Sense of Science by Jacob Bronowski, 1960; The 
Psychology of Science by Abraham Maslow, 1966; The Lives of a Cell by Lewis Thomas, 1974; The Web 
of Life by Fritjof Capra, 1997
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connection of elements, we have already presupposed the Concept, 
if not in its complete form, then in its fundamental function.

As Whewell pointed out, the very nature of our essential terms reveals the 
epistemological dualism, Cartesian in nature, upon which Science is predicated, for 
example “form” and “matter.” Such terms refer to the inner and outer sense of the 
Scientist, that is, to sensations of the latter rendered comprehensible by ideas of the 
former. All scientific knowledge involves these two contrasting elements, one given by 
experience and the other superimposed upon this datum by an a priori understanding 
faculty. The task for a Philosophy of Science, Whewell consequently surmised, is to 
investigate “those Ideas which form the foundations of our sciences”; in The Philosophy 
of the Inductive Sciences, he wrote:

In this inquiry our object will be to pass in review all the most 
important Fundamental Ideas which our sciences involve; and to 
prove more distinctly in reference to each, what we have already 
asserted with regard to all, that there are everywhere involved in 
our knowledge acts of the mind as well as impressions of sense; and 
that our knowledge derives, from these acts, a generality, certainty, 
and evidence which the senses could in no degree have supplied.

This relationship of internal ideas and external sensations is given expression by 
the dual terminology of Science: theory and fact, thought and thing, form and matter. 
Thus in The History of Scientific Ideas (1847), Whewell analyzed the process of scientific 
discovery into three primary steps:(1) the clarification of the elements of knowledge by 
means of analysis; (2) the colligation of facts with the aid of a determinate conception; 
and (3) the verification of the colligation. “The enunciations of the necessary and evident 
conditions imposed upon our knowledge by the Fundamental Ideas which it involves, are 
termed Axioms,” he had explained. “Thus the Axioms of Geometry express the necessary 
conditions which result from the Idea of Space; the Axioms of Mechanics express the 
necessary conditions which flow from the Ideas of Force and Motion; and so on.”117

“We are free when our acts flow from our whole personality,” wrote the Nobel Prize-
winning (1927) Jewish-French philosopher Henri Bergson: “When they express it, when 
they have it with that indefinite resemblance which one sometimes finds between the 
artist and his work.”118 How can we possibly rediscover such freedom if our personality—
with our epistemology—remains over-compartmentalized, because our Academics are 
over-specialized? So long as we remain objects of the world’s splendor rather than 
subjects within it, a methodological reductionism119 is inevitable. The Humanities, and 
especially Spirituality and Art, offer a bridge from this archimedean point back to life.

In his seminal Essay Concerning Human Understanding (1690), Locke defined Science 
in a way that has been accepted without question ever since: “The knowledge of things, 
as they are in their own proper beings, their constitutions, properties and operations.” 

117 The Philosophy of the Inductive Sciences
118 Time and Free Will (1889)
119 The separation, analysis, and reduction of all things to molecular interpretation.
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Locke did not claim that this definition 
The Ancient of Days (1794) by William Blake

In his hand he took the Golden Compass, prepared in God’s Eternal 
Store, to circumscribe this Universe, and all created things: one foot 
he centered, and the other turned round through the vast profundite 
obscured, and said, thus far extend, thus far thy bounds, this be thy 
Circumference, O World. 

—John Milton
Paradise Lost (1674)

was exhaustive, but the implication of 
objectivity has been the raison d’être of 
Science. Yet it is inescapably true—we 
should say scientifically true—that this 
rationalistic axiom leaves out the 
unavoidable phenomenological aspect 
of human knowledge, including the 
discipline of Science: Scientific thinking 
presupposes the ideas upon which its 
thought is based. We have every reason 
to believe that Kant’s two categories of 
perception, space and time, are shared 
by all High Cultures, but little reason to 
believe that these are experienced 
identically by all, or that the categories 
of understanding are apperceived 
similarly by all.120

Beside fact and theory in Science
there is also intentionality—the “constitutions, 
properties and operations” of things are 
only comprehended within the context 
of what we have reason to think and to 
look for. Those who think and look for 
things differently have discovered different constitutions, properties, and operations in 
things “as they are.” The hallmark of Science, then, is not truth against falsehood, but 
the intentionality of analytical investigation and systemization, as against intuitive and 
aesthetic explorations. We conceive Science, therefore, based on what we consider 
“analytical,” and other societies may have different definitions.

For a discipline to be analytical means that it accords with appropriate premises, and 
premises cannot be wholly derived from empirical facts. Some element of presupposition 
always adheres in them. Of course, some presuppositions must accord more nearly with 
the actuality of the universe than others and thus give to their respective premises more 
value for analyzing the facts of nature and for constructing operable mechanisms, but this 
is attributable more to good fortune than to de facto better intellectual acumen. “In our 
description of nature the purpose is not to disclose the real essence of the phenomena,” 
Niels Bohr wrote in Atomic Theory and the Description of Nature (1929), “but only to track 
down, so far as it is possible, relations between the manifold aspects of our experience.”

Professor Athanasios Moulakis, who developed an innovative program at the 
University of Colorado called Humanities for Engineers, wrote:

We have come to rely on experts in order to get things done right. 
Expertise is the characteristic, but not the exclusive, quality of the 
engineer. If, however, expertise is to be transformed into creative 

120 see Volume 5: Epistemology and Volume 6: Enlightenment Epoch
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ingenuity, what is required is a broader perspective and an elasticity 
of mind that technical training alone cannot provide. Ingenuity itself 
cannot furnish its own sense of direction and the very success of 
our technological cleverness forces us to come to terms with the 
possibility of ingenious blunders. Adding the right thinking belongs 
to a different order of thought than doing things right.”121

Only a Gadamerian encyclopedic holism in Academia can help us, and our posterity, 
out of this cul-de-sac. If these explorations generate more questions than the volumes 
of this text succeed in answering, that is unfortunate but not problematic. The questions 
themselves have value, and it may be useful at least to formulate them.

If Science really is, as even Positivists since Comte have admitted (e.g. Vaihinger, Mach, 
Avenaruis, Pearson, et al.), a general study of the “laws of phenomena,” then a Philosophy 
of Science must be, a priori, predicated upon the invariable relations of coexistence 
and succession observed to hold between elements of cognitive experience. One of 
the controlling assumptions of the Noödynamics Institute is that cognitive activities rest 
upon a foundational worldview, and that an up-to-date worldview must rest on a general 
acceptance of a unified and stable body of principles. The peculiarly suggestive twist 
which is unique to the Institute in this formulation is the assertion that a postmodern 
worldview will recognize the organic nature of High Culture.

We are convinced that no academic program can be effective in the 21st Century 
without a preliminary existential reorientation; and we cannot doubt that the prerequisite 
for this is intellectual re-organization. We consequently undertake to consolidate and 
unify what have hitherto been the dispersed and arbitrarily classified insights of High 
Culture by means of a systematic account of the interrelationships of expressions and 
their place in a culture-system.

Academia has forgotten that Skepticism is supposed to be a virtue, not another form 
of dogmatic closed-mindedness. If Skepticism is, as Santayana supposed, the chastity 
of the intellect, then it is a renunciation of intellectual promiscuity with an eye toward 
purer, higher meaning. In other words, true chastity is not celibacy, and Atheism is 
essentially the celibacy of world-feeling. The virtue of chastity of the intellect, then, is 
twofold: First, one reserves oneself, not giving in to the temptation of every passing idea; 
then one recognizes truth when it is discovered, and willingly embraces its idea. Without 
this twofold capacity for discernment and dedication, Skepticism is not discipline but 
denudation.

Atheists do not believe; they only believe that they believe. Those who cannot accept 
hearsay and inherited formulae are not, per se, Atheists, but Agnostics—a spiritual 
term for Skeptics. Cast into the “howling desert of infidelity,”122 those with an authentic 
world-feeling suffer the (often subconscious) anguish and agony of impotent skepticism 
and insurgent despair, wherein—turn where they will—society responds with nothing 
but negation, and inanity bordering on insanity. “The feeling of the world as a limited 
whole is the mystical123 feeling,” explained the Logical-Positivist philosopher Ludwig 

121 Beyond Utility: Liberal Education for a Technological Age (1997)
122 Carlyle, 1831
123 A supersensual component of lived experience.
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Wittgenstein.124

Because we have taken our theories as absolute truths, we have effectively fixed our 
general forms of thought in what is ultimately a self-fulfilling prophecy: looking only for 
material building blocks and energetic forces working mechanically, this is all that we 
have allowed ourselves to experience, just as surely as if we had analyzed a Rubens 
painting for pigmentation and brush-stroke technique, or reduced a Handel oratorio to 
notes and tempo. 

The statement “The planets obey the inverse-square law of gravity” is indisputably 
true, but was it true before the existence of a human mind? Obviously not, for the quality 
of “law” is cognitive. The planets’ orbits are consistent and stable, and must have been 
as they are before Mankind and will be thus after Mankind, but the inverse-square law 
(of Newton) is an invention of the human mind. This reveals that scientific statements, 
theorems, and laws do not have an independent existence, are not “out there,” in some 
abstract realm that transcends space and time (and consciousness), and that scientists 
do not discover already existing scientific laws as their investigations progress.

Scientists do not discover laws of nature; they invent them. The concept of an 
inverse-square law, for example, is merely a definition constructed by scientists for their 
own purposes. What we call “laws” of nature, then, are simply a way of systematically 
ordering the fact of our experience of the world into a coherent paradigm. The soi-disant 
“unreasonable effectiveness” of Mathematics125 in describing the workings of nature is 
derived from the fact that we invent precisely the Mathematics that enables our 
Science to make sense of the world. Mathematics conforms to nature, not vice versa. 
Our scientific theories are simply sets of algorithms for explicating correlations in the 
universe. The “laws of nature” thus belong to our models, not to the universe. This 
recognition does not represent a retreat into solipsism, of course, since we fully 
acknowledge that the fact that our observations can be fitted into scientific models so 
precisely reveals that the cosmos is eminently orderly and consistent. The universe is 
patterned and constrained, but our models do not necessarily describe it exactly “as it 
is”—an actual atom, for example, is nothing like our conceptions of it. This explains the 
historical phenomenon of different culture-systems appealing to different metaphors for 
the same Cosmos—e.g., the Hindus perceived the cosmos as a cognitive system; the 
Hellenics as a geometrical system; the West as a clockwork system; and by the end of 
the 20th Century, post-modern thinkers were perceiving the Cosmos as a 
computational system. As the American poet and linguist Ezra Pound declared:

Science is unpoetic only to minds jaundiced with sentiment and 
romanticism—the great masters of the past boasted all they could 
of it and found it magical.

If there is one thing Quantum Physics has shown us, it is that we discover our “reality” 
according to how we look for it. “It is not by renouncing the apparently impossible and 
unattainable goal of knowing the real,” proclaimed Koyré, “but, on the contrary, by boldly 

124 Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (1921) 
125 Wigner, 1960
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Medea by Anselm Feuerbach (1870)

pursuing it that science progresses on its endless path towards truth.”126

The phenomenological approach, a method for the description and analysis of 
cognition, reflects an effort to resolve the dichotomy between Empiricism, which 
emphasizes observation, and Rationalism, which emphasizes theory, by indicating the 
origin of all systems in the structures and intentionality of experiential life. Consciousness, 
by means of its own powers, is always capable of reflecting upon itself. We therefore use 
this cognitive reality in order to bracket the reality corresponding to our perceptions. 
Phenomenology uses the scientific paradigm of knowledge as the criterion for self-
evaluation. A critique of ‘objectivity’ is the first step in definitively fulfilling the task 
of a Science of Culture, of Noödynamics. Experience itself, after all, is itself a kind of 
knowledge, and as such requires an understanding which is a priori.

It is time to dispel the old stereotype127 of the detached scientific observation—not 
merely in word but in deed—because it has been conclusively revealed as false. What 
makes for the difficulty of even recognizing the possibility for the re-harmonizing of 
Science, Spirituality, and Art is not only the fact that this harmony is actually the foundation 
of a paradigm, but also that Science is per se the starting point for the paradigmatic 
renewal of Spirituality and Art. In the words of Thomas Carlyle:

To speak a little pedantically, there is a science of Dynamics in 
man’s fortunes and nature as well as of mechanics. There is a 
science which treats of, and practically addresses, the primary, 

126 Etudes D’histoire de la Pensée Scientifique (1961)
127 Ged, 1725
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unmodified forces and energies of man, the mysterious springs 
of Love, and Fear, and Wonder, of Enthusiasm, Poetry, Religion, all 
which have a truly vital and infinite character; as well as a science 
which practically addresses the finite, modified developments of 
these when they take the shape of immediate “motives,” as hope 
of reward, or as fear of punishment…. Consider the great elements 
of human enjoyment, the attainments and possessions that exalt 
man’s life to its present height, and see what part of these we owe 
to institutions, to Mechanism of any kind; and what to the instinctive, 
unbounded force, which Nature herself lent him, and still continues 
to lend him. Shall we say, for example, that Science and Art are 
indebted principally to the founders of Schools and Universities? Did 
not Science originate, rather, and gain advancement, in the obscure 
closets of Roger Bacons, Keplers, Newtons; in the workshops of the 
Fausts and Watts; wherever, and in what guise so ever, Nature, from 
the first times downwards, had sent a gifted spirit upon the earth? 
Again, were Homer and Shakespeare members of any beneficed 
guild, or made Poets by means of it? Were Painting and Sculpture 
created by forethought, brought into the world by institutions for 
that end? No; Science and Art have, from first to last, been the free 
gift of nature; an unsolicited, unexpected gift, often even a fatal one. 
These things rose up, as it were, by spontaneous growth, in the 
free soil and sunshine of Nature. They were not planted or grafted, 
nor even greatly multiplied or improved by the culture or maturing 
of institutions. Generally speaking, they have derived only partial 
help from these; often enough have suffered damage. They made 
constitutions for themselves. They originated in the Dynamical 
nature of man, not in his Mechanical nature.128

A culture-system is a formal structure in which many elements operate simultaneously. 
In analysis, each element must be investigated separately. By nature, analysis is dissection. 
When the Noödynamics Institute analyzes the projective basis of Ecology, for example, it 
finds itself involved in a great deal of ideological detail which must be deconstructed. No 
one, however, should be tempted to believe that the analysis tries to take the place of 
Ecology, or that the intellectual dissection damages the discipline in any way. We never 
confuse our analysis with the thing analyzed and thereby lose touch with the latter.

Analysis is never in any sense a substitute for the subject. The best analysis can do is 
to prepare one to enter a field more perceptively. By isolating for special consideration 
some of the many simultaneous elements of a field of inquiry, analysis makes them more 
visible in one sense, albeit less useful and interesting in another. It is up to the Academic, 
once analysis is completed, to re-enter the field in a way that restores the integration and 
coherence and empowers the discipline with a deeper understanding of its nature. The 
only reason for taking a field apart, intellectually, is that it may then be revisioned more 
richly.

Of course, for this to be at all possible, we must re-define ‘Science’ scientifically. For 

128 Signs of the Times (1829)
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us, Science is a process of rigorous testing in which hypotheses are confirmed or rejected 
based on repeatable experiments. Science is not a reductionist-materialist Philosophy. 
The latter—Academia’s contemporary definition of ‘Science’—is largely based upon 
hypotheses which are not only undemonstrated, but untestable. 

However many and perfect premises may be, it is still necessary to hypothesize 
conclusions in order to engage in induction. But many Academics talk as if what they call 
induction is some logical way of reaching a conclusion, without using the guesswork of 
hypotheses. Actually, induction does not lead us to conclusions in a determinate fashion. 
Induction only leads us to a hypothesis, and a hypothesis leads inexorably to deduction. 
Then the deduction can be tested. This process is much misunderstood today for the 
simple reason that, so much data has been accumulated, the emphasis has been shifted 
from deductions to premises. Yet premises nevertheless must lead to deductions, now 
as ever, or else they lead to nothing.

Too many Academics seem to have forgotten that there is no truly perfect induction; 
indeed, the idea is quite implausible in the realm of Science. We must always empirically 
examine only certain members of a group of particulars, and from these induce general 
laws. In fact, the concept of perfect induction is little more than a verbal transformation, 
since if we performed it we would simply produce an abridged notation for a “general 
law.” The whole point of general propositions, therefore, is in reference to particulars 
we have not empirically examined. In other words, inference from particular cases to 
general laws is essentially identical with inference from particular cases to particular 
cases through induction and deduction. This is the Hypothetico-deductive Method that 
has been the engine of scientific discovery since Newton.

To comprehend the difference between genuine Science and pseudo-scientific 
philosophy, consider the superstitious nature of the latter as expressed by prominent 
biologist Richard Lewontin:

We take the side of science in spite of the patent absurdity of 
some of its constructs…, in spite of the tolerance of the scientific 
community for unsubstantiated just-so stories, because we have a 
prior commitment, a commitment to materialism. It is not that the 
methods and institutions of science somehow compel us to accept 
a material explanation of the phenomenal world, but on the contrary, 
that we are forced by our a priori adherence to material causes to 
create an apparatus of investigation and a set of concepts that 
provide material explanations, no matter how counterintuitive, no 
matter how mystifying to the uninitiated.129

No Church inquisitor ever stated a cause more potently or horrifically. Unfortunately, a 
“prior commitment” to research which produces what is sought a priori is not the beginning 
but the end of Science. What Lewontin proposes is a new religious dogma, and must be 
rejected by those truly dedicated to Science. 20th Century discoveries and 21st Century 
potential demand the rediscovery of the true ethos of Science.  The reductionist-

129 “Billions and Billions of Demons,” The New York Review of Books, January 9, 1997
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materialist tyranny of our current 

© The New Yorker (1977)

intellectual elite130 must end.
Our true Scientific Method is 

fundamentally predicated upon the 
synthesis of thought and experiment. 
An idea is postulated, developed into a 
tentative hypothesis, and then tested. In 
this process, the practical implications 
of the hypothesis are analyzed and 
predictions about the outcome of 
experimentation made. If the results 
of the experiment(s) are in conflict with 
the predictions, the Scientist alters the hypothesis and tries new experiments. He does 
not seek an experiment which will give the results predicted. Only when this method 
produces agreement between hypothesis and experimentation is theory proclaimed. 
Then this theory may be used to formulate philosophical generalizations. 

Contrary to popular belief, inductive and deductive logic are strictly comparable due 
to the fact that no logical process can formally derive correct hypotheses. Presented 
with a set of axioms, there simply is no procedure for deriving new theorems, only a 
procedure for testing whether proposed theorems can indeed be derived from the set 
of axioms. Given empirically established evidence e, the absence of a formal procedure 
for discovering explanatory hypothesis h means that arriving at h from e is a creative 
process, after which testing methods exist to confirm or disconfirm the argument that e 
and h correlate generally. This knowledge is the corrective factor which Newton applied 
to Bacon’s methodology.

We do not deny, of course, that induction is a particular species of formally valid 
reasoning justifying inferences based on such constants as the general principle of the 
uniformity of Nature, and as such entails the construction of axiomatic systems intended 
to formalize arguments, but add, simply, that the necessary element of interpretation is 
too often unrecognized as a thoroughly creative function. The Inductive Method is as 
interesting as a creative endeavor as it is as a practical instrument of inquiry. There is no 
merely objective relation connecting propositional functions, but only sets of propositional 
functions empowered by subjective insight. The orthodox conceptualization of empirical 
facts and functional principles operating logically to produce explanatory hypotheses 
is one-sided; the principles allegedly driving this automatic machine determine what 
the facts can represent but are not themselves facts—the Laws of Nature are intuitive 
derivations. In the final analysis, it is essentially meaningless to talk about the ‘principles’ 
of Natural Law. Natural Law is what determines principles—it is not itself a principle. In 
fact, the term ‘law’ is purely anthropomorphic; it would be more accurate to talk of natural 
‘fundamental consistencies.’ But even Scientists cannot fully repress their intuitive-
creative conceptualization of Nature.

Not only has the reductionist-materialist conception of Nature failed miserably in 
offering generalizations about the Universe, but even if this were not so, Science would 

130 Gouldner



97

still be precluded from the dogma proposed by Lewontin because no theory is ever 
deemed final—only, at best, exceptionally accurate and useful—and new discoveries and 
ideas better suited to explaining phenomena are always welcome. 

The Noödynamics Institute maintains that insofar as cognition is expressive, it must 
be symbolical or linguistic in character; i.e., it must presuppose communication. Human 
communication takes place by means of symbolic gestures because humans are social 
animals endowed with introspection. If our language is to possess cultural meaning, it 
must be defined by the ways in which it is used collectively. In opposition to atomistic 
orthodoxy, we seek to demonstrate that no cognition, insofar as it is symbolic, is isolated 
or fundamental but is inseparable from interpretation by collateral and parallel cognition. 
Cognition is inferential, expressive, and axiological, and therefore always in some degree 
holistic. The cognitive expression of a culture is not a series of linear statements but a 
web of interrelated symbols. This is really the heart of Noödynamics.

All expression, all significant recursive cognition, is a network with osmotic frontiers. 
Even the act of speculation by which the hypotheses of Science emerge is a clearly 
symbolic and definable species of inference. Scientific inquiry, i.e., analysis, is connected 
with intuition and aesthetics through a logical bridge we may call retroduction.131 To 
regard the whole of human discourse as so many types of domains wherein semiotics 
operates, both fertilizes and clarifies the range of cultural expression. The desideratum 
in the Noödynamics Institute is the unification of symbolic systems, presently languishing 
independently, despite occasional isolated successes. Only an empirical phenomenology 
can transcend this atomism with an organized matrix in which the terms of a Philosophy 
of Culture have significant meaning. We are devoted to validating this existential principle 
as experientially verifiable.

Lewontin and the rest of our intellectual elite dominating Academia have simply put 
forth their own Materialism as a pseudo-Theory of Everything. Thus has the Temple of 
Science been desecrated:

No building ever came into being as easily as did this temple—or 
rather, this temple came into being the way a temple should. Except 
that, to wreak a spite or to desecrate or destroy it completely, 
instruments obviously of a magnificent sharpness had been used 
to scratch on every stone—from what quarry had they come?—of an 
eternity outlasting the temple, the clumsy scribblings of senseless 
children’s hands, or rather the entries of barbaric mountain 
dwellers.132

It is often said that in Politics, the victors write History; in Science, they write textbooks. 
Orthodoxy is protean. Perhaps some of our “laws of nature” are little more than popular 
formulations of diversely interpretable data. In the same sense in which we often accuse 
those who arrogate authority in Religion or Politics of “playing God,” it might be fitting to 
accuse those who arrogate authority in Science of “playing Nature.” Much will be gained 
when Science develops its own Epistemology and thereby demonstrates to society, by 

131 Peirce, 1901
132 Franz Kafka, “The Building of the Temple,” Parables and Paradoxes (1961)
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critical exposition (in semi-technical terms) of the methodologies of its creative work, 
that its theoretical infrastructure is predicated upon intuitive constructs—a postmodern 
society has the right to expect as much. The translation of data into elaborate analytical 
formulas is premature until a society can combine, cognitively, the familiar operations 
of nature with the fruitful though partial analogies of recondite classes of phenomena 
known through intense specialization. It is the task of so-called popularizers to polish the 
accumulated details of specialized ideas until they comport to the common measure of 
human understanding.

There is much more to Science than mere understanding. For Science binds 
mankind to the world in a much deeper and more significant relation than the concept 
“understanding” on its own suggests. As Yale professor of philosophy Jonathan Lear 
wrote:

First, the world is not merely the object of our understanding, it is 
the occasion for it. The world prompts us to inquiry by presenting 
itself (to us) as puzzling, and then it obligingly yields up its truths in 
response to our patient investigations. The world as such is meant 
to be known (by beings like us) and it invites man to fulfill his role as 
a systematic understander of the world….

Second, it is by gaining understanding of the world that man comes 
to understand who he is. The project of understanding the world 
lies at the bottom of who we are. Until we have pursued that project 
all the way, it is not just that we do not yet fully know what the desire 
to understand is a desire for, we do not yet know who we really are. 
That is, we don’t yet fully understand what it is to be a systematic 
understander of the world. Therefore, we cannot gain self-knowledge 
merely by turning our gaze onto ourselves. Because we desire to 
understand, because we are at bottom systematic understanders, 
self-understanding must to some extent be indirect.133

Science can never compose a complete worldview, because every judgment always 
entails somebody judging something. Knowledge, therefore, is a reflective understanding 
of empirical experience—yet Scientists tend to confuse reflections upon experience with 
experience per se. Concepts such as space, time, et al., are the product of intellectual 
reflection upon the sensory experience of space, time, et al., and Empiricism is composed 
entirely—and merely—of a sequence of sensations intellectualized through reflection 
upon experience. The “space” of Science can never be identical with the “space” of the 
Self.134 The objects of Science are experiences modified by reflection to resolve specific 
problems. This diagnostic procedure, reorganizing experience to produce “knowledge,” 
pursues a knowledge altogether different from the “knowledge” of other modes, such 
as Spirituality and Art. This does not mean that Science does not enrich experience, 
of course, but only makes plain that Science, by definition, is always and everywhere 
incapable of grasping the unmediated experience available through other modes of 

133 Aristotle: The Desire to Understand (1988)
134 See Psychography, below
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Hallgrimskirkja Cathedral in Reykjavik, Iceland, at 73 meters (244 ft).

knowing. The great Polish philosopher of science Emile Meyerson, in Identity and Reality 
(1908), wrote:

Law, such as Science understands it, is an ideal construction, an 
image transformed by our understanding of the ordering of Nature; 
it cannot, therefore, directly express reality or be truly adequate to 
it. It did not exist before we had formulated it, and it will no longer 
exist when we shall have merged it into a wider law. To suppose that 
an empirical principle conceived by us shall no longer be modifiable 
in the future is to assert on the contrary, that the principle exists 
objectively in Nature itself; for no one could pretend that in the 
knowledge of principles we will ever be able to surpass definite 
limitations, since there is no possibility of tracing these limitations, 
or even of conceiving their existence. In this respect, it is affirmed 
that Nature is in agreement with thought.

3.2 The Scientific/Spiritual Arms Race: 
        Mutually Assured Deconstruction

The difference between the disciplines of Science and Spirituality as they exist in 
the West are obvious. The question arises for a Culture-bearing Stratum135 of the new 

135 Swedish: Kulturebärer
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millennium, however, as to whether there is some attribute that both these human quests 
have in common, something that characterizes them both and can serve as a criterion 
of a field that could be properly called Noödynamics. More specifically, is there a certain 
existential feature that is a priori to the ranging pulses of both Science and Spirituality? 
“The world is not a whole divided into clearly demarcated compartments,” observed the 
great French historian and philologist Ernest Renan. “But a painting whose colors all 
vary by intangibly subtle degrees.”136 The Noödynamics Institute is our final (Faustian) 
mortmain inter silvas academi.

The never-ending ‘war’ between Science and Religion is a fable—invented by spiteful 
19th Century atheists. In fact, historian J.B. Russell has demonstrated that this ‘war’ wasn’t 
even a concept in the academic mind until Darwin published The Origin of Species (1859), 
and the dogmatic resistance of some Judeochristians caused maliciousness in some 
evolutionists.137 The brilliant A.K. Chesterton addressed this issue:

Nineteenth-century scientists were just as ready to jump to the 
conclusion that any guess about nature was an obvious fact, as 
were seventeenth-century sectarians to jump to the conclusion 
that any guess about Scripture was the obvious explanation. Thus, 
private theories about what the Bible ought to mean, and premature 
theories about what the world ought to mean, have met in loud and 
widely advertised controversy, especially in the Victorian times; and 
this clumsy collision of two very impatient forms of ignorance was 
known as the Quarrel of Science and Religion.138

Russell has traced the genesis of the official concept of a “war” between Science and 
Religion to a book entitled History of the Conflict Between Religion and Science (1874) by 
the British-American head of the New York University Medical School, John W. Draper.139 
This book went through fifty printings in fifty years, and about its early influence Russell 
writes:

The History of Conflict is of immense importance, because it was 
the first instance that an influential figure had explicitly declared that 
science and religion were at war, and it succeeded as few books 
ever do. It fixed in the educated mind the idea that “science” stood 
for freedom and progress against the superstition and repression of 
“religion.” Its viewpoint became conventional wisdom.

The Noödynamics Institute asserts that to a great extent, the difference between 
Western science and Western spirituality is more apparent than real: those questions 
which are already capable of definite investigation tend to be placed in the sciences, 
while those to which, at present, no definite form of investigation can be given, form the 

136 Cahiers de Jeunes (1845-6)
137 Inventing the Flat Earth (1991)
138 Saint Thomas Aquinas (1933)
139 Interestingly, the catalyst for the notorious Wilberforce-Huxley evolution debate at the British 

Association meeting in 1860 was the delivery of a formal paper by Draper earlier in the session.
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remainder, which are called spiritual issues.
It would be widely agreed that the experience of altered states of consciousness 

during meditation is not Science, for example, and that the examination of an 
electroencephalograph of the same is not Spirituality—but it is impossible to say where 
within the range between these two observations of the same phenomenon the change 
occurs. On the other hand, it would be just as erroneous to conclude that because there is 
no sharp dividing line there is no change, as it would be to conclude that blue and indigo 
are the same color because no sharp line divides them in the spectrum (the logically-
black-is-white slide of Philosophy). In both instances there exists a range within which 
the designation of a dividing line would be purely arbitrary; but at either end beyond that 
range a clear and definite domain is evident. As the psychological philosopher R.D. Lang 
wrote:

Theoretically we need a spiral of expanding and contracting 
schemata that enables us to move freely and without discontinuity 
from varying degrees of abstraction to greater or lesser degrees of 
concreteness. Theory is the articulated vision of experience.140

Most contemporary Academics are deluded into believing that although most linguistic 
phrases embody epistemic ambiguity, more precise language does enunciate well-
defined propositions. This presupposition is false—language is essentially indeterminate 
because every linguistic phrase presupposes some context. For example, the word 
“Newton” in the phrase “Newton was mortal” stands for an entity distinct from the more 
closely defined context of the word “Newton” in “Newton was an Englishman.” The 
words “mortal” and “Englishman” afford analogous possibilities, since precise language 
requires complete metaphysical contextualization.

Modern Academics, with their materialist-reductionist dogmatism, have succumbed to 
the same excessive trust in linguistic phraseology that vitiated Scholasticism. They have 
the same difficulty in distinguishing between principles which their language confounds, 
and in synthesizing things which their language has put asunder. In this sense, much 
of what they consider to be scientifico-philosophical investigation is little more than a 
mere analyzing and categorizing of metaphysical presuppositions generated by popular 
linguistic usages. They have literally adopted the old delusion of supposing that they 
have become acquainted with facts when they have merely determined the meaning of 
terms.

Ultimately, the technical language of every field of Science must be recognized as a 
delimited attempt to obtain the explicit expression of the implicit ideas upon which empirical 
experience is predicated. It logically follows, therefore, that many disagreements between 
propositions are not so much indications of contradictory metaphysical doctrines as they 
are exhibitions of presuppositional statements of fact.  We must understand divergences 
in linguistic form in order to comprehend distinctions in metaphysical doctrines. Hence, 
modern Academia’s much-celebrated proclamations concerning which doctrines do not 
follow from orthodox linguistic expressions of fact are, a priori, invalid criticisms—a higher, 
truer, more scientific criticism must be derived from a system of more complete and 

140 The Politics of Experience (1967)
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The Gateway Arch, St. Louis, Missouri (1963-1965) by Eero Saarinen

precise propositions. In this sense, “truth” is any explanation which adequately represents 
the composite actualities of the world. Truth has, then, an ontological significance, in that 
it is never a determinate postulate correlating objectivity, apart from one actual entity to 
which it is referred. Every axiology entails a praxeology. To demonstrate the problem we 
wish to overcome, we will logically prove that 2 equals 1:

        Let a=b, then square both sides of the equation

(1)   a²=b² 

(2)   a²=b•b

 Substitute a for b:

(3)   a²=ab

 Subtract b² from both sides:

(4)   a²-b²=ab-b²

 Factor both sides:

(5)   (a+b)(a-b)=b(a-b)

 Divide both sides by (a-b) and divide out the common factors:

(6)   a+b=b

 Substitute a for b:
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(7)   b+b=b 
(8)   2b=b
(9)   2=1     141

It is time, we propose, to employ analytical methods in the analysis of analysis before 
we continue to analyze everything else. If we distinguish six basic kinds of analysis, 
material, formal, conceptual, postulational, directional, and recursive, we find that each 
ultimately leads out of analysis for complete knowledge. Material analysis is the ordinary 
definition of Natural Science. Formal analysis is the logical clarification of propositional 
forms. Conceptual analysis is illustrated, for example, in the construction of spacetime 
analogies. Postulational analysis is the technical defining of terms, as in Mathematics. 
Directional analysis distinguishes between the immediate and exact references of 
propositions. Recursive analysis ascends levels of categorical generalization from less 
to more inclusive.

The last two forms of analysis primarily concern us here. The difference between 
what we all understand when a proposition is put forth and the factual assertions which 
must be true if the proposition is valid is significant, though often under-appreciated. The 
immediate reference of the proposition “All scientists are fallible,” for example, does not 
include the fallibility of Einstein; we can understand this proposition without ever having 
heard of Einstein. But the fallibility of Einstein forms part of its exact reference, since if the 
proposition is true Einstein must have been fallible. Analysis, therefore, proceeds upon 
two assumptions: First, that we understand at the level of immediate reference a wide 
variety of propositions; and secondly, that such propositions make exact reference to 
basic propositions—ultimate sets of analytical elements—which consist of immediate and 
exact references that are ultimately identical. Hence analysis is the discovery of those 
fundamental propositions to which everyday propositions ultimately refer.

From this foundation, analysis undertakes new-level recursiveness through inductive 
abstraction. For example, Chaos Theory142 is more general though logically continuous 
with Fractal Geometry. General Systems Theory is in turn more general though continuous 
with Chaos Theory. In like manner, Science is more general than General Systems Theory, 
Academia is more general than Science, and so no up to and including the Cosmos. It 
turns out, then, that analysis consists in trying to show how propositions about fractals 
can by induction produce propositions about Chaos Theory, and propositions about 
Chaos Theory can by induction produce propositions about General Systems Theory, 
and so on—and, equally important, how new-level propositions can also be produced 
through deduction along the same logically continuous lines.

The crucial assumption of value here is that every proposition has a clear and definite 
sense but that this sense lies in the propositions’ relation to the culture-system’s “world.” 
To fully understand the determinate sense of a proposition, i.e., to perform complete 
analysis, we must comprehend its contextual complexity. If propositions are “pictures 

141 Both sides of the equation were improperly divided by (a-b), since it equals 0. “Dividing by zero,” 
admonished William Dunham, “is the closest thing there is to arithmetic blasphemy.” (The Mathematical 
Universe, 1994)

142 Yorke, 1975
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of facts,”143 then they are also pixels in an ever-widening panorama. The point of every 
proposition is its relation to the world—propositions are symbols projected onto the 
world-around.

Analysis, ultimately, is often about propositions that are not appropriately 
distinguishable into “true” and “false” statements, but rather are truth-functions we 
should distinguish as “right” or “wrong,” “reasonable” or “unreasonable” to maintain. 
Many propositions are, inductively or deductively or hypothetically, symbolic ways of 
engaging the world. Thus when a Positivist declares that “Everything is simply matter 
and energy,” he or she is ignoring these realities and asserting that any time we feel 
love or perceive beauty or sense a higher-order existence, we should regard them as 
the mechanics of matter and energy. The problem is that although we may condemn 
such reductionism as unreasonable and work to wean others from this way of degrading 
existence, we cannot prove the specious arguments to be false—they make no definite 
statements about the properties of Nature and thus resist the empirical verification they 
pretend to defend.

The descriptions, definitions, classifications, elucidations, et al., of analysis are 
powerful tools and have transformed the world. The particular class of propositions 
analysis formulates, however, is one way concepts can be interpreted, not the way they 
must be interpreted. The logical difficulty we wish to bring to the fore, not as an attack 
on analysis but as an attempt to organically contextualize it, is that its propositions all 
involve one another. We cannot, for example, begin an elucidation by presuming that 
the meaning of Nature is absolute, and then proceed to use meaning to elucidate Space 
and Time, because to clarify the nature of meaning we must already have possessed 
an understanding of Space and Time. Even Positivists acknowledged all this long ago, 
when Mathematics challenged the rigidity of their ideal and forced them to admit that 
propositions which are identities do not require empirical verification to be valid. Where 
they speciously adopted a principle of verifiability, however, we recognize a thesis of 
refutability.

Because analytical intellectual activity constitutes our most recent and brilliant 
evolutionary accretion, it has obscured our awareness of the full range and power of 
intuitive intellectual functions, much as the Sun obscures our perception of the stars 
in the daytime. Analysis is the processing of information sequentially; intuition is the 
processing of information simultaneously, accessing several inputs at once. Analysis 
works in series; intuition in parallel. Hence the two modes are not so much incompatible 
as complementary—intuition, properly understood, is a very sophisticated high-data-rate 
perceptual and cognitive ability necessary for pattern recognition, three-dimensional 
conceptualization, holistic reasoning, and other functions of nonverbal ideation. The 
most significant creative activities of history, including those of Science and Technology, 
were made possible only through the collaboration of analysis and intuition, which is 
the basis of our intentionality. The Spaniard-American philosopher George Santayana 
explained it thus:

Values spring from the immediate and inexplicable reaction of vital 
impulse, and from the irrational part of our nature. The rational part is 

143 Wittgenstein, 1921
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by its essence relative; it leads us from data to conclusions, or from 
parts to wholes; it never furnishes the data with which it works. If any 
preference or precept were declared to be ultimate and primitive, 
it would thereby be declared to be irrational, since mediation, 
inference, and synthesis are the essence of rationality. The ideal of 
rationality is itself as arbitrary, as much dependent on the needs of 
a finite organization, as any other ideal. Only as ultimately securing 
tranquility of mind, which the philosopher instinctively pursues, has 
it for him any necessity. In spite of the verbal propriety of saying that 
reason demands rationality, what really demands rationality, what 
makes it a good and indispensable thing and gives it all its authority, 
is not its own nature, but our need of it both in safe and economical 
action and in the pleasures of comprehension.144

The “laws of nature” revealed by our great scientific theories cannot be given 
explanations in material terms; they are, in a sense, transcendent. If it is ludicrous 
anthropomorphism to suppose that inanimate objects have volitions such as we are 
aware of in ourselves, is it not equally ludicrous misanthropomorphism to suppose that 
the volitionless existence of inanimate things also extends to ourselves? Even if “to be is 
to be the value of a bound variable,”145 such a position is logically unsound. Mathematician 
and philosopher David Berlinski explained this point elegantly:

The laws of nature by which nature is explained are not themselves 
part of nature. No physical theory predicts their existence nor 
explains their power. They exist beyond space and time; they gain 
purchase by an act of the imagination and not observation, they 
are the tantalizing traces in matter of an intelligence that has so 
far hidden itself in symbols. Efforts to explain these laws of nature 
in terms of still further laws of nature that explain themselves have 
been unavailing. They are what they are.146

Trying to make Science contain existence is an attempt to make a part contain the 
whole—existence, then, must contain Science and much more. Contrary to popular 
vulgar ideals, Science does not study Nature for purposes of utility, but because it finds 
therein meaning and beauty—domains beyond the purview of Science. If Nature were not 
meaningful and beautiful, humans would not find it worth knowing to the extent Science 
strives to know it. Science is not, a fortiori, self-sufficing, but depends on the harmonious 
order of existence that is graspable by intelligence, which is only truly internalized by 
intuitive and aesthetic senses. The great encultured philosopher of science Alfred North 
Whitehead explained this nicely in Science and the Modern World (1925):

Faith in reason is the trust that the ultimate natures of things lie 
together in a harmony which excludes mere arbitrariness. It is the 

144 The Sense of Beauty (1896)
145 Quine, 1953
146 Newton’s Gift (2000)
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faith that at the base of things we shall not find mere arbitrary 
mystery. The faith in the order of nature which has made possible 
the growth of science is a particular example of a deeper faith. This 
faith cannot be justified by any inductive generalization. It springs 
from direct inspection of the nature of things as disclosed in our own 
immediate present experience. There is no parting from our own 
shadow. To experience this faith is to know that in being ourselves 
we are more than ourselves; to know that our experience, dim and 
fragmentary as it is, yet sounds the utmost depths of reality: to know 
that detached details, merely in order to be themselves, demand 
that they should find themselves in a system of things: to know 
that this system includes the harmony of logical rationality, and the 
harmony of aesthetic achievement: to know that, while the harmony 
of logic lies upon the universe as an iron necessity, the aesthetic 
harmony stands before it as a living ideal moulding the general flux 
in its broken progress towards finer, subtler issues.

Even when we are doing something so rudimentary as deciding exactly what is 
acceptable as evidence, William James observed in his essay The Sentiment of Rationality 
(1879), we are already coming to a conclusion which, by its very nature, cannot itself be 
predicated entirely upon evidence: “The absurd abstraction,” he explained, “of an intellect 
verbally formulating all its evidence and carefully estimating the probability thereof by a 
vulgar fraction, by the size of whose denominator and numerator alone it is swayed, is 
ideally as inept as it is actually impossible.” This is the background to James’ controversial          
essay The Will to Believe (1895), which does not, as is so often presumed, endorse some 

Adoration of the Mystic Lamb by Jan Van Eyck (1432)
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kind of “will-to-ignorance,” but presents a simple but profound main thesis: Mankind is 
always compelled to go beyond the evidence available. “Our passional nature,” James 
added in The Varieties of Religious Experience (1902), “not only lawfully may, but must, 
decide an option between propositions, whenever it is a genuine option that cannot by 
its nature be decided on intellectual grounds; for to say, under such circumstances, ‘Do 
not decide, but leave the question open,’ is itself a passional decision.” It is in recognition 
of this truth that the Noödynamics Institute is a newer and better Synthetic Society (1896).

To the Noödynamics Institute, truth must harmonize with the totality of the existence in 
which we live and move and have our being. The purpose of Science is not to undermine 
other valid types of knowledge, but to help us make full sense of them. Our non-
scientific understanding of existence should be a starting-point of scientific investigation, 
amenable to modification but not subject to any but the most certain refutation. It is 
therefore an axiom of our intellectual methodology that arguments intended, a priori, as 
only challenges to nonscientific understanding, no matter how logical, are fundamentally 
counter-productive and academically irrelevant. For if truth does harmonize with our non-
scientific beliefs, a well-founded but disharmonious argument must stand as an obstacle 
to our understanding of the truth.

Not only does truth harmonize with non-scientific belief; it forms a harmonious, 
existential whole. A culture-system is off-center, a house divided, so long as scientific 
and nonscientific knowledge pull it in opposite directions. The task of Science is not to 
cut, but to untie, the Gordian Knot of existence, and fulfill our desire to understand the 
totality. By coming to understand that nonscientific beliefs are not necessarily unscientific 
beliefs, we both free our thought from the constraints of dogmatism and come to a deeper 
understanding of why non-scientific beliefs are meaningful. By remaining openminded 
about nonscientific knowledge despite the extent of our scientific knowledge, we 
move from intellectual knowledge to existential understanding; from ordinary belief to 
transcendent wisdom. Thus, while the Noödynamics Institute does not for a moment 
entertain the possibility that any form of knowing is superior to Science, it nevertheless 
treats alternative forms with the greatest respect because Life is multifaceted. “Such 
difficulties as there are over the definition of truth lie in the need to avoid antinomies..., 
and in the fact that it is not possible to enumerate all the sentences in any natural 
language which expresses propositions of which truth or falsehood can be predicated,” 
advised A.J. Ayer in The Central Questions of Philosophy (1973). “The important problem, 
however, is not so much that of defining truth as that of giving some general account of 
the conditions under which we are justified in attributing it.”

The pursuit of knowledge is very godly behavior—some have said that “Truth is God 
and God is Truth”—behavior which involves submission to a “higher power.” The ever 
insightful and eminently Western Thomas Carlyle wrote eloquently on this subject:

It is well said, in every sense, that a man’s religion is the chief fact 
with regard to him. A man’s, or a nation of men’s. By religion I do not 
mean here the church-creed which he professes, the articles of faith 
which he will sign and, in words or otherwise, assert; not this wholly, 
in many cases not this at all. We see men of all kinds of professed 
creeds attain to almost all degrees of worth or worthlessness under 
each or any of them. This is not what I call religion, this profession 
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and assertion; which is often only a profession and an assertion 
from the outworks of the man, from the mere argumentative region 
of him, if even so deep as that. But the thing a man does practically 
believe (and this is often enough without asserting it even to 
himself, much less to others); the thing a man does practically lay 
to heart, and know for certain, concerning his vital relations to this 
mysterious Universe, and his duty and destiny there, that is in all 
cases the primary thing for him, and creatively determines all the 
rest. This is his religion; or, it may be, his mere skepticism and no-
religion; the manner it is in which he feels himself to be spiritually 
related to the Unseen World or No-world; and I say, if you tell me 
what it is, you tell me to a very great extent what the man is, what 
the thing he will do is.147

There can be no serious doubt, and this is an inspiration for the Noödynamics 
Institute, that Science is what Carlyle would call the West’s religion in our time. “For every 
person, whatever the culture to which he belongs,” advised Spengler, “the elements of 
the soul are the deities of an Inner Mythology.”148 The old teleological, ontological, and 
cosmological arguments are the impetus to our deep scientific desire—the Higher Order 
we wish to discover based on fact rather than faith. We have faith in facts, and thus this 
faith is itself a fact.

No portion of mankind has ever pursued Truth with so much devotion as the West 
with its Science. In his masterpiece The Road Less Traveled (1978), psychiatrist M. Scott 
Peck defined mental health as a process of ongoing dedication to reality at all costs. He 
added:

Among the members of the human race there exists an extraordinary 
variability in the breadth and sophistication of our understanding 
of what life is all about. This understanding is our religion. Since 
everyone has some understanding—some world view, no matter 
how limited or primitive or inaccurate—everyone has a religion.

This applies, we should add, no matter how expansive or modern or meticulously 
accurate. The fact that we have intellectually reduced the physical world to four primary 
forces does not detract from its beauty and meaning, any more than the fact that we 
have intellectually reduced painting to four primary colors detracts from the beauty and 
meaning of our aesthetic world. It is common for men to be enchanted every time they 
look at Bellini’s St. Mary Preaching in Alexandria (1505) or a verdantly green Spring day—
cannot the sight of the rings of Saturn in a telescope or a dividing cell in a microscope 
enchant us in the same manner? Our materialist philosophers urge Academia to simply 
“see things as they are”; but we urge Academia to perceive things as we are. If there is 
one philosophical thing the most recent Science has taught us, it is that we comprehend 
a World of reality only if we acknowledge that behind it is a great Mystery. Consider, for 
example, how so-called “Sun Horoscopes” (the kind found in daily papers) are scoffed at 

147 On Heroes, Hero-worship and The Heroic in History (1841)
148 The Decline of the West, vol. 1 (1918)
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by scientists, despite the fact that Georgio 

“It seemed to spread over the ground like arms outstretched at 
shoulder-height, palms down, in great, silent acceptance. It did not 
cling to the soil and it did not crouch under the sky. It seemed to lift the 
earth, and its few vertical shafts pulled the sky down. It was scaled to 
human height in such a manner that it did not dwarf man, but stood as 
a setting that made his figure the only absolute, the gauge of perfection 
by which all dimensions were to be judged. When a man entered this 
temple, he would feel space molded around him, for him, as if it had 
waited for his entrance, to be completed. It was a place where one 
would come to feel sinless and strong, to find the peace of spirit never 
granted save by one’s own glory.”

—Ann Rand
The Fountainhead (1943)

Community Church Knarvik by Reiulf Ramstad Arkitekter; in Knarvik, Norway

Piccardi, Director of the Institute for 
Physical Chemistry in Florence, Italy, 
discovered in 1960 that chemical reactions 
in water—like the development of a fetus 
in utero—are influenced by 
electromagnetic radiation, including the 
effect of the Sun’s eleven-year sunspot 
cycles.149 These findings were confirmed 
at Brussels University150 and at the 
Atmospheric Research Center in 
Colorado.151 Whether “Horoscopes” are 
valid or accurate is not the point. What is 
interesting is the fact that the cyclical 
effects of the Sun on terrestrial life could 
influence the specific development of a 
fetus in the womb; and that recurring 
Solar cycles could similarly affect that 
person throughout life—all via known 
scientific processes we could understand 
but instead ignore because Occultists 
beat Academia to the concept. As the 
Danish physicist Niels Bohr admonished:

The task of science is both to extend the range of our experience 
and to reduce it to order; and this task presents various aspects 
inseparably connected with one another. Only by experience itself 
do we come to recognize those laws which grant us a comprehensive 
view of the diversity of phenomena. As our knowledge becomes 
broader, we must be prepared therefore even to expect alterations 
in the point of view best suited for the ordering of experience.152

Contemporary Academia always asserts that there are no assumptions in its Science 
which are not necessitated by the experimental data. Were this conception of the 
relations between scientific theory and practice accurate, the theories of Science would 
not have required so many radical modifications in the 20th Century. If Science had 
truly been based exclusively on inductive inference from empirical facts, it never would 
have implied so many consequences which experiment subsequently disconfirmed. It is 
evident, therefore, that the relations between theory and practice are quite other than 
what orthodox Academics suppose and our epistemology in-itself requires significant 

149 q.v. The Chemical Basis of Medical Climatology (1962)
150 Observations Sur Les Tests Chimiques De Piccardi, C. Capel-Boute, 1960
151 Some Laboratory Studies in Fluctuating Phenomena, Fisher Sturdy, Ryan & Pugh, in Michael Geuguelin’s 

The Cosmic Clocks (1969)
152 Atomic Theory and the Description of Nature (1929)
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modification. This new epistemic standard must begin with an understanding that the 
theories of Science are never simply descriptions of experimental facts, but are largely 
derived from speculation. In other words, what Scientists know and have known since 
Newton should now serve as remedial education for the rest of Academia; namely, that 
our body of knowledge does not expand based exclusively upon a Baconian inductive 
method, but also relies heavily upon a hypothetico-deductive method.

In this method, theory is not derived from inductive assumptions based on a 
strict accumulation of experimental facts, but from hypotheses deduced from the 
assumptions predicated on empirical data. Hence, the Hypothetico-deductive Method 
requires speculative propositions to be pursued deductively with respect to presumed 
consequences so that they may be tested experimentally. In other words, the theories of 
Science propose many more philosophical assumptions than the data of the time asserts 
or implies. This means not only that any theory is by definition subject to modification 
and even reconstruction, but also that overly restrictive speculative assumptions—e.g. 
Materialism and Reductionism—are actually incompatible with receptivity to the advent of 
alternative evidence. This means that modern Science has never—popular presumption 
notwithstanding—disproven metaphysical propositions, i.e., Spirituality in-itself, because 
it has never been openminded enough to allow for confirmatory or disconfirmatory 
evidence. It has presumed them to be false and then taken this presumption for fact. And 
all claims of “non-overlapping magisteria”153 are simply superstitious tergiversations by 
skeptics and evasions by supernaturalists.

The experimental data of Science does not imply its theoretical concepts. These are 
philosophical—i.e., ontological and/or epistemological—in nature, and as such refer not 
to “facts” but to the subject-matter of knowledge and its relation to the perceiver and 
the subject-object nexus. The conceptions of Materialism and Reductionism find their 
scientific meaning solely in the limitations of theory in its relation to reality and hence 
are misapplied when the latter is referred ontologically and/or epistemologically to the 
former. In short, the object of scientific knowledge is never known directly by observation 
but is only known by axiomatic postulation and theoretic construction, tested through 
deduced experimentation. That which cannot be deduced from a theory cannot be tested 
within the parameters of that theory. Hence, we are led inexorably to the conclusion that 
Science and Spirituality can indeed be explored within the same intellectual schema, 
because what we call a “Philosophy of Spirituality” is conducive to the “Speculative 
Philosophy” put forth in Whitehead’s philosophy of science. In his magnum opus on the 
subject, Process and Reality (1929), Whitehead explained:

Speculative Philosophy is the endeavor to frame a coherent, logical, 
necessary system of general ideas in terms of which every element of 
our experience can be interpreted. By this notion of “interpretation” 
I mean that everything of which we are conscious, as enjoyed, 
perceived, willed, or thought, shall have the character of a particular 
instance of the general scheme. Thus the philosophical scheme 
should be coherent, logical, and, in respect to its interpretation, 
applicable and adequate. Here “applicable” means that some items 

153 Gould, 1999
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of experience are thus interpretable, and “adequate” means that 
there are no items incapable of such interpretation.

‘Coherence,’ as here employed, means that the fundamental ideas, 
in terms of which the scheme is developed, presuppose each other 
so that in isolation they are meaningless. This requirement does not 
mean that they are definable in terms of each other; it means that 
what is indefinable in one such notion cannot be abstracted from its 
relevance to other notions. It is the ideal of speculative philosophy 
that its fundamental notions shall not seem capable of abstraction 
from each other. In other words, it is presupposed that no entity 
can be conceived in complete abstraction from the system of the 
universe, and that it is the business of speculative philosophy to 
exhibit this truth. This character is its coherence.

The term ‘logical’ has its ordinary meaning including ‘logical’ 
consistency, or lack of contradiction, the definition of constructs 
in logical terms, the exemplification of general logical notions in 
specific instances, and the principles of inference. It will be observed 
that logical notions must themselves find their places in the scheme 
of philosophic notions.

It will also be noticed that this ideal of speculative philosophy has its 
rational side and its empirical side. The rational side is expressed by 
the terms “coherent” and “logical.” The empirical side is expressed 
by the terms “applicable” and “adequate.” But the two sides are 
bound together by clearing away an ambiguity which remains in the 
previous explanation of the term “adequate.” The adequacy of the 
scheme over every item does not mean adequacy over such items 
as happen to have been considered. It means that the texture of 
observed experience, as illustrating the philosophic scheme, is such 
that all related experience must exhibit the same texture. Thus the 
philosophic scheme should be “necessary,” in the sense of bearing 
in itself its own warrant of universality throughout all experience, 
provided that we confine ourselves to that which communicates 
with immediate matter of fact.

Obviously, this is a condign schema for Science but not for Supernaturalism.154 
Whereas a true Metaphysics is predicated upon Physics, a Spirituality predicated upon 
that Metaphysics fits squarely within this model while supernatural Religion is a priori 
excluded. Science may not appropriately reject spiritual principles, then, unless and until 
it distinguishes between the natural and the supernatural. We have no less than the 

154 A clear distinction is made herein between the commonly confused terms “supernatural” and 
“metaphysical.” The word “supernatural” is a qualitative term meaning “over” or “above” nature, 
and bears the connotation of a level of existence permanently outside the natural world. The word 
“metaphysical” is a quantitative term meaning “beyond physics,” and denotes a (possible) level of 
existence contemporarily outside the comprehension of (current) Physics. (q.v. Volume 5)
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Incompleteness Theorem155 on our side:

Man Created God by David Ho (2003) davidho.com

 
Any formal axiomatic system—including 
Science—comprises propositions 
formulable within its language that it 
cannot either prove or disprove. In other 
words, Physics is “incomplete” in the 
sense that there are true propositions of 
physical theory that Physics’ methods of 
proof are incapable of demonstrating. To 
prove such propositions we must move to 
a higher-level system—Metaphysics. We 
could perhaps paraphrase the 
Incompleteness Theorem in this context 
thus: Truth is stronger than proof.

William James succinctly defined 
Religion as “the attempt to be in harmony 
with an unseen order of things.”156 Like 
the unconscious realm of the Psyche, 
everyone has a “spiritual life,” whether 
they like it or not. The only major problem 
is denial, distortion, and suppression. 
Spirituality has become paraleimeniod 
in scientific society, but it is actually not 
an obiter dictum but an oblation worthy of intellectual recognition. The “war” between 
Science and Spirituality, the coupled design problem (in engineering this problem entails 
two functions of a system where adjustment of one negatively affects the other) is really 
a fallacy. We agree, essentially, with Kant’s assertion that our consciousness naturally 
apperceives three fundamental ideas of a transcendental157 kind: the idea of the Self; 
the idea of the World; and the idea of Deity. We strive phenomenologically, that is, for a 
definitive knowledge of inner experience, outer experience, and the origin and ground 
of all existence.

Science, for all its greatness, can in the final analysis only offer Mankind an ontic, not 
an ontological, dimension of being. As both Heidegger and Sarte explained profoundly, 
there is a vast gulf between Being-in-the-World and Being-in-the-midst-of-the-World, and 
Science, we add, can only present the latter, not the former, rendering the scientistic life 
what the Existentialists called an “inauthentic” existence. Only Spirituality, even the most 
scientific Monism, can give us Being-in-the-World in the sense of Heidegger’s “Dasein,” 
literally “being-there”; that is, a presence in the Cosmos based on Being.158

The difference between ontic and ontological dimensions of being can be likened to 
the difference between time as registered on clocks and time as experienced duration. 

155 Godel, 1931
156 The Varieties of Religious Experience (1902)
157 An adjectival indicator for a variety of personal and collective meta-rational experiences and 

sensibilities.
158 q.v. Being and Time (1927); Being and Nothingness (1956)
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Clock time is objective and an arbitrary invention, while lived time is subjective and 
synonymous with consciousness itself. This is analogous to the difference between the 
objective understanding of Science and the subjective understanding of Spirituality, and 
the analogy can be extended to other factors, for example space, and how we internalize 
experiences so that we truly “possess” them. Science is to Spirituality, then, what a printed 
copy of Hamlet is to our cognitive “digestion” of the story, through which it is not merely 
stored in memory but essentially becomes part of our Being.

Science is a mechanical disturbance propagated in an elastic medium; a longitudinal 
compression wave detectable by auditory instruments utilizing a tympanic membrane. 
Spirituality is Mahler’s Seventh Symphony in the dark; Wagner’s Parsifal overture on a 
mountain pass; Barber’s Adagio for Strings in the rain. In the 21st Century we must have 
Science in order to have true Spirituality—they form a postmodern complementary—and 
we must have Spirituality if we are to truly live rather than merely exist. Therein lies 
authenticity. Without the intuitive expression of Being we are condemned to a degraded 
subjectivity, because the everyday world of instrumental complexes neglects a whole 
world within. “It is by logic that we prove,” declared Poincaré. “It is by intuition that we 
discover.”159 Science is photons passing through a cornea, lens, aqueous and vitreous 
humors and impinging on the rods and cones of a retina, activating an optic nerve and 
cortical regions. Spirituality is Memling’s Shrine of St. Ursula in the half-light of a cathedral; 
Rodin’s Thinker at sunrise; Riefenstahl’s The Blue Light at midnight.

Spirituality in the 21st Century is not dogma and doctrine, supernaturalism and 
superstition, but simply a more luminous perception of existence; an existence for-itself 
to complement the in-itself; an existence in which quarks, atoms, molecules, organisms, 
ecosystems, planets, solar systems, galaxies, clusters, etc., are all part of an existential 
hypological kaleidoscope of meaning. In short, Spirituality is a level of consciousness 
which hearkens to the ever-present whisper of Being and lures it into the world as a part 
of the whole. For the Noödynamics Institute, the full truth of Life can only be known to the 
extent that Mankind is illuminated by Being. E pur si muove.

A person who has been able to ennoble curiosity by transforming part of it into awe 
in the midst of nature, has gained a great deal. Intellectuals of this sort, people whose 
will-to-know has become a form of piety, are promulgators of the true, the good, and 
the beautiful in every age. “It’s wanting to know that makes us matter,” observed Czech-
English playwright Tom Stoddard.160 Modern intellectuals suppose that their attitudes and 
behaviors toward the world spring from knowledge; and that knowledge is the foundation 
upon which their lives are organized. Intellectuals thus seek knowledge and suppose 
that the acquisition itself will direct their orientation toward existence; that if they know 
what the world is like, this knowledge in-itself will demonstrate to them what attitude to 
adapt and with what aims to live. But in reality, human lives are never organized in such a 
manner. Such pure, objective knowledge does not and cannot exist.  Intellectuals’ attitude 
and behavior toward knowledge itself are aprioristically oriented by their feelings about 
the world, which is itself, for the most part, the source of whatever it is that they suppose 
themselves to need to know and to be knowing. What has been assumed to be pure 

159 “Intuition and Logic in Mathematics,” Mathematics Teacher, #62 (1969)
160 Arcadia (1993)



114

knowledge, we must learn to recognize as shot through with hope and desire, with awe 
and wonder; and these pervasive feelings give knowledge all its power in orienting our 
lives. This incontrovertible fact tends to be overlooked, even by the highly intelligent, 
because of the modern spiel about feeling being the opposite of thinking—the former is 
evolutionarily prior to, and thus, logically, the foundation for, the latter. Spirituality, then, is 
one manifestation of the fact that consciousness has the capacity to organize the content 
of experience into forms of increasing richness and beauty, thereby creating new and 
higher values. Love is such a higher value, and is analogous. Love, in fact, resembles the 
spiritual relationship between Mankind and the essential order of Existence. The eminent 
biologist Julian Huxley explained:

If, therefore, we have in any true sense of the phrase, “found 
religion,” it means that we shall have so organized our minds that, 
for flashes at least, we attain to a sense of interpenetration with the 
reality around us—that reality which includes not only the celestial 
bodies and the rocks and waters, not only evolving life, but also 
other human beings, also ideas, also ideals. This, to my mind, is 
what actually occurs when men speak of communion with God. It is 
an organizing of our experiences of the universe in relation with the 
driving forces of our soul or mental being, so that the two are united 
and harmonized.161

Spirituality may be, ultimately, simply a belief in the essentially positive and harmonious 
structure of the Cosmos, as it was in the transcendental idealism begun by Emerson. In 
his famous address to a graduating class of 1838, Emerson gave expression to his belief 
in such natural laws:

These laws execute themselves. They are out of time, out of space, 
and not subject to circumstance. Thus, in the soul of man there is 
a justice whose retributions are instant and entire. He who does a 
good deed, is instantly ennobled. He who does a mean deed, is by 
the action itself contracted. He who puts off impurity, thereby puts 
on purity. If a man is at heart just, then in so far is he God; the safety 
of God, the immortality of God, the majesty of God do enter into that 
man with justice. If a man dissemble, deceive, he deceives himself, 
and goes out of acquaintance with his own being….

Character is always known. Thefts never enrich; alms never 
impoverish; murder will speak out of stone walls. The least admixture 
of a lie, — for example, the taint of vanity, the least attempt to make 
a good impression, a favorable appearance, — will instantly vitiate 
the effect. But speak the truth, and all nature and all spirits help you 
with unexpected furtherance. Speak the truth, and all things alive 
or brute are vouchers, and the very roots of the grass underground 
there, do seem to stir and move to bear you witness….

161 Essays of a Biologist (1923)
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These facts have always suggested to man the sublime creed, that 
the world is not the product of manifold power, but of one will, of 
one mind; and that one mind is everywhere active, in each ray of the 
star, in each wavelet of the pool; and whatever opposes that will, is 
everywhere balked and baffled, because things are made so, and not 
otherwise. Good is positive. Evil is merely privative, not absolute: it 
is like cold, which is the privation of heat. All evil is so much death or 
nonentity. Benevolence is absolute and real. So much benevolence 
as a man hath, so much life hath he. For all things proceed out of this 
same spirit, which is differently named love, justice, temperance, in 
its different applications, just as the ocean receives different names 
on the several shores which it washes. All things proceed out of the 
same spirit, and all things conspire with it. Whilst a man seeks good 
ends, he is strong by the whole strength of nature. In so far as he 
roves from these ends, he bereaves himself of power, of auxiliaries; 
his being shrinks out of all remote channels, he becomes less and 
less, a mote, a point, until absolute badness is absolute death.

The perception of this law of laws awakens in the mind a sentiment 
which we call the religious sentiment, and which makes our highest 
happiness. Wonderful is its power to charm and to command. It is a 
mountain air. It is the embalmer of the world. It is myrrh and storax, 
and chlorine and rosemary. It makes the sky and the hills sublime, 
and the silent song of the stars is it….

It is the beatitude of man. It makes him illimitable…. When he says, 
“I ought;” when love warms him; when he chooses, warned from 
on high, the good and great deed; then, deep melodies wander 
through his soul from Supreme Wisdom. Then he can worship, 
and be enlarged by his worship; for he can never go behind this 
sentiment….

All the expressions of this sentiment are sacred and permanent in 
proportion to their purity. The expressions of this sentiment affect us 
more than all other compositions.162

3.3 Piercing the Academic Iron Curtain

What modern (radical) empiricists have chosen to ignore is Berkeley’s proof that the 
concept of an external material world is itself an innate idea: our only true experience is 
of the senses, and thus our belief that the senses are merely registering stimuli from an 
external world is a priori. In other words, Idealism and Empiricism are not contradictory 
but complementary. Ultimately, Leibniz’s argument stands: Nothing in the intellect did not 
begin in the environment (Locke)—except the intellect itself. Early empiricists recognized 
such “original acts of the mind” (Locke), but this recognition was lost as Empiricism grew

162 Miscellanies (1868)
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Saturn as seen from Titan (ca 1948) by Chesley Bonestell

 more and more radical. Radical empiricists are a priori dull. From Hartley to Skinner, 
Empiricism—staring about with a gross rusticity—quite literally lost its mind. Phenomena 
like blindsight have revealed that apperception and perception are not entirely 
synonymous: the former must be a priori to the latter. Quantum Mechanics has been 
shock therapy.

We must learn to “lighten up,” to securely laugh at ourselves; yes, even we Scientists, 
in the long well-meaning tradition of Moliere, Swift, and Butler. There is indeed an 
Archimedes Silverpump, Ph.D163 in each of us. Science has, after all, become a domain of 
rampant biases, even amidst its self-congratulatory objectivity. George Eliot explained:

But to minds strongly marked by the positive and negative qualities 
that create severity—strength of will, conscious rectitude of purpose, 
narrowness of imagination and intellect, great power of self-control, 
and a disposition to exert control over others—prejudices come as 
the natural food of tendencies which can get no sustenance out of 
that complex, fragmentary, doubt-provoking knowledge which we 
call truth. Let a prejudice be bequeathed, carried in the air, adopted 
by hearsay, caught in through the eye—however it may come, these 
minds will give it a habitation: it is something to assert strongly 
and bravely, something to fill up the void of spontaneous ideas, 
something to impose on others with the authority of conscious right: 
it is at once a staff and a baton. Every prejudice that will answer 

163  Arnold, 1871
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these purposes is self-evident.164

That many ignore, deny, or vigorously denounce an unseen order doesn’t mean they 
are not spiritual beings; it only means they are trying to avoid the fact. Others may think 
of themselves as Atheists and deny the existence of Deity, yet they passionately believe 
that things like truth, beauty, and social justice are very much a part of an unseen order, 
and dedicate themselves to such an unseen order with a passion far greater than that 
of most who regularly attend a church, synagogue, mosque, or temple. The Nobel Prize-
winning (1965) physicist Richard Feynman, in The Pleasure of Finding Things Out (1999), 
proclaimed:

The same thrill, the same awe and mystery, come again and 
again when we look at any problem deeply enough. With more 
knowledge comes deeper, more wonderful mystery, luring one on 
to penetrate deeper still. Never concerned that the answer may 
prove disappointing, but with pleasure and confidence we turn over 
each new stone to find unimagined strangeness leading on to more 
wonderful questions and mysteries—certainly a grand adventure!

It is true that few unscientific people have this particular type of 
religious experience. Our poets do not write about it; our artists do 
not try to portray this remarkable thing. I don’t know why. Is nobody 
inspired by our present picture of the universe? The value of science 
remains unsung by singers, so you are reduced to hearing—not a 
song or a poem, but an evening lecture about it. This is not yet a 
scientific age.

Developing a capacity to experience Spirituality is not a radically different process from 
that of learning to experience Science—the former is, after all, essentially as “empirical” 
as the latter. The way to develop a spiritual sense is by using it—i.e., intuition—in the 
world-around. And one of the real joys of the spiritual impulse is the sudden discovery—
i.e., epiphany—that the Cosmos means more than the scientific sense thought it did. No 
matter how fully we analyze the Cosmos, the intuitive sense of something unanalyzable 
in the Cosmos suggests the way in which existence means what it means. This is a 
lived experience that deepens every person’s sense of life—even that of Atheists, whose 
religion is often essentially an unconscious Humanism that the Noödynamics Institute 
simply wishes to make conscious. Whether we call such feelings the “bright shoots of 
everlastingness” (Vaughan) or “frames of orientation and devotion,”165 we should embrace 
a spiritual world-view as did the greatest science-fiction writer and futurist of them all, 
Arthur C. Clarke: “Faith informed by thought and observation.”166 The developmental 
stages of human value-systems are not scientific (psychological) or spiritual, but psycho-
spiritual; that is, there is an existential development in human world-engagement which 
comprises both scientific and spiritual worldviews. These developmental stages can be 

164  The Mill On the Floss (1860)
165 Fromm, 1947
166 Rama II (1989)



118

reduced to four basic levels:

1. No Worldview: This is the typical Utilitarian approach to life, 
in which one does not believe in Science or Spirituality, per 
se, because of apathy; a simple, self-serving life of physical 
gratification, devoid of meaning or purpose, based exclusively 
on survival and pleasure.

2. Indoctrinal Worldview: This is simply the adoption of some 
institutional worldview in toto—Atheism or Judeo-christianity, 
for example—without deference to personal experience 
or autonomous philosophizing; usually with a rigorous and 
thoughtless adherence and attachment to morality-laden 
or “value-free” principles: typically materialist Science or 
supernatural Religion.

3. Agnostic Worldview: The term “agnostic” is used here for its 
purest original meaning—the belief that the ultimate reality 
of Existence is unknown and probably unknowable—which 
obviously includes both Skepticism and Spirituality, which are 
open to new evidence, new experiences, and praxis which is 
meaningful. This stage of individuated affirmation is characterized 
by free-thinking integrity (from Latin integratus: to coordinate 
into a functioning whole) and its concomitant inquisitiveness and 
relative open-mindedness.

4. Existentialist Worldview: This is the most mature and self-
actualized level, at which all empirical (from Latin empiricus: 
relying on experience) principles of human existence become 
primary to one’s approach to Life and the World, regardless 
of whether they can be adequately categorized, analyzed or 
reduced to the principles of specific disciplines.

It should be obvious that many Academics are at Level Three; as such, the average 
Academic is more psycho-spiritually developed than the majority of those who are 
typically identified as “religious.” But it must also be recognized that there is a minority 
of spiritual persons who are more psycho-spiritually developed than the majority of 
Academics. Many of these persons are part of the loosely-named “neo-pagan” revival of 
Nature Religion.

What is most significant, however, is the fact that both scientific and spiritual 
development are existentially cognate—both develop along sequential levels which lead 
to the same overall maturity of worldview. Thus when Carl Jung moved from Level Two 
to Level Three and attempted to reconcile his Science with Spirituality, it was inevitable 
that a Level Two-entrenched Freud would terminate their relationship; and when Pierre 
Teilhard de Chardin moved from Level Two to Level Three and attempted to reconcile his 
Religion with Science, it was inevitable that his Level Two-entrenched Jesuit superiors 
would label him a heretic. Yet the subsequent ideas of these men from scientific and 
spiritual disciplines were thoroughly compatible with each other. This is not a revision 
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In this context, “faith” is not an axiom, but a theorem: As Gödel demonstrated, 
Truth is bigger than proof. We desire a continuous revelation (Fichte). In kantian terms, 
Science and Spirituality represent the application of ectypal and archetypal intelligence, 
respectively, to the same phenomena, in order to understand the “supersensuous 
substrate.” Noödynamics is a postmodern revitalization of this transcendental-
methodological recognition. By analogy, we may conceptualize Science as an analysis 
of the brush-strokes on a canvas and Spirituality as an intuitive grasp of the meaning 
of the portrait. No matter how systematically Science analyzes the pattern scheme of 
phenomena, understanding arrangement and order and relations, such a mathematical 
examination can never, under any circumstances, intuit the overall meaning, purpose, 
or value of full-dimensional reality. The careful scrutiny of brush-strokes is important, 
because they are genuine objects and the data of knowledge, but only a continuity of 
experience—evaluation and appreciation—conceives the whole in terms of existence 
per se. Mankind is not only a mode of apperception unified by the living teleology of 
an organism, but also a metaphysical amphibian with an innate continuity of awareness 
based on an a priori coordination of conceptualization and sensibility—a center of self-
realization through manifold actualization. In essence, Science is a universal qualifier and 
Spirituality is an existential qualifier. In “Figures of Thought,” the poet Howard Nemerov 
wrote: 

To lay the logarithmic spiral on
Sea-shell and leaf alike, and see it fit,
To watch the same idea work itself out
In the fighter pilot’s steepening, tightening turn
Onto his target, setting up the kill
And in the flight of certain wall-eyed bugs
Who cannot see to fly straight into death

but an extension of the fundamental procedures of the West’s Scientific Method:
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But have to cast their sidelong glance at it
And come but cranking to the candle’s flame —

How secret that is, and how privileged
One feels to find the same necessity
Ciphered in forms diverse and otherwise
Without kinship —that is the beautiful
In Nature as in art, not obvious,
Not inaccessible, but just between.

It may diminish some of our dry delight
To wonder if everything we are and do
Lies subject to some little law like that;
Hidden in nature, but not deeply so. 167

We intuitively experience the world as meaningful, and the unifying characteristic of 
meaning can draw the most disparate categories of phenomena together into a Gestalt. 
Things in the world (and the world as a whole) have meaning only by standing in a particular 
relation to mind, and thus meaning is an aspect of intentionality; which really means 
world-directness.  It is deeply mysterious that apperception can be meaning-full, and 
thus it is appropriate to refer to this quality of consciousness as “spirituality.” Spirituality 
is not secret knowledge; it is not a method of social cohesion—it is the metaphysics of 
meaning, and all of its manifestations flow from this. In the metaphysics of meaning, the 
beginning of Spirituality sets the boundaries to the scientific and artistic endeavors.

Hence, the common bias which predisposes Science to consider all spiritual persons 
as academically inferior, and Spirituality to consider all Scientists as religiously inferior, 
is an illusion: both travel the same paradigmatic path from relative ignorance through 
skepticism and open-mindedness into self-fulfillment. Just weeks before the Wright 
Brothers first flew at Kitty Hawk, professor of mathematics and astronomy Simon 
Newcomb, at Johns Hopkins University, published an article revealing scientifically that 
the concept of heavier-than-air flight was an “utterly impossible” prospect.168 George 
Melville, Chief Engineer of the United States Navy, proclaimed the prospect “absurd.”169 
Are we secure enough to engage in the heartfelt laughter—the beautiful madness170—
such scientific arrogance evokes?171 We will, occasionally throughout this book, engage 
in the “serious humor” our position demands; e.g.:

A new graduate walked into an office supply store and talked to a 
clerk.

“Excuse me,” he said, “I’d like to get a gilt frame for my Bachelor’s 

167 In The Collected Poems of Howard Nemorov (1977)
168 The Independent, October 22, 1903
169 North American Review (1902)
170 Chesterton, 1925
171 “And when I beheld my devil,” Nietzsche explained in Thus Spake Zarathustra, “I found him serious, 

thorough, profound, solemn: it was the Spirit of Gravity—through him all things are ruined. One does 
not kill by anger but by laughter. Come, let us kill the Spirit of Gravity.”
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degree in Political Science.”

“Sure thing,” replied the clerk. “It sounds like a fair trade to me.”

The traditional link between Science and Spirituality, which in earlier, healthier times 
kept  Academia holistic,  is Philosophy (this was effectively true until the advent of Positivism
, which  declared  that  Philosophy  should  be  based  upon  Science ; then  Logical 
Positivism

 
declared that even this “metaphysical” thinking is invalid). Thus we award post

-graduate  students  who  endeavor  for  years  in  the  study  and  research  of  such 
specialized  fields  as Microbiology , Physics  and  History , a degree  still  called  a PhD : 
Doctor of Philosophy—the highest entitlement available in Western Academia.

Science consists, fundamentally, of all true propositions. Spirituality consists of 
their meanings. Philosophy, then, is the logical clarification of meaningful propositions. 
Philosophy enables us to make factual statements but does not state anything about 
what is in the world or what it means. It is an existential mirror that reveals something 
essential about us and the world, but cannot tell us what either is or means. Science 
can state what things are and Spirituality can state what they mean, and so the two 
converge in Philosophy. This is what Wittgenstein essentially meant when he stressed 
that Philosophy is not a teaching but an activity—the logical clarification of teachings. 

If we state that a line consists of an infinite number of points, we are engaging in 
Science. When we consider the human mind’s relationship to infinity, we are engaging 
in Spirituality (i.e., Metaphysics). And when we attempt to ascertain how many points in 
the line exist between any two points, we are engaging in Philosophy. Similarly, when we 
use lines to represent dimensionality, we are engaging in Art. When that Art is utilized 
to give viewers an experience of infinity, as in the nave of a cathedral, it is Religion. 
When a device is designed to allow us to draw perfectly straight lines, on a sheet of 
paper or across a landscape, it is Technology. The hermeneutic philosopher Hans-Georg 
Gadamer wrote:

I think Plato was well aware of this position when he said that 
philosophy is something for human beings, not for gods. Gods 
know, but we are in this ongoing process of approximation and 
overcoming error by dialectically moving toward truth. In this sense 
I could present a partial defense of the idea that the oldest heritage 
of philosophy is exactly its functionality, its giving an account, and 
that as such it cannot presume to have first principles. This suggests 
very well what I would have in place of “foundation.” I would call it 
“participation,” because that is what happens in human life. That is, 
without any doubt, the excellence of the humanities, that we share 
a common world of tradition and interpreted human experience.172

It seems inappropriate to many Academics to attempt to engage Science and/or 
Spirituality with Philosophy, concentrating on a few essences and principles from the 
world which cannot be directly tested or experienced. Yet part of the secret of 

172 Hermeneutics: Questions and Prospects, Gary Shapiro (Ed.), 1984
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La Primavera by Sandro Botticelli (c.1482)

Philosophy’s power lies in the use of exactly such abstractions. By this means we free our 
minds from burdensome and irrelevant detail and are thereby able to accomplish more, 
intellectually, than if we had to keep the whole psychophysical picture before us. The 
success of the process of abstracting particular aspects and qualities of existence rests 
on the transcendence of the inductive and deductive methods. Einstein wrote:

The relations between concepts and propositions among themselves 
and each other are of a logical nature, and the business of logical 
thought is strictly limited to the achievement of the connection 
between concepts and compositions among each other according 
to firmly laid down rules, which are the concern of logic. The 
concepts and propositions acquire “meaning,” viz., “content,” only 
through their connection with sense-experiences. The connection 
of the latter with the former is purely intuitive, not itself of a logical 
nature. The degree of certainty with which this relation, viz., intuitive 
connection, can be made, and nothing else, differentiates empty 
phantasy from scientific “truth.” The system of concepts is a creation 
of mankind together with the rules of syntax, which constitute the 
structure of the conceptual systems. Although the conceptual 
systems are logically entirely arbitrary, they are bound by the aim 
to permit the most nearly possible certain (intuitive) and complete 
coordination with the totality of sense-experiences; secondly, they 
aim at the greatest possible sparsity of their logically independent 
elements (basic concepts and axioms), i.e., undefined concepts and 
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underived propositions.173

In addition to unleashing the full potential of intellectual imagination there are further 
advantages in concentrating on abstract concepts of existence. The experimental 
Scientist, because he or she deals so directly with physical objects, is usually limited 
to thinking in terms of phenomena perceived through the senses. The experiential 
religionist, because he or she deals so directly with the psychical subject, is usually limited 
to thinking in terms of phenomena apperceived through the psyche. Both are delimited 
by the personality. Philosophy, by abstracting concepts and properties from psycho-
physical experience, is able to transcend personality to some extent. Thus Philosophy 
can deal with such concepts as ‘space-time’ and ‘hylozoism,’ which perhaps can never 
be qualitatively described or apperceived because they are apparently beyond the realm 
of personal experience. 

Philosophy can ‘explain’ gravitation and pantheism, for example, as properties 
of the Cosmos too vast to visualize. In like manner Philosophy can treat and ‘know’ 
such mysterious phenomena as a singularity, spirit, light, metanoia, electricity, and 
consciousness, for which any psycho-physical picture is mainly speculative and always 
inadequate. The abstractions, that is, the theorems indicatively constructed upon axioms 
and the new axioms thereafter deduced from the theorems, are the most significant 
and the most useful “facts” we have about these and other phenomena. Abstracting 
qualitative aspects of phenomena often reveals unsuspected relationships because the 
qualitative natures turn out to be the same for apparently unrelated phenomena. This 
statement is nowhere better illustrated than by the similarity in our developmental models 
of solar systems and atomic structures, the “form” of electricity and consciousness, and 
the ecological and spiritual apperceptions of holism. Although such abstracted analogies 
offer only approximations of truth, their usefulness is indisputable. Hardline scientific- 
and spiritual-minded persons who are as yet unpersuaded by the abstract power of 
Philosophy (which includes Mathematics) should recall Maxwell’s stupendous discovery 
that electromagnetic waves and light waves satisfy the same differential equations—
opening a whole new domain of Science through pure abstraction; and Jung’s stupendous 
discovery that archetypes and gods satisfy the same functions of the psyche—opening a 
whole new domain of Spirituality through pure abstraction.

Undoubtedly many Philosophers feel that the depiction of Philosophy as a link between 
Science and Spirituality is unwarranted. The strongest objection is that Philosophy usually 
operates in self-contained systems and is rarely subjected to empirical or existential tests. 
This argument undervalues the cultural power Philosophy has had in erecting ingenious 
and masterful metaphysical propositions and logical truths which have greatly influenced 
all other domains. Even the student of introductory Philosophy is often pleased by the 
manner in which rudimentary philosophical concepts offer light, meaning, and order 
to images of existence and human expression where formerly there was obscurity 
and confusion, or plain pedantry. The plan that Philosophy either imposes on Nature 
or reveals in Nature (which according to Kuhn are synonymous processes) replaces 
disorder with harmonious order by unifying disconnected facts in holistic systems. This 

173 “Autobiographical Notes,” in Albert Einstein: Philosopher-Scientist, Paul Schlipp (Ed.), 1949
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is the essential contribution of Anselm, Aquinas, Copernicus, Newton, Kant, Spengler, 
Einstein, Heisenberg, and Heidegger. The great educator S.E. Frost, Jr. wrote:

Modern science will not permit us to deny that the real world is as 
the scientist finds it, a thing upon which we can depend and the 
laws of which man can discover and act upon with a high degree of 
certainty. We can trust the universe as explained by the scientists. 
But philosophers are keenly conscious that this universe of the 
scientists is not all. They discover in the universe the human mind, 
human hopes and fears, love and hate, dreams and defeat. Here 
they find men acting as though they were free and others holding 
them responsible for their actions. The universe for them is also a 
place of struggle, planning and realization, willing and creating. It is 
this that the philosophers will not give up.

Consequently, the universe of modern philosophy is one in which 
both science and human values are accounted for. Today no thinker 
can claim recognition unless he has in some way at least accounted 
for the discoveries of the laboratories and those of the inner man. 
This whole universe is real, and any other is but a part, and no one 
must hold that the part, any part, is the whole and the rest unreal. 
All the universe, the outer and the inner, is real, and the philosopher 
must find place for it all in his system. This is the problem of modern 
philosophy, the problem of the nature of the universe as seen by 
philosophers now writing and teaching.174

Philosophy has, for the most part, fallen out of favor in the Sciences, but this is more an 
issue of syntax than semantics: even when scientists declare that Philosophy is no longer 
possible—as Wittgenstein originally did175—or that it likely has no future—as Habermas 
did176—they are merely proving that Philosophy endures; it must endure.

What the Noödynamics Institute seeks to accomplish first and foremost is to dispel 
the illusion that the developmental paths of Science and Spirituality are qualitatively 
different, so that men and women from both domains may then perceive fully the 
quantitative differences: the true conflict and hostility in Western Academia is less that 
between paths than that between levels. A scientist at Level Three has more in common, 
existentially (and paradigmatically), with an adherent of Nature Religion also at Level 
Three than with another scientist stuck at Level Two—and vice versa. Level Two scientists 
such as Richard Dawkins and Daniel Dennett are as quick to denounce as “unscientific” 
another scientist—Rupert Sheldrake or Fritjof Capra, for example—because the latter 
have attained Level Three scientifically, as they are to denounce a pagan or mystic. In 
fact, the term “mystical,” with wholly derogatory meaning, is often exactly the label used. 
Similarly, Level Two priests and theologians are as hasty in their denouncement of other 
religious persons—such as Arthur Koestler or T.S. Eliot—because the latter attained Level 

174 Basic Teachings of the Great Philosophers (1942)
175 Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (1921)
176 Der Philosophische Diskurs der Moderne (1988)
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Three spirituality, as they are to denounce a 

The Nave of Reims Cathedral. Within the most scientific of arts, architecture, we find the West’s first 
grand Technology—cathedral building. The Gothic Cathedral epitomizes the harmonious union of 
Science, Spirituality, and the Arts. These grand structures demanded a synthesis of scientific exactness, 
spiritual inspiration, and artistic creativity—not to mention cultural love—that is the highest achievement 
of Academia.
 As opposed to Egyptian and Hellenic architecture, which stands due to its own weight and mass, the 
Gothic vaults and flying buttresses embody an elastic tension and communications of force resembling 
the fibers of bone or a tree. Thus the awe-inspiring spectacle of a massive building hanging like a 
skeleton from its arched roof. And all this was engineered and constructed with the compass, plumb-
line, calipers, t-square, pulley, archaic crane, and Faustian Will-to-Power. So far did Gothic Man push this 
Technology that by the peak of the cathedral-building period, it was not his engineering limits but the 
limits of nature’s building material itself that checked him. And even on the extremely rare occasion that 
one of these towering structures faltered––such as the collapse of the 150-foot vault at Beauvais in 
1284—evidence suggest that it was the stone or ground, not the structure, that gave way.
 The scientific art of cathedral-building refutes the modern dictum that Science and Technology are 
founded on pure reduction, and Spirituality and Art on pure synthesis. Every peak event in each is not 
merely a result of analysis or creativity, but also of discovery. A sculpture and a law of nature are both 
concealed in the raw material of Nature, and discovery is thus the relationship between analysis and 
synthesis: the analyzing of Essence and the synthesizing of Form.

The Nave to Pure and 
Limitless Spacematerialist or pagan. The Inquisition is the 

same. A major effect of this simple but 
profound revelation is that it not only 
expands one’s capacity to comprehend 
different views, but it also makes one 
aware that a worldview is something that 
does develop. We can see this in others, 
but the perception more significantly 
brings home the reality that we have 
already come a distance in our own 
development—and we still have some 
distance to travel.

It is, across the board, Level Two 
dogmatists, with their rigid programs and 
majority herd control of both Scientific 
and Spiritual platforms, who threaten 
the development of everyone—and the 
Culture as a whole. One of the most 
amazing sights beheld by those who work 
to bridge the chasm between Science and 
Spirituality is the quickness with which the 
antagonistic camps of Level Two Science 
and Level Two Spirituality unite in opposition to Level Three ideas from either side. The 
scientific study of Spirituality and the attempt to de-secularize Science are met with 
irrational reactionary hostility by the full spectrum of Level Two stasis. At Level Three—
and only at Level Three—the next Level is recognized as neither Scientific nor Spiritual 
per se, but as existential—and thus it is damnable heresy to those entrenched below. As 
a Level Four institution, the Noödynamics Institute is a new forum open to all Level Three 
persons regardless of domain. The essential thing in a good and healthy Academia is that 
it should not regard itself as a function of the State or the People, but as the significance 
and highest justification thereof. Its fundamental belief must be precisely that a society 
does not exist for its own sake, but as a foundation, so that a select group of beings may 
be able to elevate themselves to higher duties; to a higher existence; and in general to 
the higher expression of the Idea embodied by the society. Academia’s duty of bestowing 
names is a glimpse of this aristocratic heritage: by naming each Cause and Effect, every 
Principle and Category, Academia thereby takes symbolic possession of them.

Originally, the term “institution” did not refer to administrative structures or other 
mechanisms of function. Rather, it expressed a commitment binding diverse activities 
focused on a mutual goal; it denoted a concerted effort to create a coherent whole out of 
the multiple efforts devoted to this goal. Institutions, thus understood, have provided the 
architectonic principles which have facilitated all great cultural achievements. It is in this 
spirit that the Noödynamics Institute was established. Of course, such an open forum, 
due to its inherent lack of specialization, involves unavoidable ambiguity—as does Life. 
There may be unexpected (and unpleasant) consequences: people may outgrow their 
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disciplines. They may even leave their domains—from Science to Nature Religion, or 
vice versa—and venture into strange new fields. But the overall result, we suggest, can 
only be pleasant: a more rich and powerful development for all persons and all domains 
involved. All of Academia will be deepened and expanded and revitalized—as occurred 
during the last Epoch when such potential was released: the Renaissance.

We must reconsider our vision of the future according to the new demands. The 
New Millennium is not some distant time which we hope to one day enter—it is today. 
Our millennial vision is of a screen upon which we project the higher aspirations of our 
Culture. To this end we must reflect upon the meaning of our sciences. As the French 
astrophysicist Nikos Prantzos wrote in his award-winning popular science masterpiece, 
Our Cosmic Future: Humanity’s Fate in the Universe (1998):

The decline of religion and philosophy, the unsurpassed myth 
creators of the past, has left the way open to modern science. Since 
the last century, science has become one of the main sources of 
modern myth in our society. This may seem paradoxical, since the 
scientific method is based on doubt and skepticism and is supposed 
to do away with myth. However, in its approach, science has regularly 
produced new ones. One of these is the myth of all-powerful humans 
who, through science, are able to raise themselves above nature 
and indeed becomes masters of their own destiny.

The Noödynamics Institute suggests that we now have a new basis for meaningful 
dialogue between Science and Spirituality. Science can injure Spirituality by ignoring it as 
surely as by disproving its tenets—but such is unscientific. We must update Bacon’s motto: 
not merely all knowledge, but all experience shall be taken as our province. “If we had 
a keen vision, and feeling of all ordinary human life,” write George Eliot in Middlemarch 
(1871-2), “it would be like hearing the grass grow and the squirrel’s heart beat, and we 
should die of that roar which lies on the other side of silence.” Yet those who have the 
capacity for a profound spiritual impulse who enter this dialogue in the effort to evolve 
a spiritual pattern for the new millennium will obviously have to overcome a rather large 
obstacle. They must constitute an actual natural aristocracy.177

Analytical knowledge is always particularized. Knowledge in potentia, i.e., as it is in 
the mind when the mind is not analyzing an object, is always intuitive. Or, again, just as 
analysis is “of this attractive force between these two bodies,” and also intuitively of 
gravitation in general because this force is gravity, so all scientific knowledge is always 
directly of a particular instance but also in potentia of the class of particular instances. 
Spiritual thought perceives the class of classes, and the class of classes of classes, and 
so on. The actuality of knowledge cannot be confined to the apprehension of a set 
of universal laws. Scientific thought is not concerned with universals cut off from their 
particulars, but with universals as the universals of their particulars. There is no scientific 
insight into a general law which is not accompanied by some awareness of particulars 
encompassed by it. Spiritual thought is concerned with universals as universals per 
se; with insight into the meaning behind universals; with the causes of the effects we 

177 Rawls, 1971
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call general laws. In terminology somewhat outdated but of great utility here, we can 
say that Science is an exploration of material and efficient causes, and Spirituality is 
an exploration of formal and final causes. In more modern terms, phenomena are the 
province of Science and noumena are the province of Spirituality. The important point is 
that real Spirituality goes beyond and behind Science, but never against and athwart it. 
“When the fact of experience has become itself a wonder,” mused scientist Julian Huxley, 
“there is no room for miracle in the vulgar sense.”178

The Nobel Prize-winning physicist (1945) Wolfgang Pauli declared unambiguously that 
the “goal of overcoming the opposites in a synthesis embracing rational understanding 
as well as the mystical experience of Oneness is the explicit or tacit myth of our time.”179 
Although scientific knowledge can no longer be viewed as obviating in any sense 
the most profound spiritual impulse—the apprehension of one’s true Self—that fact is 
easily lost on those who insist that scientific truths must legitimate dogmatic versions of 
religious concepts (including the Judeochristian messiah myth and rationalist “progress” 
myth). The assumption that one must make to enter this dialogue is that Being assumes 
the anthropomorphic guise of our particular conceptions of Beings in a cultural context. 
If the unexamined life is not worth living (Socrates), then it logically follows that the most 
examined life is most worth living. 

In an unfortunately long-forgotten treatise Pattern Matching as an Essential in Distal 
Knowing (1966), Donald T. Campbell convincingly argued that the greater part of all 
knowledge, including the verification of scientific hypotheses, is acquired through a 
process distinctly resembling that of a genetic adaptation. The method of both genome 
and society is to perpetually conduct experimentation, subjecting the results to the 
selection pressures of the environment, and retaining that which is most fit. Mankind 
engages the cognitive hypotheses of the existential mind with the external world and 
adapts ideas in favor of fitness. One of the mental-mutations that has stood the test 
of time, and been selected by nature over and over in a convergence not susceptible 
to probabilistic explanations, is a teleonomic180 apprehension of existence; i.e., intuitive 
world-feeling.

Spiritual truth, like scientific truth, must be viewed as a metaphor for that which we 
cannot fully describe. This integration, this synthesis of the various expressions of the 
Western psyche, represents the first rung on the ladder ascending toward a New Aeon 
(a period of time which denotes a total span of a specific cycle of Life). Beyond—the 
mystery of Life begins anew. “The humbug is not the man who dives into mystery,” mused 
G.K. Chesterton, “but one who refuses to come out of it.” On this side of the veil there 
is no mystery, no esotericism, no other shadows than those projected, above all, by our 
arrogance. This Spinozan unity will be neither tender- nor tough-minded181, but rather—
corpus collosum-minded. Just as it is easier to content oneself with rationalizations than to 
deal with the harsh realities of Nature with a warrior’s serenity, a death-defying intrepidity, 
and a note of super-human laughter, so is it also more convenient academically to seek 

178 Religion Without Revelation (1957)
179 quoted by Werner Heisenberg in “Wolfgang Pauli’s Philosophy Ische Auffassunggen,” in Zietschrift Fur 

Parapsychologie Una Grenzebeitg Der Psychologie, III: 2/3; 1960
180 Pittendrigh, 1958
181 James, 1960
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refuge in orthodox dogmas than to struggle autonomously against the dead weight and 
superficiality of a world of stagnation. But as Martin Heidegger related:

The real “movement” of the sciences takes place when their basic 
concepts undergo a more or less radical revision which is transparent 
to itself. The level which a science has reached is determined by how 
far it is capable of a crisis in its basic concepts. In such immanent 
crises the very relationship between positively investigative inquiry 
and those things themselves that are under interrogation comes 
to a point where it begins to totter. Among the various disciplines 
everywhere today there are freshly awakening tendencies to put 
research on new foundations.182

Science has made the modern world and Science must redeem it. Until scientists 
recognize and assert the normative implications of Science, however, no fundamental 
advance is possible. The common claim that Science is descriptive and not normative; 
that it only describes facts and cannot have ethical implications, is extremely unscientific. 
As soon as Science begins to study Mankind, Mankind itself is thereby changed, and the 
ethical issues that interest society are transformed. For example, the scientific conception 
of homo sapiens as an organism that has evolved over eons and is potentially capable 
of achieving yet further evolutionary ascendance contains astounding and far-reaching 
ethical implications—though many do not want to face them. In its techniques, science 

182 Being and Time (1927)
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is ethically neutral; in its consequences, however, neutrality is ignorance, since Science 
transforms every aspect of human knowledge and experience. It is the duty of Science—
indeed, its highest duty—to reveal the nature of reality, the story of Life and Mankind, 
the facts of Existence; and the possibilities, based on knowledge of these things, for 
the future. The Noödynamics Institute scorns those who indulge in any form of modern 
escapism, including orthodox Academics, and calls on those superior individuals willing 
to engage this post-hermeneutic cross-axial endeavor, to come face to face with the 
great Enigma—to gaze boldly across Nietzsche’s Abyss:

If to the fleeting hour I say 
‘Remain, so fair thou art, remain.’ 
Then bind me with your fatal chain, 
For I will perish in that day.183

Such a course guarantees nothing except that, if we fight to the end and deliver 
ourselves from darkness, Truth itself will fight for us, and in the end will conquer everything. 
Nullis in verba.184 “Truth never prevails,” noted Max Planck, “but her adversaries always 
perish in the end.”185 Noödynamics shall be an existential adventure into the virtual 
museum half an inch behind the forehead. This, perhaps, will be the dawning of a true 
Golden Age; in the words of Joseph Campbell:

A hero ventures forth from the world of common day into a region 
of supernatural wonder: fabulous forces are there encountered and 
decisive victory is won: a hero comes back from this mysterious 
venture with the power to bestow boons on his fellow men.186

3.4 The Culture-soul: Unbearable Lightness of Being-in-the-World

If theoretical reason in Noödynamics could eventually refashion the terms of 
constructing our symbolic worldview to the extent that it impacts practical reason, 
then conceiving of each individual being as an expression of the Western Culture-soul 
is the leap of faith that would prove critical. Academics who can digest wave-particle 
complementarity,187 the Incompleteness Theorem, wormholes in space, and infinities of 
different magnitudes, need not be squeamish about logical ideas concerning a soul, 
defined simply, as it has implicitly been defined by intellectuals since Aristotle, as the 
entire vital principle of any organism.188

This is not some supernatural concept but simply a metaphysical principle based on 
the idea of ‘essence’ as defined by Locke in his Essay Concerning Human Understanding 
(1690): “And thus the real internal (but generally in substance unknown) constitution of

183 Goethe, Faust, Part II
184 “No man’s word shall be final”—the motto of the Royal Society (1660)
185 Scientific Autobiography and Other Papers (1949)
186 Hero with a Thousand Faces (1956)
187 Bohr, 1926
188 The Soul, II
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Miracle of the Cross at the Bridge of San Lorenzo by Gentile Bellini (1500)

 things, whereon their discoverable qualities depend, may be called their ‘essence’.” 
The “real internal constitution” of a culture-system is a (collective) psyche, and “psyche” 
is a scientific term for Soul. The aspect of the psyche that we call “soul” comprises all 
the animating, dynamic, inspiring components of cognition; i.e., its intentionality. When 
the Soul is experienced as being an underlying component of an individual psyche, it is 
also experienced as that factor which creates images and impulses in the inner field of 
consciousness and organizes them into a meaningful order.

Linguistically, ‘soul’ as used here is simply a term of connotation indicating qualities 
which the less inclusive term “system” leaves out in its scientific specificity. As an 
ostensibly denoting expression, “culture-soul” is an alternate propositional description. 
The concept corresponding to the term is a conjunction of predicates similar to but not 
synonymous with “culture-system.” This conjunction provides necessary and sufficient 
conditions for an object to fall under the extension of the term if it has the properties 
indicated by those predicates. If the meaning of the expression is identified with such 
a conjunction, then the possession of the object by any or the whole set of properties 
named by the expression is an analytic truth: that is, the predicate is “contained in” the 
subject. The meaning of “culture-soul,” then, is given by specifying a conjunction of 
properties such that, for each of these properties, the statement “Culture-souls have the 
property P” is an analytic truth; and if P1, P2, P3, …Pn are all properties in the conjunction, 
then “Something with all of the properties P1 …Pn is a culture-soul” is likewise an analytic 
truth.

Metaphysically speaking, our term “soul” refers to the transcendental relationship 
between being and expression, which conceives Culture as an element of being itself 
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and not simply an attitude of the subject. This involvement of cultural expressiveness in 
being is the presupposition of noödynamic thought. What is expressed, is by its nature 
“true,” i.e., present in and before consciousness. Thus here, cognition does not start from 
the concept of a subject and make everything else an object. Rather, it is a participation in 
true Being, i.e., a belonging to the same a priori basis of existence as cultural expression; 
and is, in a certain sense, expressiveness per se. In this conceptualization there is no 
assertion of a self-conscious “soul” without “culture” then finding its way to cultural 
existence; both belong to one another. The relationship is primary. This is essentially 
a cultural application of the principle of process:189 “How an actual entity becomes 
constitutes what that actual entity is; so that the two descriptions of an actual entity are 
not independent. Its ‘being’ is constituted by its ‘becoming’.”

Kant defined Nature as “the existence of things in so far as they are determined 
according to Universal Laws,”190 and this seems adequate for the concept-formation of 
Science. Moreover, it suggests a scientific definition of Culture as “the existence of things 
in so far as they are determined according to existential values.” This seems to conform 
to the excellent rationale set forth by the German philosopher of science Heinrich Rickert:

The idea of Culture provides the Historical Sciences with a principle 
for the selection of the essential aspects of reality in the formation 
of their concepts, just as the idea of Nature as reality considered 
from the point of view of universal laws and concepts does for the 
Nature Sciences. The concept of a historical individuality that can 
be represented as a real expression of complexes of meaning is first 
constituted by virtue of the values that attach to Culture and through 
reference to them.191

We postulate a Culture-soul as the a priori ground for Culture: the totality of imperative 
and aesthetic patterns of organization encapsulating the collective psyche and ineffable 
underlying structure of Culture. Culture is a Ø quality. We employ the word “Soul” to 
denote a pre-cognitive faculty, but if one prefers to simply accept our use of the term in 
its original (Greek) etymological sense—Psyche—or in a purely metaphorical sense (as a 
symbol), this will not detract from our purpose. Numen in est.192 As Goethe proclaimed:

Vast as it is, fill them with that force thy Heart, 
And when you in the feeling wholly blessed art, 
Call it, then, what you will. 
Call it Bliss! Heart! Love! God! 
I have no name for it! 
`Tis feeling, all; 
Name is but sound and smoke 
Shrouding the glow of Heaven.193

189 Whitehead, 1929
190 Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics (1783)
191  Science and History (1926)
192  “There is a presence here.”
193  Faust I
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Our term Culture-soul is the only translation of the German philosophical word 
Geist which is truly appropriate. Kant defined Geist as “the animating principle of mind,” 
i.e., creative power, in his Critique of Judgement (1790). Thus Hegel’s objektiver Geist 
represented cultural expressions such as poetry, music, literature, science, philosophy, 
laws, and so on. To interpret Geist as “spirit” or “mind,” as is most often done, is to lose 
this crucial element. Hegel certainly meant “objective Culture,” as opposed to Culture 
per se; i.e., the indwelling force that impels such expressions. The great philosopher of 
science Wilhelm Dilthey194 adopted the principle of Geist from Hegel, and proved our 
point by founding Cultural Sciences. What Dilthey had to say about objectified Culture is 
useful to our use of Culture-soul herein:

I have shown how significant objective Culture is for the possibility 
of knowledge in the human studies. By this I mean the manifold 
forms in which what individuals hold in common have objectified 
themselves in the world of the senses. In this objective Culture the 
past is a permanently enduring present for us. Its realm extends from 
the style of life and the forms of social intercourse, to the systems of 
purpose which society has created for itself, to Custom, Law, State, 
Religion, Art, Science, and Philosophy. For even the work of genius 
represents ideas, feelings, and ideals commonly held in an Age and 
Environment. From this world of objective Culture the Self receives 
sustenance from earliest childhood. It is the medium in which the 
understanding of other people and their expressions take place. 
For everything in which the Culture has objectified itself contains 
something held in common by the I and Thou. Every square planted 
with trees, every room in which seats are arranged, and valuation—
common to us all—have assigned its place to every square and 
every object in the room. The child grows up within the order and 
customs of the family, which it shares with the other members and 
its mother’s orders are accepted in this context. Before it learns to 
talk it is already wholly immersed in that common medium. It learns 
to understand the gestures and facial expressions, movements and 
exclamations, words and sentences, only because it encounters 
them always in the same form and in the same relation to what they 
mean and express. Thus the individual orientates himself in the 
world of objective Culture.

From this there follows a consequence important for the process of 
understanding. The expression of Life which the individual grasps 
is, as a rule, not simply an isolated expression but filled with a 
knowledge of what is held in common and a relation to the Cultural 
content.195

It should be obvious that if our translation of Geist as “Culture” were changed into the 
common “mind” or “spirit,” this extensive and detailed quotation would lose its meaning 

194  See Cultural Ecology, Volume 2
195  Pattern and Meaning in History: Thoughts on History and Society (1894)
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entirely. We use Culture-soul to denote the subjective counterpart to Dilthey’s objective 
Culture. Culture-soul is Culture per se, and represents the élan vital196 of Culture-as-
expressed. Culture lives itself; it is not primarily the Psyche that lives; rather, living and 
conditioning occurs in and as the phenomenon of Culture-worlding (Kultur es Weltef). 
Jung explained:

Here Geist means the sum-total of all the phenomena of rational 
thought, or of the Mind, including will, memory, imagination, 
creative power, and aspiration motivated by ideals. Geist has the 
further connotation of spriteliness, as when we say that a person is 
“spirited,” meaning that he is versatile and full of ideas, with a brilliant, 
witty, and surprising turn of mind. Again, Geist denotes a certain 
attitude or principle underlying it, for instance, one is “educated in 
the Spirit of Pestalozzi,” or one says that the “Spirit of Weimar is the 
immortal German heritage.” A special instance is the Zeit-geist, or 
Spirit of the Age, which stands for the principle and motive force 
behind certain views, judgments, and actions of a collective nature. 
Then there is the “objective Geist,” by which is meant the whole 
stock of Mankind’s cultural possessions with particular regard to his 
intellectual and spiritual achievements.197

The different modes of expression in a culture-system are different maps, in 
different degrees of incompleteness, of precisely the same territory—the world of 
historical development, perceived as the culture’s knowledge of itself. The Collective 
Consciousness perpetually moves through the modes, and their levels and interstices, 
conceptualizing what its Soul experiences and externalizing it, then returning to inward 
world-feeling for fresh inspiration; or again, discovering in the World the character of the 
Self and in the Self the understanding of the World. The purpose of Life exists for the 
culture-system as the act of seeking it.

Reality, for the culture-system, is the culture-soul; to be “real,” that is, is to externalize 
the system’s diverse expressions. Whatever a High Culture cannot find within itself is 
environment. This “finding,” however, is not a matter of simple introspection; it is in and 
through the integration and coherence of myriad minds that the culture-system discovers 
its own resources. To live is to become, an intuition Hegel gave formal expression. But no 
system is final; development, as Croce realized, is all—reality is “a provisional dynamic 
system developing through provisional and dynamic systemizations.”198

Yet one cannot, of course, merely reason or argue oneself into an acceptance of this 
proposition. “The psychical manifestations of Geist indicate at once that they are of an 
archetypal nature,” advised Jung—“in other words, the phenomenon we call Geist 
depends on the existence of an autonomous primordial image that is universally present 
in the pre-conscious makeup of the human psyche.”199 One must also have the capacity 
for true culturo-spiritual feeling. Hopefully many of those who have the capacity will be 

196  Bergson, 1907
197 The Symbolism of Spirits (1948)
198 What is Living and What is Dead in the Philosophy of Hegel (1907)
199 The Symbolism of Spirits
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able to communicate their awareness to 

The Chandra X-Ray Telescope. Twenty-three years in the making, this 
sky-gazer has an average orbit 200 times higher than the Hubble 
Telescope.  Funneling incoming x-rays from mirrors to two cameras — 
a high resolution camera with a grid of 69 million glass tubes and an 
image spectrometer with ten million-pixel x-ray sensitive chips — the 
Chandra has already allowed astronomers at Smithsonian Observatory 
Center to observe phenomena six billion light years away — and into 
the past.

others in metaphoric representations (in 
ordinary language) with enormous 
emotional appeal. In Science and the 
Modern World (1925), the English 
mathematician and philosopher Alfred 
Whitehead urged the West not to let 
abstract systems of scientific theory keep 
it from the full experience of life, and from 
using both elements of life to frame ever 
broader ideas. Perhaps most impressive in 
this and other texts is Whitehead’s natural 
and comfortable appeal to the ideas of 
Western poets. This was part of 
Whitehead’s rare insight that no discipline 
or system can do more than help us to 
approach a true understanding of the 
numinous200 reality of existence. This 
insight had been expressed as far back as 
Dante Alighieri, the great medieval Italian 
poet and mystic, who stated:

If the judgment of mortals errs where the key of sense fails to unlock, 
Surely the shafts of wonder should not prick thee henceforth. Since even 
following after the senses thou seest that reason’s wings are short.201

Similarly, in Science and the Unseen World (1929), the English astronomer, physicist, 
and mathematician Arthur Eddington recognized that the world’s meaning could not be 
discovered from science alone, but must be sought also through the apprehension of 
spiritual reality: De Profundus. The great 20th Century founder of ethology and Nobel 
laureate (1973) Konrad Lorenz, in the closing chapter of Behind the Mirror: A Search for a 
Natural History of Human Knowledge (1973), wrote:

In my opinion there are distinct signs that a self-recognition of all 
encultured humanity, a collective self-knowledge derived from 
Natural Science, is beginning to spring up. If, as is entirely possible, 
this movement grows, the intellectual aspirations and energies of 
Mankind will be raised to a higher level of integration, as in the distant 
past “creative flashes” of reflection and meditation raised man’s 
powers of understanding to a new and higher level. A reflecting 
self-investigation of Culture has never yet come into existence on 

200 Anything regarded as awesome and enigmatic, bearing intimations of a metaphysical conception. “If 
luminous can be derived from ‘lumen’,” wrote psychologist Rudolf Otto in The Idea of the Holy (1929), 
“then numinous can be formed from ‘numen’.”

201 Paradise (1321)
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this planet, just as objectivating Science did not exist before the 
time of Galileo.

The scientific investigation of the structure of human society and its 
intellectual processes is a task of mammoth proportions. Society is 
the most complex of all living systems on Earth, and our knowledge 
of it has barely scratched the surface. Yet I believe that Mankind 
stands at a turning-point in History and at this moment has the 
potential capacity to scale new and unknown heights.

In the organic progressive development of meaning and truth, Science does not 
dismiss the former. Such a separation of intellect and emotion is the “dissociation of 
sensibility” spoken of by the poet T.S. Eliot in The Metaphysical Poets (1921). Science has 
as its purpose the observation, measurement, analysis, and proofs—the who, what, where, 
when, and how—of existence, and Spirituality then seeks the why. As sociologist Andrew 
Greeley has explained: “Try as it might, Psychology cannot explain the purpose of human 
existence, the meaning of human life, the ultimate destiny of the human person.”202

The question as to whether a culture-soul “actually” exists is akin to the question as 
to whether an infinite class exists. Just because an individual human and a culture-soul 
would have a different “existence” does not mean that they require different recognition. 
Both the Logistics and the Formalists can defend the concept based on self-consistency. 
“Existence” posited as a “self-consistent proposition” can be a true existence statement. 
If we adopt a theory of types and the axiom of logical reducibility upon which it is based, 
we may ascribe the same existence to a culture-soul as to the number π. An existence 
statement free from self-contradiction may be made relative to either. For that matter, 
there is no valid reason to trust in an irrational number any more than in a culture-soul. 
Quantum Mechanics, judged by “logical” standards, generates paradoxes far more 
absurd and a great deal less pleasing than the most speculative belief in a culture-soul. 
After careful consideration of the propositions below, it is as permissible to discard the 
culture-soul as it is to reject the impressions of one’s senses. It is neither more, nor 
less, scientific to do so. In the final analysis, this is a matter of aesthetics, on a par with 
rejecting the belief in Beauty because it is not logical or amenable to proof.

In the Noödynamics Institute, this juxtaposition of two typically ambiguous words 
generates a phenomenological, and therefore essentially technical, meaning. This will be 
confusing only to minor or doctrinaire intellects. When a term is fairly precisely defined 
and signifies only one thing, as is the case with “culture-soul” here, there is no more 
reason to criticize its use than to criticize the use of a proper name. We do not deal 
in shabby portmanteaus. The culture-soul is a precise phenomenological idea. It has 
forced itself into Academia much in the same way as did the “imaginary” number. We 
shall understand more clearly how the culture-soul has come into use if we consider the 
development of its progenitor—the culture-system. This shall be done extensively and in 
detail below, and in the realm of empirical science in Volume 2.

The “meaning” of the term “culture-soul” in an academic context depends, in the 
final analysis, upon the meaning we assign to the word “meaning.” The 20th Century’s 

202 “Pop Psychology and the Gospel,” Theology Today, #23 (1976)
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great philosopher of language, Wittgenstein, proposed four interrelated conceptions 
of meaning in his masterful Philosophical Investigations (1953): customs, constructions, 
imperatives (rule-following), and physiognomies (spatial representations such as Art). We 
cannot engage in a complete dialogue about the whole human condition except in the 
context of all four aspects of meaning, which may ultimately be (holistically) defined, in 
Wittgenstein’s words, as an existential expression: “The meaning of a word is its use in 
the language.” The German philosopher Georg Hegel had a synoptic view on the subject:

The beginning will always have to be made by acquiring some 
cognizance of general principles and points of view and by working 
oneself up, first of all, to the idea of the subject matter…. Then, 
however, this beginning of education will have to give way to the 
seriousness of life in its fullness which leads us into the experience 
of the subject matter itself.203

The incompleteness that results from failing to take the latter step—a significant 
problem in modern Western Philosophy—had been explained by the German playwright, 
poet, essayist, and general Sturm und Drang figure second only to Goethe, Johann 
Schiller. Schiller considered man’s spiritual quest as central to human dignity, and thus 
held that the final question of all endeavors, scientific, philosophic, or aesthetic, should 
be to learn the spiritual why. He wrote:

Nature (sense) unifies everywhere, the understanding differentiates 
everywhere, but reason unifies again. Hence man, before he begins 
to philosophize, is closer to the truth than the philosopher who has 
not yet concluded his inquiry.204

Intuition—'intellectual empathy’205—is difficult to understand rationally only because 
its logic seems as if it works backwards: the conclusions seem to precede the premises. 
But this is illusory—the crucial logical steps have not been omitted in intuition; rather, they 
have been worked out unconsciously. It is for this reason that the facts of intuition seem 
to require no explanation, no rational proof—the induction or deduction has already been 
carried out. Our whole nervous system, subliminally, has combined the multivariate 
information of consciousness and performed a synaptic summation, which enters the 
ego like a flash of inspiration. Moreover, conscious reasoning is linear, going from a to b 
to c... to n, while intuitive reasoning is concentric, with multiple variables converging on 
a central variable simultaneously. “Intuition is the undifferentiated unity of the perception 
of the real and of the simple imagery of the possible,” explained the Italian philosopher 
Benedetto Croce. “In our intuitions we do not oppose ourselves as empirical beings to 
external reality, but simply objectify our impressions, whatever they may be.”206 It is 
possible, perhaps probable, that the great success of Science indicates a deep and 
meaningful resonance between cognition and the order of nature—that organisms which 

203 Phenomenology of Geist (1807)
204 On the Aesthetic Education of Man (1795)
205 Bergson, 1911
206 Aesthetics (1902)
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have evolved within this order inevitably 

The Garden of Earthly Delights by Hieronymus Bosch (ca.1510)

reflect it in their mental capacity.
Should we not, rather than simply 

assuming that ‘deity’ is a projection of a 
‘God complex’ in the brain, consider the 
possibility that the ‘God complex’ is the 
product of an introjection of the image 
of ‘deity,’ or at least of a certain intuitive 
apperception of super-human and meta-
physical transcendence? (We use the term 
‘transcendence’ as a boundary concept, 
a la Kant and Jung.) Mankind does not 
comprehend the concept of ‘divinity’ with 
the senses, yet still it arises from something 
intuitive in the psyche, something more 
highly evolved, more profound than 
instinct—akin to the “sense” of the beautiful 
and the good. This intuition is related to 
the innate source of painting and music, 
the foundation of mathematics and ethics, 
the impulse for discovery and exploration. 
And what if the law of the conservation of 
energy applies to psychical energy, and 
thus the spiritually-directed energy of the human mind, evolved over countless millennia 
but now rejected, cannot be lost or annihilated but only repressed and/or redirected? 
Should we not attend to such consciously, rather than allowing psychical energy to 
smoulder unconsciously? It seems unscientific to contend that, in the name of Science, 
intellectuals can and should disregard natural spiritual inclinations.

Truly spiritual concepts are not divine “facts”—i.e., doctrines or dogmas—but intuitive 
apprehensions and sympathies; as Schleiermacher put it in On Religion: Speeches to 
its Cultured Despisers (1799), fundamental “spiritual affections set forth in language.” By 
“affections” Schleiermacher did not mean emotionalism or sentimentality, but existential 
world-feeling capable of taking us beyond the commendable reach of Reason, toward 
the Transcendental. Intuition in this sense is not in any manner opposed to analysis, but 
simply an imaginative leap that takes the mind beyond comprehension of particulars to 
apprehension of the whole. Hence, the subsequent sense of “divinity” emerges from the 
depths of the Self as a meaning-function. In a certain sense, then, analysis and intuition 
have a dialectical relationship, pointing beyond themselves to existential Truth. About 
this progressive development of truth, Hegel stated:

The bud disappears as the blossom bursts forth, and one could say 
that the former is rejected by the latter. In the same way, the fruit 
declares the blossom to be a false existence of the plant, and the 
fruit supplants the blossom as the truth of the plant. These forms 
do not only differ, they also displace each other because they are 
incompatible. Their fluid nature, however, makes them, at the same 
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time, elements of an organic unity in which they do not only not 
conflict, but in which one is as necessary as the other; and it is only 
this equal necessity that constitutes the life of the whole.207

Quantum mechanics has hinted to us that the old alternatives between Reason and 
Faith, or Philosophy and Art, are no longer valid: Reason is itself a matter of Faith, and 
Philosophy a sort of Art of the intellect. It is an act of faith to assume that our thoughts 
have any relation to reality at all, and often our philosophic theories are attractive because 
of their harmony and beauty. Thus must Science’s usurpation of Life end. As Edgar Allen 
Poe admonished so long ago:

Science! True daughter of Old Time thou art! 
Who alterest all things with thy peering eyes. 
Why preyest thou thus upon the poet’s heart, 
 Vulture, whose wings are dull realities? 
How should he love thee? Or how deem thee wise, 
 Who wouldst not leave him in his wandering 
To seek for treasure in the jeweled skies, 
 Albeit he soared with an undaunted wing? 
Has thou not dragged Diana from her car? 
 And driven the Hamadryad from the wood 
To seek a shelter in some happier star? 
Has thou not torn the Naiad from her flood, 
The Elfin from the green grass, and from me 
The summer dream beneath the tamarind tree?208

Can we, then, make use of the concept of a culture-soul if we adopt a pragmatically 
oriented view of intelligibility by incorporating the epistemological insights of Kant and 
Wittgenstein? Since for our discussion, Soul and Psyche are essentially the same, even a 
transcendent concept such as culture-soul is in principle progressively discoverable by 
Mankind. This is equivalent to saying that by the use of intellectual methodologies, we 
gradually come to understand the causal interconnections and structure of Culture in its 
various manifestations—Science, Spirituality, Art, Philosophy, Religion, Technics, etc.—by 
appeal to what Spinoza called the scientia intuitiva. We can say that humans even have 
an anticipatory intuitive sense of what Culture as a single, integrated, intelligible order 
of existence is like. This seems epistemologically consistent with the language-game 
of Wittgenstein: a mutually defining circle of concepts which cannot be translated into a 
set of simple statements about human actions devoid of interdefinability. The Swedish-
American physicist and astronomer Gustaf Strömberg explained:

The soul is something which gives unity to the mental complex of a 
man. That such a unity should be recognized and given a name was 
felt very early in the history of mankind. Although the “observation” 
of this unity is not made with the aid of our sense organs, it must, 
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nevertheless, be regarded as valid; in fact, this observation is more 
direct than ordinary sense observations which only give us shadow 
pictures of the external world. We have become so accustomed to 
this unity within ourselves that it takes a mental effort to describe it 
in proper terms and to realize its significance.209

In order to qualify as an existent in the sense in which we are proposing, quantificational 
logic requires that three conditions be met: A culture-soul (1) can be described by the 
application of one or more general terms; (2) is non-fictional; and (3) has a temporal 
beginning and end. The general formula utilized to demonstrate the application of a 
general term of description is: “There is an x such that x has the property of p.” The use 
of the words “there is” conveys the sense of “exists,” a general term of description—it 
does not describe a property, in the manner in which the letter p does, to represent the 
properties of some entity. Thus: “The culture-soul of the West generated the Renaissance 
from approximately 1400 to 1600.” When rewritten to satisfy the modern Logician, we 
state: “There is a culture-soul that has the properties of being in the West and generating 
Art and Science.”

To say that something is non-fictional is to assert that it is not simply the product of 
imaginative exercise. Rather, what the name denotes can be confronted observationally 
in some manner, and such observation is repeatable. Whatever its location in space and 
time, its material composition, or its value as considered from a human perspective, 
something is said to exist, logically, if it is part of the known universe. If field equations 
and virtual particles are non-fictional, why not a culture-soul? In his famous Gifford 
Lectures, the University of Glasgow professor of philosophy and philosopher of science 
W. Macneile Dixon observed:

Whatever the soul may be, it is never found apart from a self. Apart 
from the self, the center of everything, there is neither consciousness 
nor thinking. The attempt to derive the self from atoms and the void, 
from space and time, to deny it any constructive role in the system 
of nature, has not failed for lack of unceasing and desperate effort. 
It has failed because you cannot explain the self in terms of the not-
self. The philosophies of the future will, I think, take another and 
more promising way. They will allow to the self its unique status, 
its standing as a factor, a primary factor and an organizing factor in 
the universal whole. Man may be more interesting and important 
than our modern teachers suppose, possibly even a star of some 
magnitude in the celestial universe.210

Finally, an existent is considered to be capable of being singled out as an entity with 
a temporally-bound duration. As is demonstrated in Volume 6, our conceptions of a 
culture-soul include a beginning and an end, characterized not incidentally but essentially 
as existing in the sense of being constituted of temporally-bound impulses, expressions, 
imperatives, events, and objects. If the foregoing stipulations be accepted with respect 

209 The Soul of the Universe (1938)
210 Published as The Human Situation (1937)
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to the use of the term “existent,” not 
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defining what a culture-soul is, but only 
some entity that belongs to the class x 
and is observable to exhibit particular 
qualities, shall we determine that culture-
souls exist? We assert that there are many 
entities of which it is true to say that the 
general predicates examined below hold: 
That they all have the properties 
describable by these predicates, thus we 
assert that the culture-soul can be referred 
to as an existent relative to these 
predicates: It exemplifies these predicates. 
“To understand a proposition,” advised 
American philosopher Charles S. Peirce, 
“means to know what is the case if it is 
true.”211 We ask that this logical derivation 
be accepted, and readers decide for 
themselves if the proposal has been 
supported by the end of Volume 3.

The Culture-soul is the ultimate 
subject of Noödynamics. This discipline 
strives first and foremost to help us 
become aware of a Culture-soul. Noödynamics offers glimpses of the Culture-soul. The 
Culture-soul is disclosed to us in a special, heightened sense of awareness by an act 
of bracketing the concept as an existent. What we find therein is not data but existence 
itself. The classification of the Culture-soul as an entity that has a temporal beginning and 
end is describable by the use of general predicates and is non-fictional; we bracketed 
it as an existent. But there is a crucial ontological difference between the Culture-soul 
and the Culture as manifest. As an existent, the Culture-soul is distinguished from all 
manifestations of Culture, in time as well as in space, by virtue of the fact that it is the all-
inclusive whole that incorporates all of them within itself.

Thus ‘bracketing’ here represents an act of the mind whereby one is able to suspend 
analytical attitudes and interests in order to become intuitively receptive to a complex 
phenomenon; however, to bring the Culture-soul into awareness is not merely to 
exercise the imagination, nor is that awareness something that can be conveyed by a 
concept-word (a general predicate), since the fundamental quality of this awareness is 
existential. We could thus say that a person incapable of this awareness suffers from a 
special type of “blindness.” But, due to the wealth of manifest Culture, myriad avenues 
exist for attempting to awaken this awareness. For those nevertheless incapable of that 
experience, for whatever reason, there can be no argument or evidence sufficient to 
replace it.

Our cultural vision must become bi-nocular like our physical vision: we must see two 

211 Values in a Universe of Chance, Philipp Wiener (Ed.), 1958



141

different pictures at once—that of Science and Philosophy and that of Spirituality and 
Art—in order to have perception of cultural depth. As the astrophysicist Robert Jastrow 
said:

For the scientist who has lived by faith in the power of reason, the story 
ends like a bad dream. He has scaled the mountains of ignorance; 
he is about to conquer the highest peak; as he pulls himself over the 
final rock, he is greeted by a small band of theologians, who have 
been sitting there for centuries.

3.5 Western World-feeling, Christianity,and Postmodern Metaphysics

When engaged in cognitive expression, we have present to consciousness some 
imagery, conceptualization, or other representation that constitutes symbolic value. 
But it follows from the nature of our existence, as known to science and philosophy, 
that everything which is present to consciousness is to some degree a phenomenal 
manifestation of the Self. This is not to say, per se, that percepts are not phenomena of 
things extraneous, just as color is at once a manifestation both of light refraction and the 
mental interpretation of wavelengths. The point is, when engaged in cognitive processes, 
we ourselves, as perceptive beings, appear as symbols. And a symbol has three essential 
referents: (1) it is a symbol to a perceiver; (2) it is a symbol for some object(s) to which it is 
cognitively representative; and (3) it is a symbol in some qualitative value-system, which 
mediates between subject and object.

When engaged in cognitive expression, then, the symbols of a value-system are 
addressed, primarily, to the pre-expressive Self. After considerable internal development, 
through the medium of cognitive expression, a system of symbols projects the Self to the 
Self, which may also exist in other individuals. Thus a value-system is always interpreted 
by itself. And it follows that, in the freeflow of multiform symbols of cognition, the law 
of mental association applies. In that case, each projected symbol suggests something 
to the symbols which follow, i.e., each symbol is itself a symbol to subsequent symbols. 
Hence, in any train of thought, in addition to the principle element of expression at 
the moment, there are other cognitive-expression symbols to which some degree of 
consciousness is conceded.

Whereas no cognition is not partly conditioned by others, it follows that no experience 
is an isolated event of modal expression, but each is part of a continuum of manifestation 
in space and time. Hence, an analytical cognition can produce an intuitive cognition, 
which in turn can produce an aesthetic cognition, which in turn produces an analytical 
cognition, and so on, ad infinitum. Even the most rigidly “empirical” Scientist cannot 
prevent his cognitive processes from presenting to consciousness, in response to 
symbols of elucidation, analogous symbols of meaning and beauty. He or she may ignore 
these, but cannot escape them. The prominence in consciousness of this symbolic 
networking, therefore, is probably a consummation of a crucial innate process of existence 
in-itself. There is no real exception, it seems, to the associative law of cognition that every 
thought symbol is interpreted by, and translated into, subsequent thought-symbols, 
including those of different modes of expression. Mathematicians have long recognized 
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this fact with their routine use of the term 
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“elegant” to describe equations, the most 
analytical products of Science, and now it 
is time for the rest of Academia to do 
likewise. By examining modes of cognition 
in this wider context it is hoped that closer 
definitions and a deeper comprehension 
of their fundamental character and 
motivation will be reached. In her 
groundbreaking treatise Philosophy in a 
New Key (1942), American philosopher 
Suzanne K. Langer wrote:

In the fundamental notion of symbolization—mystical, practical, 
or mathematical, it makes no difference—we have the keynote of 
all humanistic problems. In it lies a new conception of “mentality,” 
that may illumine questions of life and consciousness, instead of 
obscuring as traditional “scientific methods” have done. If it is indeed 
a generative idea, it will beget tangible methods of its own, to free 
the deadlocked paradoxes of mind and body, reason and impulse, 
autonomy and law, and will overcome the checkmated arguments 
of an earlier age by discarding their very idiom and shaping their 
equivalents in more significant phrase. The philosophical study of 
symbols is not a technique borrowed from other disciplines, not 
even from mathematics; it has arisen in the fields that the great 
advance of learning has left fallow. Perhaps it holds the seed of 
a new intellectual harvest, to be reaped in the next season of the 
human understanding.

The supposition of most thought-symbols is, of course, an objective thing or event; 
but whereas each is to some degree determined by previous thought-symbols for that 
object/event or analogous phenomena, each only refers to the object/event through 
implying the previous thought-symbols. For example, if we think of the primordial 
singularity, we may imagine first thinking of it as a cosmological concept, but not distinctly 
as the beginning of spacetime. If this distinctness is afterwards inferred, it is through 
the thought that spacetime traced backwards produces, ultimately, the concept of a 
primordial singularity; that is to say, the subsequent thought, the beginning of spacetime, 
refers to the conceptual object by being predicated of that previous thought, primordial 
singularity, which that object produced. If we subsequently think of the primordial 
singularity as the point in Physics where relativistic equations break down and produce 
illogical infinities, then we think that this primordial singularity, this beginning of spacetime, 
is a metaphysical concept. And the antecedent analytical thought logically leads to the 
consequent intuitive thought—i.e., Science leads logically to Spirituality.

Abstraction and the power of attention may be, in accordance with the demonstrations 
above, regarded as the sole constituents of modal thought. By the force of abstraction 
and attention, an emphasis is placed upon one of the modal aspects of cognition. This 
emphasis is, therefore, not itself an object of immediate consciousness. Since the 
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emphasis nevertheless consists in some effect upon cognition and exists only insofar as 
it affects our knowledge; and since an act—in this case abstraction and attention—cannot 
be supposed to determine that which precedes it in being, this act can consist only in the 
capacity which the thought-form emphasized has for producing an effect upon objectified 
existence and otherwise influencing collateral and subsequent thought-forms. The task 
that lies before the torchbearers of this new reality has been nicely described by the U.S. 
virologist Jonas Salk:

Man has come to the threshold of a state of consciousness, 
regarding his nature and his relationship to the cosmos in terms 
that reflect “reality”. By using the processes of nature as metaphor, 
to describe the forces by which it operates upon and within man, 
we come as close to describing “reality” as we can within the limits 
of our comprehension. Men will be very uneven in their capacity 
for such understanding, which, naturally, differs for different ages 
and cultures, and develops and changes over the course of time. 
For these reasons it will always be necessary to use metaphor 
and myth to provide “comprehensible” guides to living. In this way, 
man’s imagination and intellect play vital roles in his survival and 
evolution.212

Because Academics tend to automatically refer to Christianity when the subject of 
“Spirituality” arises, it is pursuant to that creed’s standards of knowledge that all Spirituality 
is typically gauged scientifically. But this is a grave error that must be overcome. 

We reject as nonsensical the convention that questions of a spiritual nature are 
inappropriate in systematic Philosophy, and recognize these as embedded in a culture-
historical matrix. To the Noödynamics Institute, Spirituality is as much a part of “nature” 
as any other natural fact in the universe around us. This is important not despite but 
because of Christianity. Of all the civilizations that have ever lived, only the West has 
lived most of its life in spiritual misery, and this is because of the pseudomorphosis213—
“false-forming”—of Christianity. This lamentable history—the crises of conscience, cruel 
zealotry, inquisitions, religious wars, the stake and the noose and the gallows—is one 
long and horrible testimony to the disharmony engendered in first and last things by this 
cult, yet this justifies not indifference but a transvaluation of values. No other civilization 
contains such a dreadful record of manias clustering under the aegis of “god,” and this 
experience did not end with the Enlightenment—even since then, our civilization has 
been wracked with a bitter, unending struggle, because our Judeochristian past has left 
our Soul a homeless alien utterly divorced from the official religion of our body.

The matter of importance, then, remains a vital objective, at last made conscious 
and undertaken sincerely, of establishing a living unity between the Western mind and 
the Western heart. The failure of trying to make Judeochristianity a Western religion by 
using an intellectual hammer must not deter us from this daunting life-task, because the 
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autochthonic Spirituality of the West, long more or less suppressed, is fully consistent 
with its Science. It is a Spirituality at home with Copernicus and Newton and Darwin, and 
thus what we stand to gain surpasses what most modern Academics can easily imagine. 
There was a “Christianity” autochthonic to the West—i.e., Gothic Christianity—which is 
fully explored and examined in Volume 3, but this religion in no manner resembled the 
Judeo-christianity of recent centuries and effectively ceased to exist long ago.

The dominant values of Judeochristianity are such that true Science and Philosophy 
cannot be deemed as things important to life as it ought to be lived in accordance 
with the prescriptions of Jesus and the Bible. The Judeochristian apprehension of the 
purpose of earthly life as a temporary trial for eternal existence in heaven must shape 
the fundamental aspirations of adherents on the ontological, epistemological, and ethical 
levels. In Judeochristianity, knowledge of the world is of value only to the extent that it can 
enhance human insight into the mysterious ways of Yahweh. No matter how important the 
contributions of scholars who happened to be Judeochristians have been to Science and 
Philosophy, the same Science and Philosophy had no natural basis in the fundamental 
motivations and aspirations of their religion. Their contributions were heretical ab initio, 
and thus in contradiction to the very religion to which they professed allegiance.

In other words, everything scientists and philosophers who happened to be 
Judeochristian accomplished was, regardless of declarations to the contrary, not 
undertaken ad majorem Dei gloriam, but rather in violation of the creed; not, that is, 
supported by or even accompanied by, but despite religious “convictions.” Their 
hypocrisy  in pretending  there  was  no  disjunction  cannot  justify  ours  in doing 
likewise . Science  and  philosophy  as such  can never  attain  to a position  within  a truly 
Judeochristian  society  comparable  to that possible  in a society  which  has adopted  a 
Nature  Religion . In Judeochristianity  the principal  truths  have  been  established  and 
fixed. Deus vult. Further  speculation  can only mean exegesis  or heresy. Revelation  is 
autonomous ; doctrine and dogma are its guardians ; Science and Philosophy  can only 
be, in this context, irrelevant, auxiliary; or worse yet, apologia.

If Yahweh existed, it would be necessary to abolish him, but this says nothing 
whatsoever about spiritual concepts per se—the implied assertion of Atheists is merely a 
modus tollens argument with an improper negative inference from the antecedent:

If the Bible is true, there is a God. 
The Bible is not true. 
Therefore, there is no God.

If p entails q, of course, the meaning of q can be contained in that of p, making it 
an analytical proposition. But although the logical consequence of such a proposition 
is explicative of its meaning, this is only because the meaning depends upon what it 
entails and thus we derive little information therefrom. And, a sentence r is said to entail 
a sentence s when the proposition expressed by s is deducible from the proposition 
expressed by r, while a proposition q is said to be deducible from, or to follow from, 
a proposition p when the denial of q contradicts the assertion of p. In short, definite 
descriptive phrases are not necessarily demonstrative symbols. Why does no light come 
through as those doors close? (Mayo)

A negative conclusion requires an affirmative premise, and the affirmative spiritual 
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premise from which Western Science has 
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derived a negative conclusion is a 
Christian premise. An affirmative 
conclusion neither must nor even can 
have a negative premise, and so orthodox 
Academia‘s atheistic premises have no 
bearing whatsoever on our spiritual 
conclusions. In fact, negation cannot rest 
on a purely affirmative basis; a negative 
conclusion must have a negative premise 
as well. Therefore, there are 
undemonstrable negations no less than 
affirmations, along with those which 
express the mutual exclusion of summa 
genera. In other words, the furthest 
scientific negation can go in the domain of 
(non-Judaic-Christian-Islamic) spiritual 
concepts is Agnosticism. And whereas 
affirmation is simpler in logical form, and 
offers more precise information about 
subjects, than negation, Academia should 
have—to say the least—an open mind 
toward new spiritual propositions. We 
want something else to get us through this semi-charmed kind of life.214

Spirituality strives for the Absolute—Judeochristianity has always been the merely 
Almost. The Soul ignores the Almost, however, like the Sun ignores a firefly. In The 
Brothers Karamazov (1879-80), the Russian psychological novelist Fyodor Dostoevsky, 
among the most religious of men, has his Mephisto proclaim:

Once mankind has renounced God, one and all (and I believe that 
this period, analogous to geological periods, shall come), then the 
whole old worldview will fall on its own, without anthropophagy, 
and, above all, the entire former morality, and everything will be 
new. People will come together in order to derive from life all that 
it can give, but, of course, for happiness and joy in this world only. 
Mankind will be exalted with the spirit of divinity, a titanic pride, and 
the man-god will appear. Mankind, his will and his science no longer 
limited, overcoming nature every hour, will thereby experience every 
hour such lofty delight as will replace for him all his former hopes 
of heavenly delight. Each will know himself utterly mortal, without 
resurrection, and will accept death proudly and calmly, like a god.

The rampant hypocrisy not merely of some or many, but of most Christians belies 
their claimed belief, and so the creed must be dismissed, academically, as not “spiritual” 
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at all. Ecrasez l’infâme. It is one thing to have faith that there is meaning in existence and 
thereby to rationally pursue its substance; it is another thing entirely to have faith in a 
doctrine about the meaning of existence and to then rationalize that belief. The former 
pursuit is, epistemologically, indistinguishable from Science and a religion based on it is 
truly a “livingly experienced metaphysics.”215  The latter is mere superstition.  The English 
mathematician and philosopher W.K. Clifford, in an essay entitled “The Ethics of Belief,” 
explained:

He who truly believes that which prompts him to an action has 
looked upon the action to lust after it, he has committed it already in 
his heart. If a belief is not realized immediately in open deeds, it is 
stored up for the guidance of the future. It goes to make a part of the 
aggregate of beliefs which is the link between sensation and action 
at every moment of all our lives, and which is so organized and 
compacted together that no part of it can be isolated from the rest, 
but every new addition modifies the structure of the whole. No real 
belief, however trifling and fragmentary it may seem, is ever truly 
insignificant; it prepares us to receive more of its like, confirms those 
which resembled it before, and weakens others; and so gradually it 
lays a stealthy train in our inmost thoughts, which may someday 
explode into overt action, and leave its stamp upon our character 
forever.216

The whole world has been waiting for two thousand years for the ideals of Jesus 
to ‘explode into overt action,’ and the Noödynamics Institute calls for an end to this 
nonsense. We agree with Nietzsche that there has truly been only one Christian and 
he died on the cross, and so we demand that men and women of sound mind cease 
pretending that the word ‘spirituality’ in the West implies ’Christianity.’ “Monotheism is but 
imperialism in religion,” observed the historian James H. Breasted. 217

If the expressions of other culture-systems offer interesting solutions, they are always 
to other people’s problems; and the solutions of the past address only the problems of 
the past—Judeochristianity fails on both accounts. The true innate spirituality of the West 
increases our existential resources for understanding ourselves and our interactions 
with Nature. If the expressive modes of a culture-system are to be organically trivalent 
and thus conducive to the emergence of higher understanding, they must be made of 
elements that enjoy natural bonds else they will always fall asunder—hence the West’s 
historically unique obsession with the separation of Religion and every other expressive 
mode. For the West’s teraphogenic218 spirituality, this has always been unnecessary.219

Unlike Christianity, the best Nature Religion (Paganism) utilizes epistemic standards 
not qualitatively different from those of Science. Both function within a worldview 
to build up systems of ideas about Nature and the Cosmos which offer depictions of 

215 Spengler, 1922
216 Lectures and Essays (1879)
217 The Development of Religion and Thought in Ancient Egypt (1912)
218 Of, or relating to, a culture-system’s innate Spirituality.
219 q.v. Volume 3
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Reality. “Religion, whatever it is, is a man’s total reaction upon life,” declared William 
James insightfully, “so why not say that any total reaction upon life is a religion?”220 The 
fundamental theme of the Noödynamics Institute is that Science is, today, as much of a 
“total reaction upon life” as any traditional religion has ever been:

Total reactions are different from causal reactions, and total 
attitudes are different from usual or professional attitudes. To 
get at them you must go behind the foreground of existence and 
reach down to that curious sense of the whole residual cosmos 
as an everlasting presence, intimate or alien, terrible or amusing, 
lovable or odious, which in some degree everyone possesses. This 
sense of the world’s presence, appealing as it does to our peculiar 
individual temperament, makes us either strenuous or careless, 
devout or blasphemous, gloomy or exultant, about life at large; and 
our reaction, involuntary and inarticulate and often half unconscious 
as it is, is the completest of all our answers to the question, “What 
is the character of this universe in which we dwell?” It expresses 
our individual sense of it in the most definite way. Why then not call 
these reactions our religion, no matter what specific character they 
may have?221

As the philosophers of science Stephen Toulmin and Frederick Suppe noted 
(separately), in Science we take such claims about Reality as legitimate when they 
provide explanatory techniques which are consistent with observation and “pleasing to 
the mind.” Thus with Nature Religion. In both domains, we first recognize patterns, then 
seek theories which provide explanations for them. Such theories consist of laws and 
hypotheses in a hierarchical structure that is oriented, a priori, pursuant to our “ideas 
of natural order” (Toulmin). In this sense, Truth cannot be deemed absolute because we 
only ask specific questions and are thus limited to correlative answers. The assumptions 
upon which this process is based are existential and derive from our worldview—the 
results are neither true nor false, but meaningful.222 The contemporary philosopher of 
religion Karen Armstrong, in A History of God (1993), explained the human reality nicely:

Men and women started to worship gods as soon as they became 
recognizably human; they created religions at the same time as 
they created works of art. This was not simply because they wanted 
to propitiate powerful forces; these early faiths expressed the 
wonder and mystery that seems always to have been an essential 
component of the human experience of this beautiful yet terrifying 
world. Like art, religion has been an attempt to find meaning and 
value in life, despite the suffering that flesh is heir to. Like any 
other human activity, religion can be abused, but it seems to have 
been something that we have always done. It was not tacked on 
to a primordially secular nature by manipulative kings and priests 

220 The Varieties of Religious Experience (1902)
221 Ibid.
222 q.v. Foresight and Understanding, S. Toulmin, 1963; The Structure of Scientific Theories, F. Suppe, 1977
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but was natural to humanity. Indeed, our current secularism is an 
entirely new experiment, unprecedented in human history. We have 
yet to see how it will work. It is also true to say that our Western 
liberal humanism is not something that comes naturally to us; like 
an appreciation of art or poetry, it has to be cultivated. Humanism is 
itself a religion without God—not all religions, of course, are theistic. 
Our ethical secular ideal has its own disciplines of mind and heart 
and gives people the means of finding faith in the ultimate meaning 
of human life that were once provided by the more conventional 
religions.

What we are implying, then, is that a change in attitude in Science and Spirituality would 
alter the “ideas of natural order” of both, thereby transmuting the a priori assumptions 
which underlie the theorizing of both domains and concomitantly the questions asked 
and facts discovered to answer them. This is true because in its own way, true Spirituality 
is an ontology-driven methodology just like Science, with the same high level of internal 
consistency. Wolfgang Pauli wrote:

The investigation of scientific knowledge directed outwards 
should be supplemented by an investigation of this knowledge 
directed inwards. The former process is devoted to adjusting our 
knowledge to external objects; the latter should bring to light the 
archetypal images used in the creation of our scientific theories. 
Only by combining both these directions of research may complete 
understanding be obtained.223

If we acknowledge this, which requires overcoming the erroneous depiction of 
(Western) Spirituality and Judeochristianity as synonymous, then the synergy of a Science 
and Nature Religion merging can attain the threshold necessary to break through the 
present paradigmatic stasis—a true Kuhnian revolution in both Science and Spirituality.224

Although the idea that monotheism was a progressive development from polytheism 
(alleged to be a progressive development from animism) is a broadly-held assumption, 
this claim has never been sufficiently supported with logical argument. We choose not 
to belabor the point, but instead adopt the witty conjecture of Ibn Warraq, who in Why I 
Am Not A Muslim (1995) suggested that further progressive development will come when 
we drop one more God. This will produce, pace Warraq, not Atheism but Pantheism. 
Pantheism agrees completely with Oxford professor Richard Dawkin’s alternative to 
the (creationist) “God Hypothesis”: “Any creative intelligence, of sufficient complexity to 
design anything, comes into existence only as the end product of an extended process 
of gradual evolution.”225

In his best-selling atheist manifesto The God Delusion (2006), Dawkins claims he is 
“calling only supernatural gods delusional” (emphasis original), but he (and most others) 
nevertheless suffers from a confused and confusing unwillingness to label as 

223 The Interpretation of Nature and the Psyche (1955)
224 The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962)
225 The God Delusion (2006)
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The Tower of Babel (c.1563) by Peter Bruegel The Elder

“religion ” pantheistic  reverence . “Pantheism  is sexed-up atheism ,” Dawkins  proclaims , 
revealing  ignorance  of the essential  nature  of Pantheism  as well as his total (and 
therefore  anti-intellectual ) aversion  to responding  to any spiritual  inclination  other  than 
the supernaturalisms “of the Book”.226 In other words, Dawkins (and others) adheres to 
the straw-man fallacy  which , he insists , he wants  to avoid . In fact, he simply  dismisses 
sophisticated  spirituality  as irrelevant : “The melancholy  truth is that this kind of understated , 
decent, revisionist religion is numerically negligible.”227 But to paraphrase Dawkins, it is 
astonishing that an Oxford “Professor of the Public Understanding of Science” is unable to 
comprehend  that “x is a minority  perspective ” does not imply  “x is not true.” The eye is 
blind to what the mind will not see.

Our suggestion  of a spiritual  transformation  should  not be misconstrued  as one 
proposing  a massive  discontinuity —an idea commonly  attributed  to Kuhn, but which  he 
rejected.228 Nor should it be misinterpreted as condoning any form of Feyerabendian 
undermining of scientific integrity—i.e., parascience.229 Rather, we propose a respectable 
paradigm shift,  including the establishment of a discipline of existential psycho-spirituality— in 
which  the dichotomy  between  Science  and  Spirituality  created  by the abuses  of the  
Enlightenment  and Judeochristianity  may be academically  bridged . There is an old 
adage that the first sip from the Chalice of Knowledge separates man from the gods; 

226 “And I shall not be concerned at all with other religions such as Buddhism or Confucianism.” [sic].
227 Preface to the paperback edition
228 “Reflections On My Critics,” in Criticism and Growth of Knowledge, Lakatos & A.E. Musgrave (Eds.), 

1970
229 Against Method: Outlines of an Anarchistic Theory of Knowledge, P.K. Feyerabend, 1975
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but at the bottom of the cup, ancient wisdom teaches, the gods wait for those who drink 
deeply. Not Locke’s loose rules of evidence; not Pascal’s wager; not Bayle’s irrationalism; 
not Hume’s pragmatism; not Kierkegaard’s emotionalism; not Schopenhauer’s escapism; 
neither Chesterton’s sophism nor C.S. Lewis’ social-psychologism—just existential awe 
over the astounding and improbable beauty and majesty of creation: Define the universe 
and give three examples. The physicist Richard Feynman wrote:

It is a great adventure to contemplate the universe beyond man, 
to think of what it means without man—as it was for the great part 
of its long history, and as it is in the great majority of places. When 
this objective view is finally attained, and the mystery and majesty 
of matter are appreciated, to then turn the objective eye back on 
man viewed as matter, to see life as part of the universal mystery of 
greatest depth, is to sense an experience which is rarely described. It 
usually ends in laughter, delight in the futility of trying to understand. 
These scientific views end in awe and mystery, lost at the edge in 
uncertainty, but they appear to be so deep and so impressive that 
the theory that it is all arranged simply as a stage for God to watch 
man’s struggle for good an evil seems to be inadequate.230

Which is truly more spiritual: belief in a Universe created by an all-too-human God—
Wisdom’s gardener231—99.9% of which is superfluous, and the craftsmanship of which 
is so shoddy that this God must periodically remake it (dispensations) and personally 
intervene (miracles); or belief in a Cosmos self-generated with such remarkable 
equilibrium and coordination, sometimes compared to a pencil standing on its point, that 
hundreds of essential factors combined to allow the emergence of entropy-devouring 
entities capable of asking these questions? And who is truly more religious: the person 
who participates in an allegedly evil world and engages in so-called sin all week, seeks 
absolution in church on Sunday, and then returns to evil and sin the following morning; or 
the person who attends years of school studying the Laws of Nature, and then devotes 
his or her life, day-in and day-out, sometimes for decades, just to discover or demonstrate 
another tiny piece of the riddle of creation? Which text tells us more about the nature of 
reality, the Bible or the Principia? Which thesis reveals more about human nature, The 
Sermon on the Mount or The Critique of Pure Reason? Which heroic venture makes the 
hair on your arms stand on end, Jesus in Gethsemane or Neal Armstrong on the Moon? 

The statements accepted as truisms by Academia, that Spirituality is not knowledge; 
that it does not relate the truth; that it does not belong to the realm of theory, but to the 
realm of emotion; and so forth, arise from the failure to realize exactly the theoretical 
character of empirical intuition. This empirical intuition is quite distinct from analytical 
knowledge, as it is distinct from aesthetic appreciation, but this does not mean that 

230 The Pleasure Of Finding Things Out (1999)
231 Wisdom, 1944-5
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analytical cognition is the only type of knowledge. Intuition is knowledge, free from 
analytical concepts and more fundamental than them. Therefore, Spirituality is knowledge, 
not mere feeling. A mind opened by wonder is better than one closed by belief. In 
Religion in the Making (1926), Whitehead‘s corollary volume to Science in the Modern 
World (1926), he explained:

Religion starts from the generalization of final truths first perceived 
as exemplified in particular instances. These truths are amplified 
into a coherent system and applied to the interpretation of life. They 
stand or fall—like other truths—by their success in this interpretation. 
The peculiar character of religious truth is that it explicitly deals with 
values. It brings into our consciousness that permanent side of the 
universe which we can care for. It thereby provides a meaning, in 
terms of value, for our own existence, a meaning which flows from 
the nature of things.

Our Culture has for centuries been among the most spiritual/religious cultures in 
human history—only the necessity of Secularism, due to middle-eastern superstition, 
has made us overlook this fact. Abraham, Moses, Isaiah, David, Solomon, Jesus, Paul, 
Augustine, Savonarola, Calvin, Wilberforce, Graham and Falwell leave us cold. But 
the ideas of Mendeleyev, Maxwell, Einstein, Vernadsky, Jung, Heisenberg, Hubble, 
Heidegger, Watson & Crick, Von Neumann, Lovelock, Mandelbrot—these are epiphanies 
for us. If you think this is not spiritual, check your premises. Who has watched the film 
Mathematics of Infinity, with the self-similar iterations of the Mandelbrot Set quite literally 
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receding into eternity to the majestic guitar stylings of David Gilmore (Pink Floyd), and 
not had the subtle experience that he or she was catching a glimpse of some inexplicable 
higher reality underlying it all? This all constitutes what Iconographers call a Coherent 
Symbolic Set. In his aforementioned lectures, published as The Human Situation (1937), 
the philosopher of science M. Macneile Dixon proclaimed:

What a handful of dust is man to think such thoughts! Or is he, 
perchance, a prince in misfortune, whose speech at times betrays 
his birth? I like to think that, if men are machines, they are machines 
of a celestial pattern, which can rise above themselves, and, to the 
amazement of the watching gods, acquit themselves as men. I like to 
think that this singular race of indomitable, philosophizing, poetical 
beings, resolute to carry the banner of Becoming to unimaginable 
heights, may be as interesting to the gods as they to us, and that 
they will stoop to admit these creatures of promise into their divine 
society.

Our lives are part of the universe and will last as long, but we must 
wait for the secrets of the history to come. And before we can attain 
to that final harmony between the universe and ourselves, to which 
we look forward as the consummation of existence, how much we 
have to learn about both! Nor can any boundary be set, any “Thus far 
and no farther” to the expansion of the mind. And in respect of our 
true natures, of what in truth we are and are capable of becoming, 
to what heights in knowledge, wisdom, power, the soul can climb, of 
all this science and philosophy have so far hardly yet spoken.

In our present life we have acquired at the most the alphabet of 
this knowledge; and as for the universe, of the modes of existence 
and happiness of what it permits, of its possibilities as an abode for 
progressive beings like ourselves, we know less than nothing, and 
no single life could teach us what they may be. Nor can any reason 
be advanced why we should not in the end become its masters, 
mold it to our hearts’ desires, and make of it a home, the natural and 
happy estate of the immortal spirits to whom it indefeasibly belongs.

This New Paradigm will be the outcome of a natural punctuation in equilibrium. The 
radically new and seemingly counterintuitive revelations of Science now demand such—
the academic environment has changed, and we must epistemically adapt or intellectually 
perish. The Universe and Nature that have been revealed to us—thoroughly explored in 
Volume 2—expose hitherto unrecognized limitations of the ability of Physical Science to 
disclose or describe aspects of existence; a new meta-physical Science is in order. “The 
real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking new landscapes,” Proust wrote, “but in 
having new eyes.” 

Spirituality is a form of critical consciousness and as such need not have any connection 
whatsoever to Religion. All the modernist critiques of Religion, both valid and invalid, 
say absolutely nothing about Spirituality in-itself. While Science is a logical construction 
based upon analysis of the physical world, Spirituality is an intuitive awareness of the 
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implications of the ordering of experience along meta-physical lines. The distinction 
hinges not upon the assertion or non-assertion of critical consciousness, as is usually 
alleged, but upon the relationships of knowledge—the understanding of percepts and the 
formation of concepts. Science is an awareness of how the world works and Spirituality is 
an awareness of what the world means. Both embody critical consciousness. Whitehead 
explained:

The conclusion of this discussion is, first, the assertion of the old 
doctrine that breadth of thought reacting with intensity of sensitive 
experience stands out as an ultimate claim of existence; secondly, the 
assertion that empirically the development of self-justifying thoughts 
has been achieved by the complex process of generalizing from 
particular topics, of imaginatively schematizing the generalizations, 
and finally by renewed comparison of the imagined scheme with 
the direct experience to which it should apply.232

The a priori disallowance of metaphysical concepts has not only been challenged 
by new scientific discoveries, it has been exposed as logically inconsistent with the 
evidence.233  “It is an uneasy lot at best, to be what we call highly taught and yet not to 
enjoy,” proclaimed George Eliot: “To be present at this great spectacle of life and never to 
be liberated from a small hungry shivering self—never to be fully possessed by the glory 
we behold, never to have our consciousness rapturously transformed into the vividness 
of a thought, the ardor of a passion, the energy of an action, but always to be scholarly 
and uninspired, ambitious and timid, scrupulous and dim-sighted.”234

Physics, upon which all other scientific disciplines are predicated, has in recent 
decades given us some of the most mystifying concepts in human history—black holes, 
superstrings, branes, compacted dimensions, collapsing wavefunctions, dark matter, 
virtual particles, hyperspheres, massless particles, antimatter, gravitational waves, space 
curvature, local time, nonlocal space, magnetic monopoles, force particles, quantum jitter, 
singularities, energy landscapes, half-integer spin, quantum tunneling, time dilation, a big 
bang, a big crunch, et al.—yet we are supposed to shun Metaphysics as “unempirical”? 
“The cosmic religious feeling,” asserted Einstein, “is the strongest and noblest motive for 
scientific research.”235

If Science in all its facets is, as Materialists explicitly or implicitly suggest, simply a net 
gain in order, then Physics must be followed by Metaphysics. Spirituality is the continuation 
of Science by other means. The principle of deduction asserts that if something a has 
occurred under particular circumstances n times in the past, we are justified in believing 
that the same conditions will produce a on the (n+1)th time. Spirituality is an+1; the 
transcomputational algorithm pressing the threshold of Bremermann’s Limit 

232 Process And Reality (1929)
233 “Concepts like force, mass, motion, cause and law exist only as ‘quantities’, and any concerns about 

the ‘nature of’ or the ‘source’ of phenomena should be eliminated.” —Albert Einstein, “Aether and 
Relativiuitatheorie” in Physical Thought from the Pre-Socratics to Quantum Physics, by S. Sambursky 
(Ed.), 1975

234 Middlemarch (1871-2)
235 Ideas and Opinions (1954)
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(Bremermann,1962); a paraformal system of 

The Vow of Louis XIII by Jean-Auguste-Dominique Ingress (1824)

paraxioms and rules of paraïnference, 
producing the paratheorems of existence. 
This is what Heisenberg implied when he 
enigmatically stated in Physics and 
Philosophy (1956) that “we already know 
what life is even before we have defined it 
scientifically.” In his 10-volume history of 
physics and cosmology, System du Monde 
(1913-58), the French physicist and 
historian of science Pierre Duhem 
explained that “it would be unreasonable 
to work for the progress of physical theory 
if this theory were not the increasingly 
better defined and more precise reflection 
of a metaphysics; the belief in an order 
transcending physics is the sole 
justification for physical theory.”

A postmodern Metaphysics is now 
mandatory to Academia simply because 
reality as known possesses and displays 
diverse qualitative facets. Thus, what 
is needed is not an examination of the 
essential “nature” of the facets of reality, but rather, an exploration of the Whiteheadian 
character of the facets—the processive ontology of reality-as-known. This diversity 
of aspects must be taken up into a phenomenological synthesis, an existential unity 
of metaphysical construction. Hence, quality-comparability among various aspects is 
the ground of Metaphysics. Metaphysics is, then, a name given to that investigation 
of actuality wherein a determinate order productive of diverse values predicates the 
unitary Cosmos observed by Physics. The evolutionary process of Nature must be based 
upon a fundamental stratum of unchanging potentiality in order to present the observed 
continuity of individuated manifestation. Whitehead wrote:

Depth of value is only possible if the antecedent facts conspire in 
unison. Thus a measure of harmony in the ground is requisite for the 
perpetuation of depth into the future. But harmony is limitation. Thus 
rightness of limitation is essential for growth of reality.

Unlimited possibility and abstract creativity can procure nothing. 
The limitation, and the basis arising from what is already actual, are 
both of them necessary and interconnected.

Thus the whole process itself, viewed at any stage as a definite limited 
fact which has issued from the creativity, requires a definite entity, 
already actual among the formative elements, as an antecedent 
ground for the entry of the ideal forms into the definite process of 
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the temporal world.236

Although there need not be a massive discontinuity in, or a Feyerabendian 
undermining of, Science, the refinements and extensions of existing theories that will 
result from a new paradigm may nevertheless lead to some radically new revelations 
about existence. From the new evidence about the origins and structure of the Universe, 
to that about the origins and structure of Life, a metaempirical need has arisen.

But on the first page of the Logical Positivists’ much-celebrated Language, Truth & 
Logic (1936), A.J. Ayer asserts the following: “Surely from empirical premises nothing 
whatsoever concerning the properties, or even the existence, of anything super-empirical 
can legitimately be inferred.” Really? Is this not a blanket rejection of the Scientific Method 
per se, wherein we gather facts and infer general principles therefrom? Indeed, this is 
a rejection even of the rudimentary, i.e., Baconian, element of the Scientific Method, 
in the quest to eradicate Metaphysics—not because it is erroneous, but because it is 
Metaphysics—and therefore ignores in toto the higher-order, i.e., Newtonian, element, 
which requires even more speculation in the form of deduction from inferred general 
principles. Nevertheless, Ayer summed up the unscientific attitude of the 20th Century’s 
aversion to Metaphysics: 

For we shall maintain that no statement which refers to a ‘reality’ 
transcending the limits of all possible sense-experience can 
possibly have any literal significance; from which it must follow that 
the labours of those who have striven to describe such a reality 
have all been devoted to the production of nonsense.

If, as the scientist Peter Medawar declared, Science is the art of the soluble, then 
Nature Religion is the art of the insoluble; it is a metaempirical science. As Academics 
working at the frontiers of Science continuously push back the boundaries of the known, 
they simultaneously reveal the unknown territory beyond. Thus what was the realm of 
insoluble Spirituality—Metaphysics—is continuously becoming the realm of Science. 
What more profound example of this can one invoke than Quantum Mechanics?

Metaphysics is nothing but an attempt, in Spinoza’s terms, to find the substantial 
essence in the schema of reality; or as Spencer put it, the highest of all generalizations 
which constitute Philosophy; or as William James said, to think things out clearly to their 
ultimate significance. Science itself, which today scorns Metaphysics a priori, presumes 
a metaphysical underpinning in its every thought.

It has perhaps for too long been overlooked that even Celestial Mechanics, from the 
time of Newton, was essentially a form of Metaphysics. Newton’s laws of motion refer 
only to abstract properties—force, mass, acceleration, etc.—and only in an explanatory, 
never in a definitional, manner. Newton boldly set forth an axiomatic system, a la Euclid, 
without proving the basic axioms upon which the system was constructed. In other words, 
Mechanics is logical rather than empirical. In fact, Physics predicates two “natural” states 
in which any body may exist, at rest or in uniform motion, yet there is not a single example 
of either state anywhere in the known universe. In other words, the entire “System of 

236 Religion in the Making (1926)
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the World” was recognized, a priori, as an exception to the “natural” state at the core of 
Mechanics. Newton’s Law of Inertia states: Every body continues in its state of rest, or 
of uniform motion in a straight line, unless it is compelled to change that state by forces 
impressed upon it. Contrary to popularly-received wisdom, Newton did not and could 
not explain why this is so. In good Aristotelian fashion, Newton simply built an axiomatic 
system based on the predicate that bodies remain at rest or travel in uniform rectilinear 
motion because it is their nature to do so. And this axiom was and is accepted despite the 
fact that no Scientist in history has ever observed its occurrence. This is, then, a system of 
Metaphysics, albeit a strictly mathematical and purely mechanical one. This logic applies 
equally to Electromagnetism, Relativity, and Quantum Mechanics, all of which explain 
but cannot truly define, and thus rely on approximations such as Vector Analysis and the 
infinitesimals of the Calculus. In the third Volume of the Principia, Newton explained:

I have laid down the principles of Philosophy, principles not 
philosophical but mathematical: such, namely, as we may build 
our reasoning upon in philosophical matters. These principles are 
the laws and conditions of certain motions, and powers or forces, 
which chiefly have respect to Philosophy; but lest they should have 
appeared of themselves dry and barren, I have illustrated them here 
and there with some philosophical scholiums, giving an account of 
such things as are of more general nature, and which Philosophy 
seems chiefly to be founded on.

Physics is essentially an axiomatic language, and a language cannot make statements 
about itself but requires a metalanguage. In a universe consisting of the facts of Physics, 
the logical forms of these facts cannot themselves be further facts of Physics and thus 
cannot be represented, as physical facts are, simply by being structurally mirrored; 
instead, they must be inferred and remain implicit in the structures of Physics, rather 
than being empirical. We need an isomorphic one-to-one mapping of force-structures 
onto symbol-structures in order to produce elementary metaphysical propositions, and 
to then produce complex metaphysical propositions from the logical relations of the 
elementary ones. Hence from the realm of facts emerges a realm of logical possibilities, 
since the former is attributable to contingency and the latter to necessity. This is the 
noumenal world of Spirituality that goes with the phenomenal world of Science, filling in 
the meaning implied by the crystalline abstractions.

The Hume/Kant “empiricist” critique of Metaphysics, pointing out that our reasoning 
can apply only to the realm of phenomenal experience, is still essentially valid, but 
subsequent scientific advances at both the largest and smallest scales—i.e., in Cosmology 
and Quantum Mechanics—have effectively superseded the logical premises upon which 
it was based. The discovery of the Big Bang has rekindled speculation about the need 
for a mechanism to bring the physical universe into existence in the first instance, and the 
discovery of nonlocality, implying the existence of an acausal substratum for spacetime, 
will soon trigger an examination of the underlying “substance” of the physical universe. 
Since the “Laws of Physics” came into being with the Big Bang and seem to be superable 
by nonlocality, we cannot appeal to them to explain either—the “laws” determining these 
noumena must transcend them.
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As Nature Religion becomes Science, 

Three Worlds by Maurits Cornelis Escher (1955)

Science inevitably becomes a Mythology. 
Our modern failure to properly understand 
(and define) Myth is the sole reason we 
have not perceived this reality. In the 
words of the great mythologist Joseph 
Campbell: “Myth is the secret opening 
through which the energies of the cosmos 
pour into human cultural manifestations.”237

Our scientific interest in 
Spirituality is justified by the fact that 
it is phenomenological—there is an 
occurrence in, or state of, consciousness 
that merits research. This general fact 
posits two factors, which we can call 
the “empirical” and the “existential.” The 
empirical is constituted of those elements 
of the phenomenological fact which are 
particularly derived from the field directly 
perceived. It logically follows that the 
perceived particularities of this field have 
relations between themselves and to 
other entities/principles which are not 
perceived directly. These other entities/principles are known only as intuited relations of 
the empirical field. The intuition is of a “pattern” or “higher order” or “deeper meaning” 
which exists as a definite relation beyond percepts in the discerned field. Thus empirical 
perception gives rise to existential apperception—Nature compels consciousness to 
make abstractions, some of which are understood intuitively rather than analytically. 
Hence the total generalized fact, phenomenologically posited to experience, comprises 
both empirical and existential knowledge, namely that perceived analytically and that 
apperceived intuitively as a relation without further definition. “It is evident that an 
affirmative intuitive judgment is very analogous to a conscious perception,” Whitehead 
wrote in Process and Reality (1929): 

A conscious perception is a very simplified type of affirmative 
intuitive judgment; and a direct affirmative intuitive judgment is a 
very sophisticated case of conscious perception. The difference 
between the two has its origin in the fact that one involves a 
perceptive feeling, and the other involves an imaginative feeling.

We should, ultimately, conceive ourselves as standing in a similar relation to 
Metaphysics as Metaphysics stands to the world it explores. The desire to peek beneath 
the veil of appearances is the motivation. Metaphysics seeks to understand reality 
beyond phenomena; we seek to understand Metaphysics. For even if Metaphysics is 

237 The Hero with a Thousand Faces (1949)



158

mistaken in its ideal that noumena can be understood, we are not mistaken in our ideal 
that Metaphysics can be understood. It is therefore a grave error to believe that we can 
learn about deeper levels of reality only by applying Metaphysics to the world. Because 
our form of inquiry into Metaphysics is not fundamentally different from Metaphysics’ 
form of inquiry into the world, we may come to better understand the human mind’s 
engagement of the world through penetration of the mind-world nexus, and thereby gain 
non-observational insight into the type of existential activity Metaphysics represents. 
This, undoubtedly, is Science, for if Quantum Mechanics has taught us anything general, 
it is that we must understand the world if we are to understand the Self, and we must 
understand the Self if we are to understand the World.

Of course, Science can proceed without bearing such an existential relationship 
to our concepts of meaning and purpose, but this seems not only unnecessary and 
unfortunate in light of recent discoveries and historical trends, but somehow unscientific. 
“The slenderest knowledge that may be obtained of the highest things,” noted Thomas 
Aquinas somewhere, “is more desirable than the most certain knowledge obtained of 
lesser things.”

The grand power of Spirituality is its interpretive power, the power to awaken in us 
a majestic sense of purpose in the Cosmos, and of our participation in it. Hence, no 
matter how potent Science is—and Western Science is potent beyond imagination—we 
find in Spirituality a step beyond: once one has learned to experience the universe as a 
Cosmos, there inevitably follows a sense that one is also experiencing oneself fully as a 
human being. The question of Spirituality, for the Noödynamics Institute, is not so much 
“What does existence mean?” but how does it mean? Why does a world-feeling build 
itself into a form to accompany a world-picture, out of ideas, images, and speculations? 
How do the elements of the feeling become the meaning of the picture?

From the Science that created the glory of the cathedrals to the Science that created 
the magnificence of high-energy particle accelerators, the underlying impulse seems 
cognate: to establish a eutaxiology;238 to not only better comprehend the causal order 
of the whole, but to learn our connection to it; even to give it expression. In a Universe 
so incredibly vast that almost 10,000 galaxies have been photographed in an area about 
one-tenth the size of the Moon as seen from Earth,239 the degree of balanced perfection 
which allowed it to neither fly apart nor collapse on itself before the formation of stars 
and planets—and Life—has been likened by Cosmologists to that of a pencil standing 
upright on its point. In his limited but beautiful way, Western Man has tried to emulate 
this Order out of Chaos from his earliest creations to his latest. “He who does not attach 
value to Life does not deserve it,” wrote Leonard da Vinci. Seen in this context, Science 
indeed becomes William James’ Altar to an Unknown God:

The scientific picture of the real world around me is very deficient. 
It gives me a lot of factual information, puts all our experience in a 
magnificently consistent order, but it is ghastly silent about all and 

238 The doctrine that order has a cause. (Hicks, 1883)
239 The Hubble Ultra Deep Field photograph was taken over the course of 400 orbits of earth, during 

which the telescope collected photons at an average rate of one per minute, some of them 13 billion 
years old.
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sundry that is really dear to our heart, that really matters to us.240

3.6 The Noödynamical Worldview

We assert that the present qualitative separation between Science and true Spirituality 
is based on metaphysical presuppositions in both domains. In Science, these are 
materialism (ontological reductionism) and rationalism (epistemological reductionism). 
Furthermore, we assert that this dichotomy is an anomaly, due not to the logical 
necessity most presume, but rather, to the metaphysical presuppositions generated by 
the Enlightenment. Klaavt earada nikito.

The great struggle between Superstition (i.e., Judeochristianity) and Scientism (i.e., 
Atheism) really has nothing whatsoever to do with Spirituality and Science per se. Both 
draw the support of countless ideologues; both are promoted by major foundations; 
both fight over legislation and policy and social programs that appear high-minded 
and altruistic. But both have little or no basis in Science; both have myriad ulterior 
motives; both deal harshly and even unethically with critics. We are not asserting, of 
course, that Superstition and Scientism are synonymous; only that the similarities are 
not coincidental—both employ definitional inexactitude and vague phraseology and thus 
are more rhetorical and polemical than theoretical and descriptive. These types, with 
their mobile truths241—especially the many Pseudophilosophers of Science242—ultimately 
engage in intellectual Lysenkoism.

Openminded, disciplined dialogue is shunned by both Superstition and Scientism. 
Critically honest and sympathetic discussion of raw data, and of the issues, is routinely 
suppressed. Leading scientific publications violate ethical standards by taking strong 
editorial positions, unconscionable conduct that marginalizes dissent every bit as much 
as any superstitious fundamentalism. The respect of colleagues, publication conducive 
to career advancement, and grant applications hang in the balance—all jeopardized by 
deviation from established orthodoxy; i.e., dogma. The “demon-haunted world” plagues 
Scientism as much as Superstitionism, and this confounding of the search for Truth by 
those jockeying for sociological predominance has no place in the honest and unbiased 
realm of Academia.

Ironically, the reductionist-materialism of our time has become a complex of minute 
verbal distinctions, of logic-chopping with verbal counters standing for concepts that 
contain no meaning, the paraphernalia of verbal spinning with sophistries barren 
of purpose, every bit as intellectually futile as the late Scholasticism it despises and 
pretends still threatens academic integrity. The entire history of Logical Positivism and 
Postmodernism reveals countless men and women of brilliant erudition compiling little 
more than vast commentaries on notions as empty of actual living Nature as the universals 
of medieval Realists. Ayer and Popper, for examples, despite the acute observations on 
details of human reasoning, could have profited from careful pondering on the insights 
of Kant and Cassirer.

240 Erwin Schrodinger in Quantum Questions (Ed. Ken Wilbur), 1984
241 Harrington, 1959
242 Shermer, Diamond, Gould, Casti, Dawkins, Hitchens, Dennet, et al.
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Whereas Science rests on the 

© The New Yorker (1974)

presupposition that Nature is intelligible 
and seeks to discover its intelligible 
realities, we cannot legitimately maintain 
that Science is devoid of ontological 
significance. “The positivist theory rests at 
bottom on a palpable error in psychology,” 
declared the Jewish-French chemist and 
philosopher Emile Meyerson.243 In 
Elementary Formal Logic (1979), Professors 
Georgacarakos and Smith explained: 

An argument is supposed to be a justification for its conclusion. 
If the premises of the argument are granted, then the conclusion 
ought to follow. From our perspective, we can interpret this to mean 
that the truth of the premises of an argument ought to be sufficient 
to establish the truth of the conclusion. A valid argument is one in 
which the premises really are sufficient to do this, and consequently 
it is an argument that we can really rely on. A study of the semantics 
of a language would tell us which arguments are reliable in this 
sense—those whose premises entailed their conclusions.

This diverging of paths has been useful to Science, but now two paths have converged 
in a wood, and the road not taken is in fact the only road leading forward. The modern 
rebirth of Nature Religion must be complemented now by a rebirth of existential Science. 
We can no longer escape the fact, as Schrodinger put it, “that all science is bound up with 
human culture in general, and that scientific findings, even those which at the moment 
appear the most advanced and esoteric to grasp, are meaningless outside their cultural 
context.”244 Only the fire-born understand blue. Can Academia find the integrity and 
insight of Ludwig Wittgenstein, and having rocked the intellectual world with its materialist-
reductionism,245 with a brilliancy no one seemed sufficiently capable of overcoming, then 
proceed to recognize its exaggeration and correct itself? The directness and incisiveness 
of this intellectual juggernaut made it largely unassailable by the best minds in the West 
and unanswerable for the rest. But Wittgenstein did not rest on his laurels, and between 
1928 and 1930 began to find flaws in his own original premises. Profoundly influenced by 
his recognition of the interactive nature of language, which he had effectively rejected 
in the Tractatus, Wittgenstein spent the rest of his life smoothing the rough edges and 
refuting the overstatements of his own, still largely idolized, thesis, giving us one of the 
most penetrating texts of all time—posthumously—in 1953: Philosophical Investigations.246 

243 The Explication in the Sciences (1921)
244 Quoted in Order Out of Chaos, Illya Prigogine and Isabelle Stengers, 1984
245 Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (1921)
246 The first 137 sections are a sustained critique and deconstruction of the basic theses of the Tractatus, 

including  his model  of logical  analysis . It is a little-known  fact that Wittgenstein 's expanded  vision 
was decisively inspired by William James' Will To Believe and Varieties of Religious Experience.
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In Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein contrasted his early and late methods:

We see that what we call “sentence” and “language” has not the 
formal unity that I imagined, but is the family of structures more or 
less related to one another. —But what becomes of logic now? Its 
rigour seems to be giving way here. —But in that case doesn’t logic 
altogether disappear? —For how can it lose its rigour? Of course 
not by our bargaining any of its rigour out of it. —The preconceived 
idea of crystalline purity can only be removed by turning our whole 
examination round. (One might say: the axis of reference of our 
examination must be rotated, but about the fixed point of our real 
need.)

As Poincaré noted, we cannot even be good materialists, because we do not truly 
know what matter is. Hence, where once Science explained, now it tends to explain 
away. The multiple Pulitzer Prize-winning (1924, 1931, 1937, 1943) American poet Robert 
Frost mused: “We dance round in a ring and suppose, but the secret sits in the middle 
and knows.”

What is required is the rediscovery of the genius of Newton, the scientist who is 
“Copernicus and Faustus in one,” as John Maynard Keynes put it. Keynes, whose hobby 
was the study of Newton’s unpublished manuscripts, proclaimed Newton as the last of 
the great “magicians”:

Why do I call him a magician? Because he looked on the whole 
universe and all that is in it as a riddle, as a secret which could 
be read by applying pure thought to certain evidence, certain 
mystic clues which God had laid about the world to allow a sort 
of philosopher’s treasure hunt for the esoteric brotherhood…. He 
did read the riddle of the heavens. And he believed that by the 
same powers of his introspective imagination he would read the 
riddle of the Godhead, the riddle of past and future events divinely 
foreordained, the riddle of the elements and their constitution from 
an original undifferentiated first matter, the riddle of health and of 
immortality.247

The scientist as myth-maker is what Western Culture presently lacks. “Man tries to 
penetrate into the factual truth of nature,” wrote physicist C.F. von Weizsäcker, “but in her 
last, unfathomable reaches suddenly, as in a mirror, he meets himself.”248 As the medical 
scientist and philosopher of science Lewis Thomas pointed out, there is a single underlying 
view of the world that drives all Academics of every discipline: Bewilderment.249 This is 
our Life-world.250

We stand inside the threshold of a new millennium, and those not imbued with 

247 Newton, The Man, Royal Society of London “Newton Tercentenary Celebrations”;  July 15, 1946 (1947)
248 The History of Nature (1951)
249 Late Night Thoughts on Listening to Mahler’s Ninth Symphony (1983)
250 Husserl, 1913
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the dead spirit of the last century are called upon to press forward to actualize a New 
Aeon. The false separation of Mankind and Culture, of Culture and Nature, is intuitively 
acknowledged, and we are faced with a new vision of organic history which offers a 
richness and diversity of quality—a majesty—inherent in human life hitherto suppressed 
by the Christian Paradigm and the Economic Lifeview. Von Weizsäcker wrote:

Dialectical philosophy of history considers the dominion of religion as 
a phase of world history which today has already been overcome as 
a matter of fact. The dialectic of history, however, implies that there is 
a truth in each phase of history. But the truth of each phase is driven 
beyond itself to its explicit negation by its inherent contradictions. If, 
for the sake of simplicity, we argue that the historical era of religion 
has been overcome by the scientific era, it follows that science itself 
will remain caught in an attitude of naïve opposition to religion until 
it can ask to what extent there has been truth to the very religion it 
has replaced.251

In synthesizing the accumulated wisdom of the new discoveries of Science and 
presenting it as a foundation for a new 21st Century paradigm and lifeview, and in articulating 
the seed-ideas of that new vision of Life and the World, the Noödynamics Institute seeks 
to encourage—if only in a small and crucial portion of modern Academia—a new pride in 
Western cultural expression and its achievements, and more importantly, a new faith in 
our latent Destiny:

To see a World in a Grain of Sand 
And a Heaven in a Wild Flower, 
Hold Infinity in the palm of your Hand 
And Eternity in an Hour.252

Having faith—intention and conviction—in our Culture requires no prima facie 
metaphysical belief, but only that one believe that Culture has a pattern of organization, 
that it lives, grows, matures, and otherwise follows a course through time—which we call 
History. The term “Culture-soul” is itself just a symbol of this acknowledgement. However, 
the development of a Culture in this basic respect occurs with such regularity that the 
expectation of it does not seem to require faith. It is different with those potentialities which 
can fail to develop: arts, sciences, philosophies, ethics, exploration, and so on. These are 
the seeds which grow and become manifest if the proper conditions for their development 
are permitted, and they can be stifled if these conditions are absent. It is every man’s fate 
to die; but it is his destiny to grow old, to grow wise, to fulfill his potential—thus with a 
Culture. Psychologist Erich Fromm observed:

At every step from the conception of a rational vision to the 
formulation of a theory, faith is necessary: faith in the vision as a 
rationally valid aim to pursue, faith in the hypothesis as a likely and 
plausible proposition, and faith in the final theory, at least until a 
general consensus about its validity has been reached. This faith is 

251 Introduction to The Biological Basis of Religion and Genius, Gope Krishna, 1971
252 William Blake, Auguries of Innocence (1803)
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rooted in one’s own experience, in the confidence in one’s power 
of thought, observation, and judgment. While irrational faith is 
acceptable of something as true only because an authority or the 
majority say so, rational faith is rooted in an independent conviction 
based upon one’s own productive observing and thinking.253

One of the most important of these conditions is that a People have faith in these 
potentialities, in the Destiny. The presence of this faith makes the difference between 
development and manipulation. Development is identical with the Culture realizing its 
potentialities. The root of the word develop is de-enveloper, literally, to un-wrap or to 
expose that which is latent:

The realms of image unconfined…. 
Formation, transformation, 
Eternal play of the eternal mind 
With semblances of all things in creation 
Forever and forever sweeping round.254

The opposite of development is manipulation, which is based on the absence of 
faith in the growth of potentialities, and on the rationalist conviction that a Culture will 
be right only if the Intelligentsia put into it what is desirable and suppress what seems to 
be undesirable. There is no need of faith in a corporation or a constitution, since there is 
no life in them. We must rediscover not only the rational faith of Francis Bacon, who first 
explored the Philosophy of Science, but also his admiration for human knowledge learned 
through living as opposed to abstract systemization. The greatest of the skeptics and 
positivists, Herbert Spencer, had this insight:

Whoever hesitates to utter that which he thinks the highest truth, 
lest it should be too much in advance of the time, may reassure 
himself by looking at his acts from an impersonal point of view. Let 
him remember that opinion is the agency through which character 
adapts external arrangements to itself, and that his opinion rightly 
forms part of this agency—is a unit of force constituting, with other 
such units, the general power which works out social changes; and 
he will perceive that he may properly give utterance to his innermost 
conviction; leaving it to produce what effect it may. It is not for 
nothing that he has in him these sympathies with some principles 
and repugnance to others. He, with all his capacities, and aspirations, 
and beliefs, is not an accident but a product of the time. While he 
is a descendent of the past, he is a parent of the future; and his 
thoughts are as children born to him, which he may not carelessly let 
die. Like every other man he may properly consider himself as one 
of the myriad agencies through whom works the Unknown Cause; 
and when the Unknown Cause produces in him a certain belief, he is 
thereby authorized to profess and act out that belief.255

253 Man For Himself (1947)
254 Goethe, Faust, Part II
255 First Principles (1862)
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While irrational faith is rooted in 

The Annunciation by Rogier van der Weyden (c. 1440)

submission and the abdication of one’s 
own power and autonomy, rational faith is 
based upon the opposite experience. “In 
the age of reason, faith yet remains 
supreme,” declared Eddington in The 
Philosophy of Physical Science (1949); “for 
reason is one of the articles of faith.” We 
have faith in an idea because it is the result 
of our own observation and inductive 
thinking—as in empirical sciences. We 
have faith in the uniformity of natural law, 
though this cannot be justified by absolute 
logic, because we believe we understand 
the nature of such laws; we can likewise 
have faith in the potentialities of our 
Culture because we have, as individuals in 
our lifetimes and as a People in our 
recorded History, experienced such 
growth in its potentialities in the past; 
because we can come to understand the 
nature of Culture. The strength of our own 
power and beauty has been, is, and shall 
be the strength of our Culture.

To have faith—rational faith—requires courage, the ability to take a risk, the readiness 
to accept disappointment, pain, and even death—living not for what is, but for what 
can be. Whoever insists on “peace” and “comfort” as primary goals in Life—thereby 
forsaking all potential—cannot have courage, cannot have faith. The so-called “courage 
of pacifism” is the acceptance of nihilism; no organism in the Great Chain of Being256 has 
evolved or survived by such an ethos, and Man shall not be the first. Pacifism is rooted 
in an apathetic attitude toward life, in “otherworldly” beliefs, in the willingness to throw 
away life because one has not the faith to affirm it. As Theodore Roosevelt succinctly 
declared: “If I must choose between righteousness and peace, I choose righteousness.” 
To be, to become, one needs courage, the courage to adopt certain life-values as being 
of supreme significance—and then to take a stand and to stake all on these values. We 
are not a group of u-agents.257

Faith, in the context of the Noödynamics Institute, is the experiential realization 
that Culture is the inner reality and inner truth of Mankind. Even in the absence of a 
feeling of connection to this source, faith remains a realization that it exists and that it is 
Civilization’s inner nature. Before one develops a connection to this essential origin, one 
knows empirically that it does actually exist. This is scientific faith. Another way of stating 
this insight is that Noödynamics is the perception that the inner essence of Civilization 

256 Lovejoy, et al.
257 Brink, 1986
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is Culture, and that as a result of this perception, the transformation which occurs in the 
psyche is faith. Faith, then, is a kind of knowledge, a conviction. The depth of the faith 
generated depends on the individual and on the depth of the cultural experience.

To have faith in the Destiny of our Culture as the apex of human life is a rational 
faith based on the insight into the very nature of Man. “Go forward,” wrote the French 
physicist, mathematician, and philosopher Jean d’Alembert, “and faith will come to you.” 
The Noödynamics Institute has referred to Science as a mythology in the title of this text, 
in the tradition of the founder of modern Anthropology, Wilhelm Dilthey, and the founder 
of modern Sociology, Max Weber. Both acknowledged the paradigmatic nature of human 
knowledge, and recognized empathic insight as a primary criterion for comprehending 
and evaluating such knowledge. Weber proclaimed: “A new ‘science’ emerges where 
new problems are pursued by new methods and truths are thereby discovered which 
open up significant new points of view.”258

The mysterious questions, the unfathomable depths of abstraction, the precipices of 
metaphysics—all these profundities cry out for commentary from the mode of cognition 
converging upon the divine, i.e., Science: the struggle for survival, the apperception of 
beauty, the consciousness of animals, the recapitulation of being contained in Nature, 
the continuity of the predicative I and Thou, essence and form, destiny, existence and 
nothingness, spirit, soul, free will, ethereal heights, and sinister depths—toward which 
are drawn the towering daemons and demigods of mankind; the fearful and inspiring 
abysses that Cusanus, Aquinas, and Dante; Galileo, Bruno, and Fra Angelico; Leibniz, 
Berkeley, and Milton; Heisenberg, Heidegger, and Hesse contemplated with flaming 
eyes that seemed, looking undauntedly into infinitude, to kindle the very stars. “To a man 
devoid of blinders,” observed Camus, “there is no finer sight than that of the intelligence 
at grips with a reality that transcends it.”259

The deepest significance of the decline in Western Spirituality is a much more concrete 
and complex issue than a mere change in outlook; it penetrates the deepest strata of 
total psychical life. True natural spirituality was to Western Man not so much the theology 
of church dogma as it was a solid psychological matrix surrounding the collective life of 
the West and containing the arts and sciences. 

Spirituality is the symbolism of being in a world become. The world-picture of Science 
is effectively in opposition to the world-feeling of Spirituality, but not necessarily its 
negation. Spirituality is the essence of experience, the unborn forms to take shape as 
intentional and purpose-driven experience; and Science is the form of experience, the 
laws and formulae spread over the world ordered and determined a priori. And so the 
world-picture and the world-feeling of a High Culture are related, and by this relation the 
former is elevated above mere information and systemization and becomes a view of 
existence per se, there being consequently as many world-pictures—as many sciences—
as there are High Cultures. Only thus can we understand, as something necessary, the 
fact that the greatest scientific thinkers, the generators of a grand world-picture, have 
been brought to the decisive scientific discoveries of every culture-system by a deep 
intuitive world-feeling; i.e., a spiritual comprehension of the universe.

258 The Meaning of “Ethical Neutrality” in Sociology and Economics (1917-18)
259 Myth of Sysphus (1942)
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The loss of this spiritual architecture was the loss of a whole hypostasis of symbols, 
images, ideas, and rites which had the psychological validity of immediate experience. 
In losing Spirituality, Western Man lost his concrete connection with the transcendent 
realm of being. Spirituality is the accepted framework which existentially contains one’s 
life. “Man alone of all beings,” wrote Heidegger, “when addressed by the voice of Being, 
experiences the marvel of all marvels: that what-is, is.”260

Science achieved a heightening of the West’s consciousness, but at the same time 
began—through a rationalist reaction to the supernatural premises of Judeochristianity—
to sever this consciousness from the deep unconscious life of our total human nature. 
It’s historical thrust began making the mythical and symbolic picture of Nature and the 
Cosmos disappear before the successes of its own rational explanations, and because 
Science failed to distinguish between Church Dogma and Nature Religion, it unveiled 
a de-spiritualized Nature as an object to be conquered and possessed with puritanical 
zeal and industry. “There is a great difference between the idols of the human mind and 
the ideas of the Divine,” noted Bacon. “That is to say, between certain empty dogmas, 
and the true signatures and marks set upon the works of Creation as they are found in 
Nature.”261

Supernaturalism must be rejected even from the perspective of intuitionism,262 which 
denies that one can validly reason by use of an affirmation derived from the negation 
of a reductio ad absurdum argument. Supernaturalism asserts the “existence” of 
entities which no possible theory can encapsulate, such that these nebulous concepts 
of supernatural existence always lead to contradictions, which we are counseled to 
overcome with “faith.” But the “god” of the “book” is akin to the set of all sets that are 
not members of themselves. The intuitionist standpoint denies that very loosely defined 
objects can be taken to actually exist, and that one can validly use the type of “reasoning” 
which allows one to deduce the existence of some supernatural object merely from the 
induced contradictory nature of its non-existence. But intuitionism deems it legitimate to 
deduce that something does not exist from the fact that a contradiction results from the 
assumption that it does.

Had Science distinguished between alien supernatural creeds and the genuine 
nature-spirituality of Europe, the non-rational elements of human nature would have been 
afforded recognition and a central place in the total Western reality. We have, to use the 
language of poet William Stafford, followed the wrong god home—and missed our Star. 
But as Science and Church creed moved forward with their struggle for possession of the 
Western mind—e.g., Galileo and Darwin—the West’s true spiritual impulse was left behind 
and society became more secularized in every domain of human life. Western spirituality 
consequently became attenuated and the Western character began to look more like a 
giant skeleton, a sculpture by Giacometti. Spirituality is in the “I” of the beholder.

Although religionists will object, Judeochristianity has forced upon our postmodern 
explorations a modicum of spiritual formalism, according to which all the allowed forms 
of spiritual reasoning, including any reasoning about the universe or the nature of 

260 Being and Time (1927)
261 The Novum Organum (1620)
262 Brouwer, 1912
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existence, should be laid down definitively. 

The Annunciation by Edward Burne-Jones (1876-79)

Such a system of rules and limitations will 
represent a formal system of intuitive 
reasoning. Once the rules of a formal 
system have been determined, it is a rather 
simple matter to check to ensure whether 
or not the formal rules have been correctly 
adhered to with regard to propositions. 
Truth or falsehood would not be established 
thus, of course, but the rules would 
determine as valid or invalid, forms of 
spiritual reasoning, so that any result that 
could be deduced could be trusted as 
being actually meaningful. Spiritual 
reasoning is, after all, based on an intuitive 
world-feeling, and one’s spiritual intuitions 
as to which forms of reasoning are 
legitimate and which are not, might not be 
absolutely trustworthy—the content must 
be intuitive, but the form must nevertheless 
be analytical.

Doubts about spirituality caused 
by the inconsistencies and abuses of 
Judeochristianity are appropriate in the 21st century, and thus some spiritual formalism 
is needed to restore credibility to the field. The rules must not be rigid, to the point of 
stifling the free range of intuition and imagination, but how rigid is “too rigid” after ten 
centuries of pseudomorphosis? To forbid the use of subjective experience would be 
too limiting; and a particular formal system could be conducive to such, which would 
be perfectly satisfactory as long as consistent and repeatable. But our system must not 
allow statements that are true and false, or neither—it must be consistent and complete, 
the latter meaning that every properly formulated spiritual statement within the system is 
either true or false.

Because of the abuses of the Enlightenment, the more severely the highest minds 
struggled to hold onto a primal heart-to-heart relation with Nature, the more tenuous 
this became in the eyes of an ever-despiritualizing Science, until in the end the relation 
to the Numinous threatened to become a relation to Nothingness. When the famous 
neurophysiologist John Eccles, of the Max Planck Institute, ended a 1981 lecture on 
brain organization at Harvard with the admission that neo-Darwinism cannot account 
for human consciousness, the audience hissed. “Maybe the knowledge is too great and 
maybe men are growing too small,” mused Steinbeck. “Maybe kneeling down to atoms 
they’re becoming atom-sized in their souls. Maybe a specialist is only a coward, afraid 
to look out of his little cage. And think what any specialist misses—the whole world over 
his fence.”263 Like the Oxford scholar in Edgar Allen Poe’s William Wilson (1839), Science 
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defeated its antagonist only to then realize that the perceived enemy was in actuality 
a misunderstood aspect of itself. Genuine Western spirituality could have cried out to 
Science in the end, as did William Wilson’s conscience:

You have conquered, and I yield. Yet, hence forward, art thou also 
dead—dead to the World, to Heaven and to Hope! In me didst thou 
exist—and in my death, see by this image, which is thine own, how 
utterly thou hast murdered thyself.

The radical disassociation of the scholar’s identity and ethos is the cause of a split 
personality. The Enlightenment was the beginning of the West’s fateful encounter with 
this abyss—an encounter long overdue because of Judeochristian denial—and it was 
only in the twentieth century brought to completion. But as Nietzsche noted, when you 
gaze long into the Abyss, the Abyss also gazes into you, and the new millennium marks 
a turning point when the mutual understanding gained through this eye contact with the 
Numinous can take on a new significance. 

The empiricist is driven by the desire to get ever fuller knowledge of Life and the 
World, and nothing can fully satisfy him short of exhaustive knowledge. Yet he must 
never imagine that he has gained this exhaustive knowledge, or even the ultimate 
epistemological standards upon which it shall be found, and is therefore in a position to 
talk about Life and the World as though they were two mere objects like sensations or 
visual images. As neuroscientist Robert Burton has demonstrated in On Being Certain 
(2008), feelings of certainty are usually rooted not in careful, rational consideration, but 
in the involuntary, physiological processes of the limbic system—certainty is an emotion, 
not a cognition. “To know—what do you mean by that?” Dostoevsky once demanded, 
“Nature, the spirit, love and God—these can only be perceived by the heart, not by the 
mind.” 

When we form First Order statements of this sort we are speaking no longer as 
empiricists but as existentialists, and have thus stepped over the threshold from Natural 
Science onto the border of Nature Religion. This is a logical and necessary transition, 
but only so long as the scientist operates as if there were an objective world of which 
he or she is obtaining ever more complete knowledge. But this knowledge is always 
subjective, and therefore statements about Life and the World as though there were 
objects we can view from outside are not scientific propositions but spiritual ventures. 
For as Kierkegaard proclaimed: “The supreme paradox of all thought is the attempt to 
discover something that thought cannot think.”264

Whitehead, who postulated a significant overlap between Science and Spirituality 
and believed that all modes of understanding reality reflect a totalistic construction of a 
universal hypothesis, wrote in Religion in the Making (1926):

There is a quality of life which lies always beyond the mere fact 
of life; and when we include the quality in the fact, there is still 
omitted the quality of the quality. It is not true that the finer quality 
is the direct association of obvious happiness or obvious pleasure. 

264 Either/Or: A Fragment of Life (1843)
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Religion is the direct apprehension that, beyond such happiness 
and such pleasure, there remains the function of what is actual and 
passing, that it contributes its quality as an immortal fact to the order 
which informs the world.

Science cannot study scientific values without getting into a bootstrap problem that 
challenges the validity of its answers, and thus questions of values must be asked at 
a higher level than Science. Nature abhors a difference principle.265 So can we find in 
Spirituality a natural continuation of the impulse that brought us to Science to begin with: 
What does it all mean? “Everything spiritual,” wrote Humboldt, “is only a more refined 
blossoming of the physical.”266

To intelligently explore the meaning, if any, of Spirituality in the 21st century requires 
the realization that spiritual thinking, like scientific thinking, must be a system of theory 
before it can become a system of facts. Ultimately, “facts” do not exist in the world 
around us, and in order to make sense of the experiences of existence—and “facts” are 
first of all experiences—there must be in our minds a type of thought that can perceive 
experiences as raw material for factual analysis. It is easy for us today to forget that there 
are no objective “facts,” in the scientific sense, “out there” in the world of physical reality. 
It is, rather, in the type of thought applied to experiences around and within us that the 
world “reveals itself.” Spiritual thought begins, therefore, in the same place as scientific 
thought, that is, as philosophical speculation.

When scientific analysis is applied to Life, it necessarily destroys something in the 
process—no one realizes this more acutely than the artist or spiritual seeker. But what 
now needs to be recognized by those outside the domain of Science is that something is 
always created, too: Science may destroy an egg, but it reveals the yolk. We must come 
to acknowledge this process as a kind of death-birth continuum, in which Science and 
Spirituality regenerate each other.

What if the most comprehensible thing about the universe is that it is incomprehensible? 
Science seems to be an endless quest to establish new sets of axioms to describe features 
of the universe—the number of possible axioms may be infinite. Whereas Science is 
based on Mathematics and Mathematics cannot discover all truths,267 therefore Science 
cannot discover all truths. This “computational irreducibility”268 points beyond Science. 
Perhaps there is a great mystery lurking in the core of existence? The eminent professor 
of mathematical physics, Paul Davies, at the University of Adelaide in Australia, has 
observed that even after we have ruled out supernatural events in our understanding 
of the universe, it is still not clear that Science can, in principle even, explain everything:

There remains that old problem about the end of the explanatory 
chain. However successful our scientific explanations may be, they 
always have certain starting assumptions built in. For example, an 
explanation of some phenomenon in terms of physics presupposes 

265 Rawls, 1971
266 Ideas Toward Essaying a Determination of the Limits of State Action (1792)
267 Gödel, 1931
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the validity of the laws of physics, which are taken as given. But one 
can ask where these laws come from in the first place. One could even 
question the origin of the logic upon which all scientific reasoning is 
founded. Sooner or later we all have to accept something as given, 
whether it is God, or logic, or a set of laws, or some other foundation 
for existence. Thus “ultimate” questions will always lie beyond the 
scope of empirical science as it is usually defined. So does this mean 
that the really deep questions of existence are unanswerable?269

Thinking in a spiritual manner is for most Academics an unaccustomed exercise, but it 
will not be found difficult if we hold fast to empirical facts and allow existential meanings 
as simultaneous overtones of inner suggestion. Each fortifies and enriches the other; 
they can, of course, be parted and observed, one at a time, but that is not how mankind’s 
holistic nature operates. We are, after all, not thinking beings per se, but feeling beings 
that think. And just as the empirical facts are always a foundation of human knowledge, 
so the existential meanings are always the structure of human understanding. Niels Bohr 
is famously alleged to have instructed a student: “You are not thinking, you are just being 
logical.” Because the ideas of reason are indispensable to the pursuit of knowledge, we 
often fall into the error of supposing that they correspond to objects just like those of 
which we can have knowledge. In the terminology of Kant, we take as constitutive what 
is only regulative. The Noödynamics Institute, on the other hand, operates with the hope 
that we can gain the poetic vision of Science and Technology possessed by Wordsworth 
and Whitman. This tome is simultaneously an ekphrastic ode on the creative powers 
of Science as well as a dirge to its limitations. “The Stars of thine own Destiny lie in thy 
breast,” said Schiller.270

Natural Spirituality presupposes Natural Science; it incorporates, builds upon, and 
ultimately transcends it. There can be no reasonable objection to this process on the 
grounds that it is contrary to scientific methodology; for the various disciplines of Science, 
explanatory hypotheses are constructed which go beyond the empirical data. At the level 
of understanding that disciplines such as Physics and Biology have attained, for example, 
hypotheses are regularly synthesized with the aid of logical methods and techniques, 
and at the cognate level of rational knowledge, Philosophy also tries to construct a 
systematic synthesis of the results of the previous levels. At all levels of cognition in 
Natural Science, the mind aims at the absence of contradiction in a progressive synthesis 
of presentations, which forms the fundamental point of departure for human knowledge. 
As Francis Bacon observed: “For as no perfect view of a country can be taken from a flat; 
so it is impossible to discover the remote and deep parts of any science by standing upon 
the level of the same science, or without ascending to a higher.”271 Natural Spirituality is 
an extension and expansion of this imperative, attaining levels of existential knowledge 
unavailable to analytical disciplines. The final element that must be added to this quest 
for a new link between Science and Spirituality is Art. 

269 The Mind of God (1992)
270 Die Piccolomini, II
271 The Advancement of Learning (1603-5)
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Aesthetic expression, as a physical embodiment of metaphysical meaning, becomes a liminal force in civilization, a collective interface between 
the finite world and the infinite imagination. When an artist represents 'knowledge' as an owl and uses lightning bolts to convey the idea of 
'power', for example, the subsequent work —dependent upon the senses but striving after an intangible quality beyond the bounds of sensation 
—accomplishes something of which the mere words "knowledge is power" are incapable. The creation is an Aesthetical Idea (Kant, 1790) in that 
it uses what lies within sensory experience to intersubjectively "re-present" to consciousness a transcendental concept beyond the senses: the 
aesthetic expression of existential truth.

3.7 The Culture-systemic Theory of Art

Art belongs not to ethics or religion, but to Culture per se, and thus the Noödynamics 
Institute strives to establish the autonomy of Art with regard to expression. Science 
and Spirituality, analysis and intuition, are commensurable with Art, i.e., the aesthetic 
faculty, but Art remains individuated. The work of Art is not an idea or an impression but 
the representation of an idea or impression. It is possible to express several ideas or 
impressions in a single work of Art. The logical and intuitive divisions of judgments find 
their counterpart in the aesthetic relations of concepts. The analytical or intuitive form 
of the aesthetic proposition is just as much a contradiction as the angle of a circle or the 
circumference of a triangle. Having thus freed Art from all dependence on Science or 
Spirituality or any other thing; having proclaimed without hesitation the principle that Art 
produces its works independently of analysis and intuition and in the fullest autonomy, 
the Noödynamics Institute seeks the origin of Art, recognizing that the question of its 
origin is identical with that of the nature of Art, its existential genesis or rather the position 
it occupies in the evolution of the culture-system.

There are in Art both meaning and connection, but these are of a specifically aesthetic 
nature.  Art is language we understand and speak, but which it is not possible to translate. 
Artistic expression is undoubtedly cognitive; it has analytical and intuitive signification; 
but its “thoughts” are purely aesthetic. Listen to Camille Saint-Saëns’ The Muse and the 
Poet (1910). Rather than mental, Art is ultimately existential, its imagery incapable of full 
expression enclosed in a precise concept. Art begins exactly where analysis and intuition 
end; there are realms of existence to which we can penetrate not by the forms of thought 
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and feeling but only through imagination. The true Artist’s expressive response to a scene 
or event has within and behind it a response to existence per se. It is natural, then, for Art 
to throw its shadow, so to speak, into Science and Spirituality and influence therein the 
analytical and intuitive understandings of Art respectively. This comprehension brings 
into high relief the architectonic character of Art.

In the model of philosophical analysis that the Noödynamics Institute is developing, 
there must be indefinable concepts by reference to which more complex concepts may 
be defined and into which they can be analyzed. Such fundamental concepts—e.g., 
the beautiful and the sublime—cannot be further defined by reference to similar areas 
but are themselves the ultimately irreducible concepts to be found at the deepest and 
most basic stratum of conceptual analysis, including a 21st century Aesthetics. We thus 
proceed upon the basis of a more sophisticated appreciation of the limits of analysis to 
the recognition that there must be indefinable concepts upon which all related definitions 
are predicated. What we cannot do, then, is further analyze the aesthetic expression of 
existential truth into more basic principles, for the essential reason that it is already an 
absolutely primal concept incapable of further reduction. The indefinable concept of “the 
beautiful and sublime” is the foundation upon which the entire conceptual system of 
Aesthetics rests.

We must look upon Art as a complex fact, the product of a purely aesthetic faculty, 
which may have psychological or physiological or any other kind of value. The beautiful 
and the sublime thus assume various complexions, becoming moving, graceful, majestic, 
tragic, magnificent, comic; they can become all these things because of the primordial 
diversity of the aesthetic faculty. Art’s content is the existential idea, the metaphysical 
truth, the aesthetic element of the Self. Art’s form is expressive activity, an imaginative 
sense with the power of framing impressions. Art is irreducible to Science or Spirituality 
or any other discipline, and thus with utmost clearness we must exclude from it the 
practical rules of analysis and the semantic rules of intuition—the task of Aesthetics is to 
determine the proper place of art-activity in the scheme of High Culture.

As is so often the case in a technological society, Western Artists have had more 
license to speak freely about existential realities than those in the sciences for quite 
some time; these disciplines have lost their roots in the cultural experience. As Percy 
Bysshe Shelley wrote in Defense of Poetry (1821):

We want [i.e. lack] the creative faculty to imagine that which we 
know; we want the generous impulse to act that which we imagine; 
we want the Poetry of Life: our calculations have outrun conception; 
we have eaten more than we can digest. The culturation of these 
sciences which have enlarged the limits of the Empire of Man over 
the external World, has, for want of the poetical faculty, proportionally 
circumscribed those of the internal world; and Man, having enslaved 
the elements, remains himself a slave.

Thus the expression of how inner realities influence all outer manifestations has been 
left almost exclusively to Painters, Poets, Musicians, and Writers since the Enlightenment, 
even though the Natural Sciences have moved toward a merging with the arts since the 
early years of the twentieth century. “According to one mode of regarding those two 
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classes of mental action which are called 

Now Sign II (2010) was created by Lead Pencil Studio of Seattle, 
Washington, made entirely of rods, and stands at the United States-
Canada border in Blaine, Washington. “Architecture must be 
understood as the power freely and boldly to harmonize environment 
and mankind,” wrote the Futurist Antonio Sant’ Elia. “That is to render 
the world of things a projection of the world of the spirit....” (Manifesto of 
Futurist Architecture, 1915) www.leadpencilstudio.com

reason and imagination,” Shelley wrote, 
“the former may be considered as mind 
contemplating the relations borne by one 
thought to another, however produced, 
and the latter as mind acting upon those 
thoughts so as to color them with its own 
light, and composing from them, as from 
elements, other thoughts, each containing 
within itself the principle of its own 
integrity.”272

The oversimplified depiction of 
Science as objective and Art as subjective 
knowledge is detrimental to Philosophy; 
it ignores the uncertainty we must have 
about our perception. As Ayn Rand 
elegantly demonstrated, those who fail 
to think philosophically are the helpless 
victims and pawns of the ideas they 
passively accept from others or take for 
granted.273 Philosophy begins with man’s 
introspective doubts as to the accuracy of 
his perception, and unfortunately, it ends 
there also—solipsism is the inescapable paradox of consciousness. It would be foolish 
to live as if reality is merely a creation of our minds, yet it is nevertheless unscientific 
to pretend that our faith in an external world is proof of its existence. Thus at best, we 
differentiate Science and Art as having objective and subjective intentions: through 
Science humans attempt to represent outer reality; through Art humans attempt to 
represent inner reality. Concomitantly, through Philosophy humans attempt to understand 
the subjective-objective relationship; and through Spirituality humans attempt to give this 
relationship meaning. The holistic reunion of these presently conflicting ideals is the 
academic aim of the Noödynamics Institute.274 

If we can, as thought-worn chieftains of the mind,275 bring Art back into alignment 
with the Culture, out of the control of the “Bourgeois Bohemians,”276 Art will, as Thomas 
Mann suggested decades ago: “once more see itself as the servant of a Community, a 
Community welded together by far more than education, a Community that would not 
have a Culture, but which perhaps would be one.”277

Art is the third expression-language of a culture-system. Like Science, in its earliest 

272 Defense of Poetry (1821)
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development its higher possibilities are difficult to distinguish from Spirituality, with which 
it forms a polarity (i.e., Religion). Art is born of the secret rhythm of a High Culture’s world-
vision, and represents an aesthetic effort of the self-conscious soul to reach the depths 
of the world-around. Like Science and Spirituality, Art in its most devoted moments is 
wholly projective, for it consists in an identity of inner activity and the world-around which, 
resonating, converge. As with analysis and intuition, the aesthetic sense takes up the 
irresistible rhythm of the inwardly-felt world-vision and constructs a world. Art attains the 
superlative when it reveals the idea, the Soul, in its world-engagement. This is a venture 
M.I.T. visual artist Todd Siler called Neurocosmology:

The universe imparts its creative processes to us; we, in turn, impart 
our creative processes to the things we create. Our creations reveal 
the nature of our minds directly and so the universe indirectly. This 
is the great current of influences that changes our lives in accord 
with the lifeful changes of the universe…. [I]n decoding the brain, 
we decode the universe—and vice versa. In many ways, the brain 
is what the brain creates. Its workings reflect the workings of its 
creations. This implies the brain imposes its dynamics on everything 
it makes—from concepts of the universe to the techniques used 
to test or represent those concepts; from chaos and catastrophe 
theories to technological tools we use to probe our knowledge or 
record our experiences. In our quest to learn how the brain works, 
we need to look comparatively at our objects of creation because 
they are the brain’s physical reflections. These reflections can be as 
metaphorical or literal as you choose to interpret them.278

Against the rationalistic tradition which has endured since Descartes, attributing the 
aesthetic sense—in one way or another—to some form of “confused cognition,” there 
has persisted (since Leibniz) a tradition that perceives in the aesthetic sense an essential 
part of the ordered world. In Cognition: Reality and Ideas (1684), Leibniz asserted that 
the aesthetic sense is pararational, based on the je-ne-sais-quoi. The aesthetic sense 
is indeed cognitive, this school of thought holds, but the cognition is imaginative rather 
than ratiocinative. This thread of reasoning was picked up and given full expression by 
the Italian philosopher Giambattista Vico, who converted the intellectualist stance of 
Leibniz into an autonomous “science of art.”

In the 1730 edition of his New Science (1725), Vico added two special books wherein 
was developed a novel theory of aesthetic expression—depicting it as an imaginative 
phase of consciousness—which has been adopted by the truly encultured ever since. This 
line of reasoning was picked up by Kant, who, in his Critique of Judgment (1790), posited 
Art as beauty attached to a concept; i.e., autonomous aesthetic ideas. Foreshadowing the 
Noödynamics Institute’s image of Art as a “world-vision,” Kant explicated a “representation 
conjoined with such truthful representation of particulars as to be unable to find for it 
any expression that may denote a determinate concept, thereby endowing the given 
concept with something of the ineffable.” This modus aestheticus is the starting-point for 
the Noödynamics Institute.

278 Breaking the Mind Barrier (1990)
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Our conception here is the culmination 

4096 Colors (1974) by Gerhard Richter, is a digitally generated stained-
glass window of the Cologne Cathedral, made up of 11,500 pixels of 
antique glass.

of the process initiated by Kant, who gave 
to Aesthetics a transcendental-
philosophical basis that marked the 
beginning of a new development of 
aesthetic appreciation as a special 
principle of judgment, thereby claiming for 
it independent validity. What Kant sought 
to justify in his critique of aesthetic 
judgment was the subjective universality 
of aesthetic appreciation and the 
superiority of great creative power above 
rules of taste. This transcendental 
justification of aesthetic judgment in-itself 
is the foundation of the aesthetic modality 
that is equal to the scientific and spiritual 
modalities. The transcendental function 
that Kant ascribed to aesthetic judgment 
is sufficient to distinguish it from analytical 
and intuitive knowledge and hence to 
determine the phenomena of Art. We must 
admit, therefore, as Keats famously 
asserted, that the work of art possesses 
truth. Art is, in other words, an a priori supra-empirically normative operation.

Our approach to Art, then, is predicated upon recognition of the Transcendental 
Aesthetic,279 a pararational mode of cognition, ultimately shared in subjectivity. “The 
subjective principle alone, that is the indeterminate idea of the supersensible in us, can 
be considered the only key capable of unlocking this faculty springing from a source 
we cannot fathom,” explained Kant in the Critique of Judgment: “Excepting by its aid, no 
comprehension of it can possibly be attained.” Schiller took Kant’s conception a step in 
our direction by defining the aesthetic sphere as one of “play,” which, in German, spiel, 
did not mean “game” activity, but the overflow of exuberant élan.

In his celebrated Letters on the Aesthetic Education of Mankind (1795), Schiller treated 
aesthetic activity as the mean between analytical and intuitive activity—the person who 
engages in spiel contemplates the world aesthetically and generates Art based on the 
apperception of livingness. In this process, mere cause and effect give place to meaning-
values, and another faculty emerges to spontaneously reconcile the free will with the 
matter and form of nature. Schiller explained:

So long as Mankind in his early physical state passively absorbs 
the world of sensation and simply feels it, he is wholly within it; and 
precisely because he is merely of the world, there is for him as 
yet no world at all. Only when in his aesthetic state he places the 
world outside of himself and contemplates it, does he detach his 

279 Kant, 1781
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individuality from the rest; then a world appears to him, since he is 
no longer one with the world.

In other words, by means of Art, mankind transcends the yoke of the senses, to enter 
a sphere of detachment and serene contemplation.

Art, it must always be understood, in the Noödynamics Institute—over against the 
20th Century ideal of Academia—is a self-contained and complete thing. It does not 
“record” nor “imitate” nor even “represent” reality, nor even imagination; it selects 
from them and thereby constitutes a world-vision. Art has—nay, is—its own way of 
happening. A masterpiece is not a representation but an interpretation and—in the 
West—an intensification achieved by emphasizing some things, subordinating others, 
and by following the inwardly-sensed holism of the composition. Every artform 
presents its material within a limitation, and that material is meaningless until it  
becomes involved in the inwardly-sensed formal limitations. Until it becomes a perception 
of that inner-vision, Art has not come into view. To paraphrase I.A. Richards, the 20th 
Century talked about Art because it did not know what to do with the artness of Art.

Today our sciences are leading us more than ever toward a deeper understanding 
of inner realities, indicating that the time has come for us to represent the primal cultural 
understanding of the homologous nature of Art and Science. “What’s beautiful in science 
is that same thing that’s beautiful in Beethoven,” asserted physicist Victor Weisskopf 
in Knowledge and Wonder (1963); “There’s a fog of events and suddenly you see a 
connection. It expresses a complex of human concerns that goes deeply to you, that 
connects things that were always in you that were never put together before.”

Art gains its power from having a more direct relationship with the subconscious 
psyche than Science has yet been able to establish. Thus Art can be more powerful 
than Science because the latter proceeds through laborious accumulation and cautious 
reasoning while the former can reach its goal at once by imagination and presentation. 
Ralph Waldo Emerson said:

This insight, which expresses itself by what is called Imagination, 
is a very high sort of seeing, which does not come by study, but by 
the intellect being where and what it sees, by sharing the path, or 
circuit of things through forms, and so making them translucid to 
others. The path of things is silent. Will they suffer a speaker to go 
with them? A poet, in the transcendence of their own nature, him will 
they suffer. The condition of true naming on the poet’s part, is his 
resigning himself to the divine aura which breathes through forms, 
and accompanying that.280

Moreover, Science can get along with talent, but Art requires genius—the exemplary 
originality of the natural gifts of a subject in the free employment of his cognitive 
faculties.281 Thus has it always been axiomatic in the West that talent is that which a 
person possesses, but genius is that which possesses a person (genius is great creative 

280 The Poet (1844)
281 Kant, Critique of Judgement (1790)
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power, talent is the gift for particular tasks 

Diana the Huntress by Gaston Saint Pierre

already created). “Art,” declared Emerson, 
“is the path of the creator to his work.”282  
That path is illuminated by a world-vision. 
“Genius does what it must,” observed 
English poet Edward Bulwer-Lytton, “and 
talent does what it can.”283

As a natural phenomenon, Art belongs 
to the vast class of reflexive faculties; 
but this understanding should not be 
its essential peculiarity. Animals have 
reflexive faculties and sensations just like 
humans; but in animals the senses are wide 
gates through which the qualia of external 
nature rush into consciousness with such 
impetus as to dominate cognition and 
evoke instinctual responses, depriving 
consciousness of independence and 
freedom of impression. In mankind, 
however, Art can arise because mankind 
is resistant to nature, conqueror of his own 
body—freedom of impression incarnate. 
Art is thus a form of liberation, and we 
feel our consciousness lightened and freed when we perceive autonomous creations of 
imagination.

The pre-technological Gods of the earth exist for us still; and let all new disciplines be 
tolerant of those remnants of man-as-nature, lest they bruise their own roots. As Professor 
Eugene Larkin of the University of Minnesota wrote in his text on Design:

What this means is that all of the parts, no matter how disparate, 
must be reconciled so that they support each other. If they do not 
interact in a mutually supportive fashion, they destroy each other. 
The resulting lack of coherence becomes more important than the 
perception of the whole.284

Isaac Newton demonstrated that dissimilar phenomena—such as the motion of an 
apple and that of the moon—have in common fundamental principles and properties, 
and thus that much in the physical universe can be investigated and understood in terms 
of unified systems of ideas. As Aldous Huxley noted, through Art, this applies to the 
psychical Universe as well:

In the same spirit the artist takes the innumerable diversities and 

282 Ibid.
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uniqueness of the outer world and his own imagination and gives 
them meaning within an orderly system of plastic, literary or musical 
patterns. The wish to impose order upon confusion, to bring harmony 
out of dissonance and unity out of multiplicity is a kind of intellectual 
instinct, a primary and fundamental urge of the mind.285

We believe, as did the French philosopher Maurice Merleau-Ponty, that operational 
Science has lost touch with the “Life-world” of human apperception, and that Art, by 
presenting “certain outlines of Being—its ebb and flow, its gravity, its upheavals, its 
turbulence”—offers a methodology for rediscovering the direct expression of concrete 
(albeit subjective) realities of Existence.286 Man is both a perceiving and a perceptible 
reality, added Merleau-Ponty, and the latter is never fully manifest. “Being is itself 
invisible.”287 In this sense, Mankind is a dialogue with the World, and part of the language 
is Art. 

We must begin with a full recognition of the fact that Art is none of the things which 
most 20th Century “critics” claimed it is; it is a kind of language, of genuine conceptual 
content. Art is essentially a symbol of one aspect of human existence; an impersonal, 
semiotic and semantic, content-laden symbolism full of ideas, rather than an overt sign of 
individual irrationalism and emotional conditions. As a form of “language,” Art expresses 
the culture-system’s world-vision. As such, Art is the formulation and representation of 
aesthetic sentience; a source of aesthetic insight into life and the universe. Of course, 
the analogy between Art and language is not logical but heuristic, and breaks down 
if we carry it beyond the semantic function, which they share. Art lacks the separable 
terms with fixed connotations and the syntactical rules for deriving complex connotations 
which characterize actual language. Nevertheless, Art certainly utilizes presentational 
symbolism to communicate aesthetic experience, as does a language, and thus “functions” 
as long as it keeps to its own symbolic form. “For precisely in that symbolic form an 
aspect of reality is given which cannot be adequately expressed otherwise,” advised 
Wilbur Urban in Language and Reality: The Philosophy of Language and the Principles 
of Symbolism (1939), “it is not true that whatever can be expressed symbolically can be 
better expressed literally.” We are reminded of a story about Schubert: After playing a 
new composition, he was asked by a woman what it meant. As an answer, Schubert 
returned to the piano and played the composition again. 

Words do not constitute a culture-system’s only language. Painting and music are 
also languages capable of communication. Watch a Conductor listening to an orchestra; 
can there be any doubt that the symphony is a language he comprehends, and participates 
in with his conducting? What the Conductor has in his mind is probably an intimate 
representation of the vision of the Composer. He listens, relates the image in his mind to 
the sounds, and leads the orchestra to perfect projection—a pure case of nonverbal 
communication. Thus with painting and sculpture, even dance. Can there be any doubt 
that the postures and sequences of movements that dancers perform must constitute 
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not only a language, but, in the case of ballet, 

Apollo and Daphne by Gian Lorenzo Bernini (1622-25)

for example, a language susceptible of 
great refinement? “If I could tell you what 
it meant,” said Isadora Duncan, “there 
would be no point in dancing it.” 

This is what Wittgenstein meant when 
he proclaimed that the world is a totality 
of facts rather than things—it is not space 
and time per se, but the experience 
of space and time, an experience 
determined cognitively.288 “The world is 
all that is the case,” Wittgenstein claimed, 
but he qualified this by also stating that 
only factual propositions are logically 
meaningful: “What we cannot speak 
about we must pass over in silence.” 
Wittgenstein was approaching the “world” 
in a logical-positivist fashion here, but as 
his later writings demonstrate, he came 
to recognize that much of what cannot 
be said can nevertheless be shown—this 
is exactly why Noödynamics considers 
Spirituality and Art as essential as Science 
in Academia. The world, then, is a contextualization, so that reality must be understood 
not as objects but as relations. Science, Spirituality, and Art are the primary ways a 
culture-system relates to existence. They are like the three existential dimensions of 
culture-existence.

Pattern is a profound and active part of communication. The relations of patterns 
within the mind are a fundamental aspect of all thinking. In very much this way, a painting 
or a sculpture contains under its visualization a language of images, symbols, ideas, 
impressions, and such representations, both separately and in their spatial arrangements, 
are an indispensable part of aesthetic communication—a deep part and a complicated 
one to discuss outside itself, but a part to which one cannot help responding whether 
or not one realizes to what he or she is responding. But though such nonverbal ideas 
may be difficult to grasp intellectually, there is fortunately no difficulty in grasping the 
language in-itself. Every good painting is an illustration of a High Culture’s world-vision, 
and despite the tenuous connection with verbal gestures, each “speaks” to us. Every 
good painting, sculpture, composition, or dance has this sort of existence in that it has 
both a surface of visualization and an inner nonverbal linguistic life—in great works, the 
two are so closely related as to be different aspects of one thing.

The Noödynamics Institute asserts that our modern Science can create values, and 
will create them in the future precisely as Literature has done in the past: by revealing 
the inner character of our Culture. In this manner, great writers have explored Mankind, 

288 Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (1921)
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and this whether they themselves as individuals have been driven by the anguish in 
Gulliver’s Travels or the sympathy in Moll Flanders. The insight of Science is not different 
from that of Art. Consider the success of science plays in recent years: Arcadia (1993) 
by Tom Stoppard is about Chaos Theory and Fractal Geometry—and thrives in various 
venues; Proof (2000) by David Auburn is about an authorship dispute over a text on 
Number Theory—it won the Pulitzer Prize in 2001 and is still run on Broadway; Fermat’s 
Last Tango (2000) by Joshua Rosenblum and Joanne Sidney Lessner is a musical about 
a Mathematician’s obsessive attempt to solve the master’s final theorem (based on the 
life of the British mathematician Andrew Wiles). 

Scientists and Engineers and Technicians, modern heroes in the service of Faust, are 
certainly, as much as Prophets and Poets, worthy of aesthetic portrayal in their aspiring 
milieus, in the midst of their feats of discovery or missions of exploration. Perhaps the best 
known prior scientific panegyric, familiar to all students of Art, is Rembrandt’s Anatomy 
Lesson (1632). Also memorable is Experiment With an Airpump (1775) by Joseph Wright 
of Derby. There are countless subsequent subjects worthy of such moving, extremely 
accurate, vivid representations of great minds and hearts in the midst of experiment 
or adventure, surrounded by their technical accoutrements, displaying the virtues of an 
apostle of Science—in short, purveyors of Faustian élan. Heroicized accounts of the actual 
achievements of Science and Technics have a wealth of subject-matter in the myriad 
nonfiction tales of single-minded titans winning through in the end against overwhelming 
odds. Leoš Janaček playing the organ at Gregor Mendel’s funeral comes to mind. And 
how can Science not be enriched by juxtaposition with an alternative sensibility, one 
capable of grandeur unavailable to analysis, for example what may well be the two most 
remarkable lines in the history of poetry, by Shelley: “Life, like a dome of many-colored 
glass, stains the white radiance of Eternity.”289

Western Science will create values and discover virtues, we believe, when it looks 
into Western Man; when it asks what it means to be Western. “Image and meaning are 
identical,” wrote Jung; “and as the first takes shape, so the latter becomes clear.”290 
In one of the most popular science books of all time, The Ascent of Man (1973), the 
mathematician and philosopher of science Jacob Bronowski wrote:

Knowledge is not a loose-leaf notebook of facts. Above all, it is a 
responsibility for the integrity of what we are, primarily of what we 
are as ethical creatures. You cannot possibly maintain that informed 
integrity if you let other people run the world for you while you 
yourself continue to live out of a ragbag of morals that come from 
past beliefs. That is really crucial today. You can see it as pointless 
to advise people to learn differential equations, or to do a course in 
electronics or in computer programming. And yet, fifty years from 
now, if man’s origins, his evolution, his history, his progress is not the 
commonplace of schoolbooks, we shall not exist. The commonplace 
of the schoolbooks of tomorrow is the adventure of today, and that 
is what we are engaged in.

289 Adonais (1821)
290 The Structure and Dynamics of the Psyche (1960)
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The principal reason which has prevented Art from being truly and fully understood 
for over a century; from revealing its true nature to us; its actual roots in human nature, 
has been the 20th Century’s separation of Art from the general cultural life of Mankind; 
the having made of it a type of special social function and ideological club. No one is 
astonished to learn that the human body is constituted of the same types of atoms as 
constitute a stone. No one is astonished to find that the molecules on Mars are made of 
the same chemical elements of Earth. There is not one physics of animate, and another 
of inanimate, objects; nor is there a special chemistry of stars as distinct from that of 
Earth. In the same manner, there is not an essence of Art as distinct from the essence of 
Science and/or Spirituality. There is but one culture-system, the essence of which is the 
expression of empirical fact. And this Art is the true analogue of Science and Spirituality, 
which includes, as facts of the same nature, the formation of concepts of the beautiful 
and the sublime.

The Noödynamics Institute avers that the rediscovery of this homology291 is now within 
our grasp. The great eras we look back upon fondly were not great in Art or Science but in 
Art and Science. Leon Battista Alberti (1404-1472) drew a direct comparison between the 
experimental Scientist and the observing Artist. Following this reasoning, Leonardo da 
Vinci considered both Science and Art the “study of nature.” Paracelsus, Johann Froben, 
and Erasmus lived together in Basel; Vasari, Ariosto, and Michelangelo were associates in 
Florence; Mersenne, Gassendi, Descartes, and Pascal held regular conferences in Paris; 
Frans Hals painted Descartes’ portrait and Spinoza ground the lenses for Leeuwenhoek’s 
microscope in the Netherlands; Isaac Newton was friends with Locke and walked with 
Dryden and Christopher Wren in London. In The Ascent of Man, Bronowski wrote: “Man 
is unique not because he does science, and he is unique not because he does art, but 
because science and art equally are expressions of his marvelous plasticity of mind.”

Ours has been an era of remarkable scientific discoveries and partial paradigm shifts. 
It remains for us to use this impetus to liberate and fulfill our Culture. This will be the 
mark of true Western science; the mark of culture at its best, and the West at its most 
challenging. “What men are poets,” physicist Richard Feynman once asked, “who can 
speak of Jupiter if he were like a man, but if he is an immense spinning sphere of methane 
and ammonia, but be silent?”

The clearest type of expression that a culture-system finds for itself is that of Art, and 
there are as many Arts as there have been culture-systems, each unique and self-
contained (despite obvious extrinsic influences). And it is important to recognize Art, as a 
symbolic expression, on exactly equal terms with Science and Spirituality. The formative 
impulse that is here at work can never be deeply understood until we come to regard the 
distinction between analytical, intuitive, and aesthetic means as an outward, not an 
inward, distinction. The academic field of “art” has been little more than pedantry for well 
over a century, partitioning the infinitely wide and unimaginably rich domain into 
compartments determined by totally superficial criteria of medium and technique without 
any recognition whatsoever of the actual form-principles involved. In reality, the distance 
separating two types of painting—e.g. the landscapes of Japan and the West—is vastly 
greater than that separating the painting and music of Japan or the West. Style, in its 

291 St. Hilaire, 1818



182

deep, historical sense, is inaccessible to 

Lady with an Ermine by Leonardo da Vinci (1489-90)

"Our distinction between art and science would have been 
unintelligible to Leonardo. It could not even be made in a language in 
which medicine or hawking was an art and painting could be termed a 
science. But it stands to reason that within the conventions of painting 
as conceived by the Renaissance any increase in the imaginative 
freedom we call art demanded an equal intensification of those studies 
we call scientific.  Once the sway of the pattern-book is broken and 
the painter is enjoined to visualize an infinite variety of groupings 
and movements, only the most intimate knowledge of the structure 
of organic form can enable him to clothe his primo pensiero with flesh 
and bones."

—E. H. Gombrich
Norm and Form (1966)

the Modern Art mentality; it is based on a 
metaphysical order forever invisible to 
pedants—if Art has boundaries, they are 
not material but physiognomic.

Art is not merely a natural but a 
necessary correlative of and supplement 
to Science and Spirituality. Art, with 
instincts that are sounder, pours the wild 
vigor of pure Being into the culture-system 
in its vast galactic orbit, from quarks and 
quasars to praxeology and pantheons. 
Schopenhaur may very well have been 
correct in asserting that Art is the purest 
form of objectification for the Will.  “It is only 
as an aesthetic phenomenon,” observed 
Nietzsche soon thereafter, “that existence 
and the world appear justified.”292

Art should help us interpret Science as 
Art once helped interpret Spirituality, for Art 
is more than the artist; it is the expression 
in terms of the vision and imagination of 
Truth which cannot otherwise be told or 
known, and as such its functions are the loftiest of all that belong to human Wisdom. 

Art is more than the beautiful or sublime representation of an object. It is the presentation 
of aesthetic ideas, which lie outside or beyond analytical or intuitive concepts. There is 
no way of understanding the meaning of a work of art other than in the unique form of 
the work itself and in the enigma of its impression upon the observer, which can never be 
fully explicated by non-aesthetic concepts. The expansion of consciousness that comes 
from the harmony between imagination and understanding generates the experience of 
the beautiful and/or sublime. In Wilhelm Meister’s Apprenticeship (1795-6), Goethe wrote:

Destiny has placed the Poet above all this—like a God. He sees 
the whirlpool of passions, the fruitless activity of families and 
nations, the serious problems born of misunderstandings, fraught 
with dangerous consequences, that a single word could often 
dispel. He experiences in himself all the joys and sorrows of human 
existence. And whereas men of the world either consume their time 
in melancholy brooding over losses, or embrace their destiny with 
unbridled joy, the Poet with his receptive and fluid mind moves like 
the Sun from night to day, tuning his harp with gentle transitions from 
joy to pain. The flower of Wisdom grows naturally out of the soil of 
his heart, and whereas others, when they dream in waking life, are 
frightened by the images that arise from their senses, the Poet lives 

292 The Birth of Tragedy Out of the Spirit of Music (1872)
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out the dream of Life in constant wakefulness, and integrates even 
the most extraordinary occurrence into both Past and Future. The 
Poet is teacher, prophet, friend of Gods and men.

Much lip-service has been paid to Art by Academia, but it has yet to be fully recognized 
and explored as a mode of perception absolutely equal to Science and Spirituality; as a 
cognitive function that can reveal as much about “reality” as any other. This attainment 
begins with a question posed by the great French phenomenologist Gaston Bachelard 
half a century ago: “How—with no preparation—can this singular, short-lived event 
constituted by the appearance of an unusual poetic image, react on other minds and 
in other hearts, despite all the barriers of common sense, all the disciplined schools of 
thought, content in their immobility?” Bachelard explained the issue:

It seemed to me, then, that this transsubjectivity of the image could 
not be understood, in its essence, through the habits of subjective 
reference alone. Only phenomenology—that is to say, consideration 
of the emergence of the image in an individual consciousness—can 
help us restore the subjectivity of images and measure their fullness, 
their strength and their transsubjectivity…. At the level of the poetic 
image, the duality of subject and object is iridescent, shimmering, 
unceasingly active in its inversions…. In this union, through the 
image, of a pure but short-lived subjectivity and a reality which will 
not necessarily reach its final constitution, the phenomenologist 
finds a field for countless experiments; he profits by observations 
that can be exact because they “have no consequences” as is the 
case with scientific thought, which is always related thought…. To 
specify exactly what a phenomenology of the image can be, to 
specify that the image comes before thought, we would have to 
state that poetry, rather than being a phenomenology of the mind, 
is a phenomenology of the soul.293

The phenomenological knowledge offered by Art—i.e., Art reintegrated into High 
Culture—is essentially a product of its presublimational nature. Unlike the knowledge 
of Science and Spirituality, the knowledge of Art is free of the pressures of analysis and 
intuition, respectively—Art, alone, is that it is. Thus 20th Century “theories” of Art must 
fail in the 21st Century, because the paradigm-shift eradicates attempts to explain Art 
as if, to borrow a potent image from Bachelard, one can explain a flower by fertilizer. 
The Noödynamics Institute begins its appreciation of Art with a full recognition of its 
presublimational nature. Henceforth, the significance of Art is precisely an artistic 
significance—it is an emergent property of consciousness; the aesthetic “sense” is an 
equal counterpart to the analytical and intuitive senses.

Aesthetics has suffered greatly from the modern bias against subjectivity. This 
prejudice has made Aesthetics apt to include so-called “objective” standards which 
only degrade the topic even more, e.g., “The History of Art and Criticism.” A certain 
confusion has thereby been introduced into the Philosophy of Art, i.e., Aesthetics, but 

293 The Poetics of Space (1958)
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the Noödynamics Institute—armed cap-á-pie in enculturation—intends to make up for 
20th Century degradation through enlivening and enriching excursions into collateral 
domains, rendering the subject more interesting and tangible.

For Aesthetics to truly move into the 21st Century, we must overcome the modern 
prejudice against subjective phenomena. The 20th Century declared any product of the 
human soul to be academically insignificant, and was only satisfied when the subjectivity 
natural to cognition was surrounded by “objective” things and laws. This ideal ignores 
a simple fact: the soul is the instrument of all “objective” knowledge. It is absurd, if not 
downright silly, to suggest that the mind may gain legitimate knowledge about everything 
but its inmost self. The subject-object relation is the same when the mind fills both roles.

In the new paradigm, we recognize the simple and unavoidable fact that all knowledge 
is “subjective,” and concomitantly acknowledge subjectivity as the source of all value for 
our perceptions. Things, including Science, are interesting and meaningful because we 
care about them inwardly. Our appreciation of aesthetic qualities is a natural function, 
and Art is as valid a mode of understanding the world-around as is Science. “There must 
therefore be in our nature a very radical and wide-spread tendency to observe beauty, 
and to value it,” explained George Santayana in The Sense of Beauty (1896). “No account 
of the principles of the mind can be at all adequate that passes over so conspicuous a 
faculty.”

Art is a projection of experience that makes it conceivable, so that we can envisage 
and understand it without analysis or intuition. The Artist not only indicates this aesthetic 
vision, but articulates subtle complexes of Being-in-the-World that analysis and intuition 
cannot even name, let alone set forth. Art is the experience of apprehending through a 
vision the world as it was not articulated before. Art reveals the aesthetic nature of Being-
in-the-World with a truth and subtlety that Science and Spirituality cannot approach. It is a 
fundamentally untranslatable form of symbolism. Since it is a “language” without words, 
it defies discursive reason—but that does not make it “irrational.” It simply expresses that 
which is unspeakable in the verbal language of analysis and intuition, which is, viewed 
from a culture-morphological standpoint, best called simply “world-vision”.

This sentiment was re-expressed beautifully in the movie Contact (1997), based on 
the 1985 novel by the Pulitzer Prize-winning (1978) scientist Carl Sagan: when the overly-
scientific SETI Researcher travels through a wormhole and arrives at the center of the 
galaxy, the sight there is so overwhelming that she is at a loss to describe it to her flight-
recorder, and thus simply says: “They should have sent a poet.”

In Aesthetics and History (1948), the great Lithuanian-American philosopher of art and 
curator Bernard Berenson observed that Scientists and Artists share a certain immunity 
from the natural cognitive tendency to conceptually disintegrate the environment, and 
work similarly to reintegrate objects of study:

The scientist goes back to its constituent elements, to its 
dimensions, its mechanism, its potentialities. His reward lies not only 
in the satisfaction of curiosity and in justified pride of intellectual 
achievement, but in the possibilities that this reversal of the ordinary 
process furnishes him of exploiting the object for the material profit 
of himself and of the community at large. The artist, on the other 
hand, intuitively reanimates the cipher that the object has become, 
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to what he imagines to be the fullness of its own being. He sees the 
complete shape, perceives the organic necessity of every contour, 
of every spot and shadow, and every touch of colour. He not only 
sees and comprehends as does the scientist with his mind and 
understanding, but, unlike the scientist, he grasps the whole as a 
pattern, unique and irreplaceable because its particular individuality 
has never existed before, and never will exist again, and is therefore 
to be cherished as something at once sacred and intimate, remote 
and near, intangible yet caressing.

Science and Art can help lift each other to a higher competence based on a clearer 
perception and a more complete grasp of the World as a phenomenon. Art is what 
Carlyle referred to as an “apocalypse of Nature,” and what Fichte termed a “continuous 
revelation” of the Soul through Mankind. But the same muses visit both scientist and 
artist. The University of Lowell professor of physics Arthur I. Miller wrote:

There is a domain of thinking where distinctions between 
conceptions in art and science become meaningless. For here is 
manifest the efficacy of visual thinking, and a criterion for selection 
between alternatives that resists reduction to logic and is best 
referred to as aesthetics.294

The Conversion of Mary Magdalene by Paolo Veronese (c. 1548)

294 “Visualization Lost and Regained: The Genesis of the Quantum Theory in the Period 1913-27,” in On 
Aesthetics In Science, Judith Wechsler (Ed.), 1978
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There is, of course, no objective validity to aesthetic judgments, and a scientific 
treatment of Art, if possible at all, would demonstrate the general phenomena of aesthetic 
cognitions. Such aesthetic words as “beautiful” and “ugly” are essentially employed 
to express certain world-visions and evoke certain responses. Aesthetic appreciation 
is an absolute, inherent quality not quantifiable through non-aesthetic methods. So-
called aesthetic “criticism,” therefore, in its modern sense, has little to do with actual 
aesthetic appreciation. That is because the purpose of Art is to communicate nonverbal 
knowledge. The only relevant propositions that one can formulate about Art are 
propositions describing the nature of the works. Art is its own form of unique knowledge, 
giving expression to a culture-system’s world-vision.

Although Art’s function is that of a revelation of subtle, essentially nameless affects 
within a culture-system, we cannot overemphasize the fundamental impossibility of truly 
“interpreting” the aesthetic world-vision. Attempts to rationalize the aesthetic content of 
artistic expressions tend to destroy the fabric projected by the Soul, which externalized 
itself in this form specifically because the vision was incapable of formulation in analytical 
or intuitive ideas. The more we recognize the “ineffable” character of artistic expression, 
the closer we move to its “meaning.” As soon as aesthetic structures begin to relate to 
anything analytical or intuitive as the essential basis of their significance— e.g., ‘Modern 
Art’—those structures forthwith effectively cease to be aesthetic. The integrity of Art 
requires autonomy; its essence should have no explanation beyond itself. Of course, what 
Art actually reflects is only the morphology of a world-vision; and so it is quite possible—
indeed, it is quite common—that some analytical and/or some intuitive expressions have 
a very similar morphology. The culture-system is, after all, unitary. The essential autonomy 
of Art should not blind us to its close relations to analytical and intuitive concepts, even 
its scientific and spiritual values, not by reason of transliteration, but in virtue of its holistic 
expressiveness.

The position of the Noödynamics Institute is that Art is absolute; a mode of expression 
fully equal to Science (and Spirituality); impossible of adequate translation because 
it is in-itself complete. All commentary is simply superadded upon this autonomous 
wholeness. The “grammar” of Art is its own source of effect. What could be better than 
symphonic Wagner, and what worse than almost any operatic version of him—attempted 
translations of his Music? And this holds for all artforms, even those which, like Poetry and 
Literature, have certain correspondences of grammar with analytical and intuitive works. 
To attempt to translate Music or Painting into English or Russian is akin to translating 
English or Russian into a language without nouns—the experience cannot be grasped; 
the imagery cannot be conveyed, therein. Whatever beauties English and Russian or a 
noun-less language might be capable of, none of the significant effects can be produced 
in translation.

The “information” we derive from the study of Art is information about our own 
culturocentric world-vision. Academics take note of and research the experience of Art 
because it provides “data” for our other generalizations about our existence, including 
Science and Spirituality. In this way, Art increases our knowledge about our Self and the 
World. It follows, therefore, that attempts to make use of scientific and spiritual concepts 
as the basis of aesthetic theory can be useful but are severely limited. Art is effectively 
an aesthetic theory of existence, as distinct from the domains of analysis and intuition, 
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and thus the latter have only external, and to 

Statue of Pope Urban VIII by Gian Lorenzo Bernini (1635-40)

some degree superficial, applications. The 
careful analysis of the three modes has 
shown that the phenomena of the 
experience of Art cannot be fully or deeply 
represented by any analytical or intuitive 
concept. Art is that it is.

How closely is Art related to the 
spiritual and scientific expressions of 
the culture-system? This is as complex 
and delicate a question as that of the 
relation of Art and Culture in-itself. All 
Art is, of course, an integral part of a 
culture-system’s functions and structures: 
to affirm this is to say everything and 
nothing. The nave of Amiens, the most 
recondite passages of The Divine 
Comedy, the stylized barbarism of Bosch 
or Brueghels, the iconic sacerdotalism of 
Titian or Caravaggio, the hermetic time-
suspensions of Praetorius or Corelli, the 
eidetic soul-scapes of the Pre-Raphaelites, 
the will-to-power harmonics of Borodin or 
Sibelius, the surreal dream-creations of Dali or Escher—all are inextricably enmeshed in 
the cultural fabric of which they are a part.

Emerging in the same élan as contemporary Science and Spirituality, Art in its dual 
character of expression of, yet protest against, other dominant expressive modes, 
was internally marked with a stamp of trivalence at every time. On the one hand, it 
was considered, for example, to be an expression of Christianity, and this it was; but 
on the other hand it was always a protest against this pseudomorphosis, embodying a 
naturalism that sprang from the soil of Europe. And the relation of Art to Science was 
even more amorphous, though both certainly rose, together, to new heights. A reflection 
of the principles of Science and Spirituality can be seen in the pictorial structures of 
contemporary Art. Its arrangements and selectivity were never fortuitous, its every 
form implied recognition of hierarchies of values elsewhere, rendered in its symbolic 
emphasis and compositional richness. We see Copernicus exemplified in Raphael, Luther 
in Holbein, for example.

Every mode of expression is almost as much shaped by other modes as by its own 
internal impulses. Every mode begins with the same Soul and the same World and 
generates its interpretation anew, but never in a vacuum. All forms of Art, regardless 
of time or place, are stamped with the imprint of other modalities. And no matter how 
sincere a devotion to “objective” verisimilitude is, there is no notational system for 
representation, only perception and apperception by the same consciousness involved 
in other modalities, both coarser and subtler. The milieu is untranscendable.

Human discursive cognition can experience many things that cannot be understood 
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through analysis yet nevertheless represent knowable, albeit subjective existential 
formulation. The great (aesthetic) philosopher Susanne K. Langer explained:

The ways we are moved are as various as the lights in a forest; and 
they may intersect, sometimes without canceling each other, take 
shape and dissolve, conflict, explode into passion, or be transfigured. 
All these inseparable elements of subjective reality compose what 
we call the “inward life” of human beings. The usual factoring of that 
life-stream into mental, emotional, and sensory units is an arbitrary 
scheme of simplification that makes scientific treatment possible to 
a considerable extent; but we may already be close to the limit of its 
usefulness, that is, close to the point where its simplicity becomes 
an obstacle to further questioning and discovery instead of the 
revealing, ever-suitable logical projection it was expected to be.295

It is with this understanding that Noödynamics is being developed from the starting-
point of the experiential continuum extending from analytical through intuitive to aesthetic 
conceptualization.

H.J. Morowitz laid the foundation for such a concept over three decades ago in 
the domain of Thermodynamics: his hypothesis that a steady flow of energy from the 
inexhaustible Sun to infallible space—including the Earth—is mathematically destined to 
cause the organization of matter into increasingly ordered states, necessarily finds its 
culmination in the culture-system. The balancing act which results from this biological 
energy flow involves a ceaseless clustering of bonded atoms into molecules of higher and 
higher complexity, and the emergence of cycles for the storage and release of energy. In 
the postulated nonequilibrium steady state, it is thermodynamically inevitable that matter 
is rearranged into symmetry and a concomitant, constantly re-organizing ornamentation. 
Must this not account for the rhythms of insects, the songs of birds, the epic decants of 
whales, the language of humans, and the art of High Cultures? Is this suggestion not 
merely the borrowing back from Thermodynamics of the term for a quantitative mode of 
systems taken via Mathematics from Music: Grand Canonical Ensemble?296

The essential nature of all true Art is that it presents a culture-system with itself. 
All artistic representation, including landscapes and still-lifes, achieves this aesthetic 
presentation. “Hence the universal desire of the work of art is to be sought within human 
cognition,” Hegel observed in his famous lectures on aesthetics; “In that it is a way of 
showing Mankind what it is.”297 Even an inspired view of Nature is, at its root, an expression 
of a culture-system as it is; what Hegel described as the “radiance of the Geist”.298

The function of Art as a series of interpretive visions is too seldom recognized, but 
the idea of this function is certainly not difficult to grasp, There can be no doubt that the 
careful observer of Art perceives emerging therefrom some rather definite impressions 
of what an epoch valued, i.e., of how it envisioned its existential status, and of what sort 

295 The Problems of Art (1957)
296 q.v. Energy Flow in Biology: Biological Organization as a Problem in Thermal Physics (1968) by H.J. 

Morowitz
297 Vorlesungen Uber Die Asthetik (1835)
298 Ibid.
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of vision it had of itself. The 20th Century lost sight of this force in Art—of this subsurface 
release of images from the psyche—because it tended to think of Art as made for the 
intellect or the emotions only. But true Art is inseparable from a culture-system’s Being, 
and is thus forever ready to release unpredictable magick into aesthetic behavior. Real 
Art arises out of Being and runs free of intellect and emotion.

Art, like every other cultural expression, is culturocentric and epochal. As it is felt 
inwardly by members of a culture-system, Art is an individuated expression-mode without 
predecessor or successor. Its theory, technique, medium, etc., all belong exclusively to 
its innate character—all questions of style are questions of an inwardly-experienced 
world-vision, and contain nothing of universal validity or failure. What the creation of a 
masterpiece means to an Artist—e.g., the Ghent Altarpiece for Van Eyck or The Planets 
for Holst—the creation of a style of Art, understood as such, means to the culture-system. 
In his Hymn to Intellectual Beauty (1817), Shelley posited the aesthetic sense as a form of 
illumination:

The aweful shadow of some unseen Power 
 Floats though unseen among us—visiting 
 This various world with an inconstant wing 
As summer winds that creep from flower to flower— 
Like moonbeams that behind some tiny mountain shower, 
  It visits with inconstant glance 
  Each human heart and countenance; 
Like hues and harmonies of evening— 
  Like clouds in starlight widely spread— 
  Like memory of music fled— 
  Like aught that for its grace my be  
Dear, and yet dearer for its mystery.

3.8 From Pop-culture to Post-modern Aesthetics

Art can deepen the perception of reality, but pop-culture, 299 which today is mistaken 
for Art, veils reality, diverts from it, becomes an obstacle to experiencing it. What our 
civilization desperately needs right now is less ressentiment300 and more High Culture. 
And we do not mean haute couture—“culture” and “couture” are fifteen pages apart 
in Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary, and fifteen lightyears apart in the world. A 
culture-system exhibits the maximum variety subject to the greatest degree of order and 
thus the stimulus overgeneralization called pop-culture is menticidal. As paradoxical as 
it is, the most intelligent and advanced society in history is in dire need of gentrification: 
Vulgaris delende est. From the perspective of Information Theory,301 valid input “informs” 
a system—i.e., reduces its uncertainty—and thus pop-culture must be recognized as 
irrelevant information, i.e., noise.

The reason great compositions never “grow old” (like most pop songs), that we can 

299 Frequency-dependent Attractiveness
300 Nietzsche, 1887
301 Shannon, 1951
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listen to them over and over, year after year, is that the music is better than we are; it 
contains more of our true Self than we do. “Music is enough for a lifetime,” declared 
Sergei Rachmaninov, “but a lifetime is not enough for music.” In listening, we are learning, 
unfolding—becoming. Pop-culture is unbecoming. Artistic revelation, whether it serves a 
function (e.g. architecture) or is purely aesthetic (e.g. music), can never be an illusion. Far 
from distracting from reality, genuine Art is a form of reality that reveals its essentials and 
permits us to experience them. 

Art is not merely imitative, since it has content—otherwise, we would not speak of 
“understanding” a work of art. A person may or may not understand Goethe’s Faust or 
Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony or Rodin’s Thinker, but he or she cannot understand or fail 
to understand a sunset, even when it is found to be beautiful. Understanding thus seems 
to be a prerequisite to the full experience of Art, suggesting that Art is not so much a 
sensuous experience as an instrument of knowledge.

So-called “modern art,” however, as a part of pop-culture, is all that the anti-Western 
Freud said Art is, and no more; this pseudo-art distorts human experience to draw 
“substitute gratifications” from it. This pop-art is passed off by an arrogant, pedantic, and 
self-congratulatory Intelligentsia, as from the lofty heights of esoteric style to the sullen 
depths of exoteric amateurism. As professor Allan Bloom, culture-critic and political 
philosopher of the University of Chicago, mused:

Picture a 13-year old boy sitting in the living room of his family home 
doing his math assignment when wearing his Walkman headphones 
or watching MTV. He enjoys the liberties hard won over centuries by 
the alliance of philosophic genius and political heroism, consecrated 
by the blood of Martyrs; he is provided with comfort and leisure 
by the most productive economy ever known to Mankind; science 
has penetrated the secrets of nature in order to provide him with 
the marvelous, lifelike electronic sound and image reproduction 
he is enjoying. And in what does progress culminate? A pubescent 
child whose body throbs with orgasmic rhythms; whose feelings 
are made articulate in hymns to the joys of onanism or the killing 
of parents; whose ambition is to win fame and wealth in imitating 
the drag-queen who makes the music. In short, life is made into a 
nonstop, commercially prepackaged masturbational fantasy.302

And now we must refer to the common mp3 format for music303 which utilizes 
compression algorithms, based on a sophisticated psycho-acoustic model, to sample 
music into multiple sub-frequency bands with adaptive segment lengths.

Ignorance is not bliss but bondage; a surrender to unconsciousness and, contra the 
Intelligentsia, not “hip” or “cool” but simply vulgar. All the virtue in the world comes 
to naught if, possessing intelligence, we choose to act moronic because a West-hating 
Intelligentsia preach it as gospel. Only intelligence, in thought, word, and deed, can 
enable a society to shape its own destiny. The “freedom” to act like a fool is merely the 
philistinism of degenerates too pathetic to even understand causal sequences. Free 

302 The Closing of the American Mind (1987)
303 MPEG Layer 3, which stands for Motion Pictures Expert Group, Layer III
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will i

Landscape with a Mill-run and Ruins by Jacob van Ruisdael (c. 1653)

s intended to be ennobling, to illuminate conduct by knowledge and manners. The 
freedom to be idiotic is no freedom at all; it is a form of mental and emotional slavery. 
Our children and grandchildren are growing up in the most intelligent, educated, 
accomplished, and prosperous society in the history of history, and yet we allow them to 
wallow in the intellectual filth of culture-distorters—how will they ever control the Science 
and Technology and Industry and Politics of the 21st Century? Is this what 50 generations 
shed blood, sweat, and tears to create? Margaritas ante porcos. In a manner more 
general and philosophical than Bloom’s, Spaniard philosopher Ortega y Gasset made 
the same observation:

For, in fact, the common man, finding himself in a world so excellent, 
technically and socially, believes that it has been produced by 
nature, and never thinks of the personal efforts of highly endowed 
individuals which the creation of this new world presupposed. Still 
less will he admit the notion that all these facilities still require the 
support of certain difficult human virtues, the least failure of which 
would cause the rapid disappearance of the whole magnificent 
edifice…. No human being thanks another for the air he breathes, 
for no one has produced the air for him; it belongs to the sum-total 
of what “is there,” of which we say “it is natural,” because it never 
fails. And these spoiled masses are unintelligent enough to believe 
that the material and social organization, placed at their disposal 
like the air, is of the same origin, since apparently it never fails them, 
and is almost as perfect as the natural scheme of things…. Thus is 
explained and defined the absurd state of mind revealed by these 
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masses; they are only concerned with their own well-being, and at 
the same time they remain alien to the cause of that well-being. 
As they do not see, behind the benefits of civilization, marvels of 
invention and construction which can only be maintained by great 
effort and insight, they imagine that their role is limited to demanding 
these benefits peremptorily, as if they were natural rights.304

The scope and extent of this anti-Western pop-culturalization of society—“Whose 
manners still our tardy apish nation limps after in base imitation”305—is no trivial matter 
fit only for the pulpit of reactionaries; it has thoroughly permeated—and debilitated—
every aspect of the West. Consider the college textbook An Incomplete Education (1987), 
written by Judy Jones and William Wilson and published by Ballantine Books: it uses 
pop-culture street slang throughout—using “yup” instead of “yes,” for example—refers 
to traditional literature as “the work of dead European males” (as if the fact that this 
group out-produced, in both quality and quantity, all the cultures of history is a fault), and 
unashamedly uses the racist epithets “Honkies” and “Whitey.” 

This carnival of degeneracy is a form of postmodernist deconstruction306 for the weak-
minded and weak-willed products of educational institutions, proffered in the guise of 
“culture,” but representing only asininity instead of analysis, idiocy instead of intuition, 
anesthesia instead of aesthetics. The Noödynamics Institute simply will not tolerate this 
Genetian existentialismo. Fun and games are natural and fine, but when the Intelligentsia 
began expecting us to take this guttersnipery seriously, defining dumbness and deviancy 
downward, we drew the line. Let the galled jade wince; our withers are unwrung. As 
Robert Graves explained:

But if we let our tongues lose self-possession, 
Throwing off language and its watery clasp 
Before our death, instead of when death comes, 
Facing the wide glare of the children’s day, 
Facing the rose, the dark sky and the drums, 
We shall go mad no doubt and die that way.307

University of Pennsylvania professor Houston Baker, Jr., once compared the core 
reading list of Western Literature to the deadly core of a nuclear reactor. This bigot, 
whom we allowed to teach our children, declared an “academic” preference for “the 
powerful, syncretic, corporally minimalistic urgings of African American rap music” as 
the foundation of a new “Humanities”.308 Acclaimed translator John E. Woods has even 
injected this willful ignorance into classical Literature, for example, using the ghetto-
popular double superlative “most definitely” in Thomas Mann’s Doctor Faustus (1947).309

304 The Revolt of the Masses (1932)
305 Shakespeare, Richard III
306 The dissective analysis of doctrines concerning the meaning of generalized concepts by dileneating 

their sociopolitical historicity, identifying assumptions, and deriving logical meanings therefrom.
307 From The Cool Web (1927)
308 q.v. “The Cult of Multiculturalism,” by Fred Siegel, New Republic (1991)
309 “Almost certainly” on the other hand, uses a limiting modifier and a superlative.
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This is a more subtle but no less ignorant faux-pas than a double negative: to double 
the superlatives means to strip them of what they are essentially, making a double 
superlative less ‘superlative’ than a properly-used single superlative, just as a double 
negative produces a positive statement. The statements “I most definitely understand 
my assignment” and “I ain’t got no assignment” are cognate solecisms—and both can be 
heard every day at America’s best universities. “O God, that men should put an enemy in 
their mouths to steal away their brains!”310

Our teratological Intelligentsia’s putrid attempt “to add to kitsch an intellectual 
dimension”311 is a counter-kulturkampf, or worse yet, a jacquerie. Their declasśe 
affectations are steps towards the objectional aim of an Illiterati. The blunt impertinence, 
lofty artificial hipness, and shallow gift for demagoguery entail vulgarity and the smug 
accommodation of the over-indulged senses to the under-indulged Soul; the surrender 
of intellectual integrity to vandals. Their reticence on this subject implies the truth of 
its premises. Language is perhaps the most highly evolved skill-set that humanity has 
developed. And it gives a society a sense of what it is and the nature of its engagement 
of the world312—how, then, is this underachiever dialect subtly shaping our future?

Is it any wonder that American college students can actually take remedial English—
for credit? Someday we may have to conduct an archeological dig, to rediscover that 
long-lost dinosaur called the Thesaurus. Santayana admonished:

The character of the tongue a man speaks, and the degree of his 
skill in speaking it, must always count enormously in the aesthetic 
value of his compositions; no skill in observation, no depth of 
thought or feeling, but is spoiled by a bad style and enhanced by a 
good one. The diversities of tongues and their irreducible aesthetic 
values, begins with the very sound of the letters, with the mode of 
utterance, and the characteristic inflections of the voice.313

These sequacious popinjays with their doctorates in Comparative Irrelevancy and 
the kind of self-importance often mistaken for virtue want to eradicate, in a couple 
generations, the hereditary instinct of centuries of breeding and graciousness. Such 
degenerative processes in society have their primary encouragement in an equally 
defective Plateglass Intelligentsia, dementedly absorbed in the inanity of ghetto life. 
Living off the wits of petty thugs and pimps and drug dealers, et al.—that is what passes 
for “street smarts” these days. Dependent clauses, either/or fallacies, coincidental 
correlations, circular arguments, and other methodological hypocritical discourse cannot 
alter such facts—these malapropagators suffer from ghettophilia.

310 Othello
311 Rosenberg, 1959
312 q.v. Cultural Evolution, Volume 2
313 The Sense of Beauty (1896)
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The Virgin and Child with St. James and St. Dominic by Hans Memling (c. 1490)

This monstrosity, added to afrocentrism314 and critical race theory,315 completes the 
unholy trinity now taught at hundreds of universities across the West, as a de facto 
agenda with the aim of destroying the culture-system’s autochthonic identity. Twenty 
years ago it was nigh impossible to find a respectable intellectual using the word “ain’t”; 
today, our Ghettophiliacs consider it dignified to pop-culturalize all domains of discourse, 
interjecting all manner of solecism and morphological ellipsis from slang illiteracy, such 
as “diss.” How incredibly far we have come from the scholarship of W.E.B. DuBois:  

I sit with Shakespeare and he winces not. Across the color line I move 
arm in arm with Balzac and Dumas, where smiling and welcoming 
women glide in gilded halls. From out the caves of evening that 
swing between the strong-limbed earth and the tracery of stars, I 
summon Aristotle and Aurelius and what soul I will, and they come 
all graciously with no scorn nor condescension. So, wed to truth, I 
dwell above the Veil.316

314 Afrocentrism is the doctrine of black racial superiority, based on fictionalized tales of the history of 
Africa and its influence on world civilizations. q.v. Not Out of Africa: How Afrocentrism Became an 
Excuse to Teach Myth as History (1996), by Wellesly professor Mary Lefkowitz

315 Critical race theory is a doctrine of Postmodernism which asserts that the “facts” of society are really 
just elements of propaganda upholding White privilege, because no two people of two different races 
can perceive or understand the world in the same way. q.v. Beyond All Reason (1997) by Suzanna 
Sherry.

316 The Souls of Black Folk (1903)
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What is this celebrated illiteracy if not a festering sore, crusted and sugared over? 
These apparatchiks—with their “fess up” and “bling bling” and “crib” and “my bad” and 
“chill out” and “booty” and “keep it real” and “hook up” and “off the hook” and “props” 
and “whack” and “phat” and “the bomb” and “fly” and so on, ad nauseam—should get 
their damn dirty hands off our civilization. If they will not, then they should be intellectually 
drawn and quartered. The Intelligentsia did not use the slang terms “hip” or “groovy” or 
“dig it” or “square” or “dude” or “wicked” or “daddy-o” or “mint” or “gnarly” or “bitchin’,” 
etc.—so why this ghetto garbage? Does the name Pavlov ring a bell? Against my soul’s 
pure truth why labor you to make it wander in an unknown field?317

We do not advocate parsing and are certainly not hyperurbanists, but we are 
unapologetic prescriptionists and thus recognize that the hypercreolization has gone too 
far. Since Philip B. Grove’s Webster 3 (1961), Academia has been surrendering abjectly to
linguistic permissiveness at an ever-accelerating rate, and now our English is becoming 
unliteral. Even the Gibraltar of English, The Oxford English Dictionary, has succumbed to 
this Americanism,318 appointing its first American editor in 2004—A Europhobic pseudo-
scholar who immediately began desecrating that once-sacred text with every idiotic 
idiom he could discover. 

The Ghettophiliac pullulates in every niche of the Intelligentsia, even in the highest 
places, but is nothing more than a saboteur. He or she is the nihilist of High Culture. Not 
only does the Ghettophiliac lack an ability to create, but even to sustain the creations of 
others, and so attempts to undermine everything. The Ghettophiliac is a would-be Trojan 
horse, a parasite of Culture who lives by denying it while enjoying its blessings. What 
would become of the ghettophiliacs were everyone to fulfill their agenda—Nature would 
destroy them, so they blaspheme Culture. The Ghettophiliac, an ironic primitivist, is a 
type that can only exist in a highly-organized and encultured world, where it is possible 
to survive as a stowaway while ridiculing the host. He or she is essentially a spoiled 
child who refuses to grow up—enfant terrible—and so never feels compelled to respect 
the principles which create his or her luxurious environment, or to take counsel from 
superior characters. In his classic essay Revolt of the Masses (1930), Jose Ortega y 
Gasset addressed this matter:

Civilization is not “just there,” it is not self-supporting. It is an artifact 
and requires the artist or the artisan. If you want to make use of 
the advantages of civilization, but you are not prepared to concern 
yourself with the upholding of civilization—you are finished. In a trice 
you find yourself left without civilization. Just a slip, and when you 
look around everything has vanished into air. The primitive forest 
appears in its native state, just as if curtains covering pure Nature 
had been drawn back. The jungle is always primitive and, vice versa, 
everything primitive is mere jungle.

This subintellectual McLuhanism is an anomic utopia of ignoble savages equipped 
with the World Wide Web. The second-hand and third-rate minds of the Intelligentsia 

317 The Comedy of Errors
318 Witherspoon, 1781
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simply memorize an anti-Western catechism and then employ it to sweep aside whole 
realms of significant experience. Having dismissed all legitimate creativity as academic 
rigamarole, one may go out and promote scatological ideals with a clear conscience. 
The badges of “credibility” in their appearance and mannerisms reflect the ghettophiliac 
state of their minds—the Bolsheviks, compared to them, were sophisticates. Like the 
early (Roman) Christians, they lurk in the catacombs of society dismissing as foolishness 
the richest and most intense heritage in human history, and become as little children; i.e., 
infantile. A thousand years of the most astounding creativity flows above their heads but 
they are oblivious. They call their work a “counter-culture,” but it possesses no culture 
at all. The medium is the message. “Argot is nothing more nor less than a wardrobe in 
which language, having some bad deed to do, disguises itself,” observed Hugo. “It puts 
on word-masks and metaphoric rages.”319

Our Oxbridge mysophobia is not reactionary but culturally responsive: Vulgata taceat 
in cultura.320 What our Culture desperately needs at this point in history is not more urban 
dialectology but a reinvigorated Culturography based upon distingué standardization. 
“One of the characteristics of genius,” admonished Stendhal, “is not to trail its inspiration 
in the rut traced by vulgar folk.” Without Culture, even the rich are merely poor people 
with money, bombarded from all sides by “one great big festering neon distraction.”321

The 21st Century youth born in the West is the product of a millennium of cultural 
development that is undoubtedly the ideal and envy of the world, in which wealth and 
privilege and freedom have attained levels not approached in the rest of human history, 
and in which scientifico-technological advancements have literally changed the entire 
world and boggle the loftiest mind. In short, the West is by far the most successful 
civilization in history.

Yet the Western youth must somehow struggle along under the guidance of an 
astigmatic  Intelligentsia—imbrued urchins with a Bellman’s map to success—which 
demonizes almost every natural aspect of this society while idealizing every unnatural 
(i.e., un-Western) expression for which these children possess no natural affinity or 
predisposition. The result is Trash Triumphant.322 In sum, from earliest childhood they 
are taught to emulate failure. If they approached the consequent suicides and school-
shootings walking on their hands and shooting with their feet, we would be little more 
surprised, for they live in an upside-down world. This inorganic interpolation is our 
degringolade. In our Self-defiled Academies,323 pop-culture is not merely a trend but a 
philosophy, a veritable worldview. As the philosopher and critic Bertrand Russell noted:

The Modern-minded man, although he believes profoundly in the 
wisdom of his period, must be presumed to be very modest about 
his personal powers; his highest hope is to think first what is about to 
be thought, to say what is about to be said, and to feel what is about 
to be felt; he has no wish to think better thoughts than his neighbors, 

319 Les Miserables (1862)
320 “Vulgarity should be silent in Culture”
321 “Ænima,” Tool
322 Henry James, 1896
323 Bloom, 1998
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to say things showing more insight, or to have emotions which are 
not those of some fashionable group, but only to be slightly ahead 
of others in point of time. Quite deliberately he suppresses what 
is individual in himself for the sake of the admiration of the herd. 
A mentally solitary life, such as that of Copernicus, or Spinoza, or 
Milton after the Restoration, seems pointless according to modern 
standards. Copernicus should have moved with the times, like 
Cromwell’s widow, who asked Charles II for a pension on the ground 
that she did not agree with her husband’s politics. Why should an 
individual set himself up as an independent judge? And in any case 
what is the use of an eccentric opinion, which never can hope to 
conquer the great agencies of publicity?324

The pop-culture projections and distortions utilized even in exploring traditional works 
of art is an apropos example of the true nature of this modern degeneracy. Consider the 
extensive academic debate over the degree of Hamlet’s “madness.” In reality, not only 
is Hamlet’s behavior understandable under his extreme circumstances—his father, the 
king, dies, his beloved Ophelia is kept from him, and then he discovers, via his father’s 
ghost, that his mother and uncle may be guilty of regicide—but Hamlet actually foretells 
of his madness as a stratagem:

How strange or odd soe’er I bear myself—as I, perchance, hereafter 
shall think meet to put an antic disposition on, that you, at such 
times seeing me, never shall, with arms encumbered thus, or this 
head-shake, or by pronouncing of some doubtful phrasing... that 
you know aught of me….325

Many modern scholars simply ignore the core element of the work, because the 
pop-culture approach is to prescribe Prozac. “An habitation giddy and unsure,” wrote 
Shakespeare, “hath he that buildeth on the vulgar heart.”326 Similarly, the death of 
Ophelia usually is portrayed falsely as a simple suicide, when in fact it is a more complex 
accidental death assisted by her distraught state of mind. While picking flowers above a 
pool, Ophelia—

Clambering to hang, an envious sliver broke; when down her weedy 
trophies and herself fell in the weeping brook. Her clothes spread 
wide, and mermaid-like, awhile they bore her up; when time she 
chanted snatches of old tunes, as one incapable of her own distress, 
or like a creature native and induced unto the element: but long it 
could not be till that her garments, heavy with their drink, pulled the 
poor wretch from her melodious lay to muddy death.327

The tragic beauty of sweet Ophelia’s death is lost in the modern pop-culture depiction 

324 “On Being Modern-Minded,” Unpopular Essays (1950)
325 Act I, Scene V
326 Henry VI
327 Act IV, Scene VIII
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of a mere suicide. And her madness is 

© David Sipress (2011)

typically blamed on Hamlet’s cruel 
rebukes—“Get thee to a nunnery,” he had 
told her—when in fact, it was Ophelia who, 
following the instructions of her father, 
Polonius, rebuked Hamlet first. Hamlet—
prodigious oracle of cryptic but inescapable 
truths—was not merely being cruel in 
advising Ophelia to foreswear life, 
however, but, in keeping with the 
philosophical questions of his “To be or 
not to be” monologue, was declaring that 
Life may be only the avoidance of death (Act III, Scene I), no more; and it was actually 
Hamlet’s accidental killing of Polonius and subsequent departure that drove poor Ophelia 
to distemper. At her grave, Hamlet—reluctant harbinger of fate and dutiful bearer of 
destiny—declares to her angry and vengeful brother:

I loved Ophelia: forty thousand brothers could not, with all their 
quantity of love, make up my sum.328

Despite all this depth of meaning, because Hamlet is the greatest of all dramas, and 
Hamlet, a great-souled man, with the unique intensity and richness of a lucid mind ever 
fluctuating between the poles of objective reasoning and passionate introspection, the 
most complexly Western of all literary heroes,329 our modern pop-culture pedants have 
been for decades “pronouncing some doubtful phrases” of pathetic superficiality, in their 
ad hoc cultural mockery—ignoring the true spirit of Shakespeare’s magnum opus in order, 
by proxy, to depict Western Man as insane. As Professor Harold Bloom, of Yale, wrote: 
“Marxists, multiculturalists, feminists, nouveau historicists—the usual suspects—know 
their causes but not Shakespeare’s plays.”330 To these same pop-culture Academics, 
of course, creating plastic “art” by smearing feces on canvas or dissecting animals, 
“music” by scratching records or sampling the compositions of others, and “literature” 
by writing craftlessly about hollow characters in superficial events—is completely “sane.” 
“Shakespeare,” wrote Bloom elsewhere, “precisely because he is the only authentic 
multicultural writer, demonstrated that our modish multiculturalism is a lie, a mask for 
mediocrity and for the thought-control academic police, the Gestapo of our campuses.”331

So-called “multiculturalism” is simply institutionalized cognitive dissonance,332 defined 

328 Act V, Scene I
329 “In what distant deeps or skies
  Burnt the fire of thine eyes! 
 On what wings dare he aspire? 
 What the hand, dare seize the fire?”
   —William Blake 
   from “The Tyger,” Songs of Experience (1794)
330 Shakespeare: The Invention of the Human (1988)
331 The Best of the Best American Poetry 1988-1997 (1998)
332  Festinger, 1957
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as “a negative drive state which occurs whenever an individual simultaneously holds 
two cognitions (ideas, beliefs, opinions) which are psychologically inconsistent.”333 To the 
Ghettophiliac, glorified noise and blotches are preferable to symphonies and paintings—
because the noise and the blotch are the limit of their own creative and appreciative 
capacities. “What is sometimes called an act of self-expression might better be termed 
one of self-exposure,” wrote John Dewey at the turn of the ugliest century; “it discloses 
character—or lack of character—to others. In itself, it is only a spewing forth.”334

Pop-culture’s attraction to even many intelligent persons is the false impression it 
offers to the lazy-minded and weak-willed that they are becoming acculturated thereby. 
“Out of the nursery into the college and back to the nursery.”335 Why do Academics call 
such great productions as Les Miserables “musicals,” but such garbage as Porgy and 
Bess an “opera”? Because the latter was an attempt to proffer ghetto-junk as “culture.” 
In his profoundly insightful Dreaming Up America (2008), Russel Banks called our pop-
culturism dangerous:

We’ve colonized our own children. Having run out of people on the 
planet to colonize, run out of people who can’t distinguish between 
beads and trinkets and something of value, having found ourselves 
no longer able to swap some beads and axes for Manhattan Island, 
we’ve ended up colonizing our own children, We’re now engaged in 
a process of auto-colonization. The old sow is eating its own farrow.

There is something dark and leering in the manner with which pop-culturists speak 
of pseudo-talent—like spitting upon talent per se. It gives such persons the impression 
that there are no elements of Civilization, no achievements, no reaches of enculturation 
beyond the common daily routine of people unremarkable in the past as they are in the 
present; that Culture has no goal and no expression beyond its influence on the masses; 
that merely by being entertained in their obscure and superficial ways, mass-minded 
persons with intelligence are representing and achieving all the highest objectives of 
any historical period of any civilization. But Culture is not a business, not a career, but a 
crusade and a consecration to existence that justifies the evolution of Mankind. “Now 
as I watch the death of the words,” lamented the Polish poet Zbigniew Herbert, “I know 
there is no limit to decay. All that will be left after us in the black earth will be scattered 
syllables. Accents over nothingness and dust.”336 Consider this disgusting paean to 
modernity, which a marketing professional actually proffered sincerely in 2005:

Once upon a time, in the days before mass media, heightened 
superficiality, and consumerism, life was easy. Our social roles were 
handed down to us from previous generations in the shape of norms 
and respected institutions. We each had a clear, predetermined 
identity and role in society that shaped how we lived.

333 “Dissonanace Theory,” E. Aronson, in Theories of Cognitive Consistency, Abelson, et al (Eds), 1968
334 The School and Society (1889)
335 Ray Bradbury, Fahrenheit 451 (1950)
336 Episodes In A Library (1957)
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But then we rebelled and set ourselves free to choose our own 
lifestyles and our own identities. And with this freedom came a hefty 
price tag. According to sociologist Anthony Giddons, we now are 
threatened by a number of “dilemmas of the self,” like uncertainty, 
powerlessness, and commodification. We are lost, struggling with a 
“looming threat of personal meaninglessness.”

And that’s where our consumer culture fits in. Brands provide an 
answer to our identity crisis by giving us meaning. They help us 
construct our social world. In other words, in our search for place 
and purpose in life, consumer culture is replacing tradition.”337

“Fate and temperament,” wrote Novalis somewhere, “are two words for one and 
the same concept.” Hamlet’s temperament, and concomitantly his fate, are a true 
representation of the tone and rhythm of Western destiny. Tragedy is the primary method 
of Western expression because its schema best represents the Western lifeview338—but 
pop-culture is ever about superficiality and commercialism: comfort and pleasure, and the 
greatest happiness of the greatest number. “For there is no doubt that the most radical 
division that it is possible to make of humanity is that which splits it into two classes of 
creature,” announced Ortega y Gasset in his seminal Revolt of the Masses: “Those who 
make great demands upon themselves, piling up difficulties and duties; and those who 
demand nothing special of themselves, but for whom to live is to be every moment what 
they already are, without imposing on themselves any effort towards perfection; mere 
buoys that float on the waves.” Yet as Goethe insightfully proclaimed:

Do you not hear, I have no thought of joy! 
The reeling whirl I seek, the most painful excess, 
Enamored hate and quickening distress. 
Cured from craving to know all, my mind 
Shall not henceforth be closed to any pain, 
And what is portioned out to all mankind, 
I shall enjoy in my own heart, contain 
Within my spirit summit and abyss, 
Pile on my breast their agony and bliss, 
Let my own self grow into theirs, unfettered, 
Till as they are, not last I, too, am shattered.339

The capacity for intense feeling and expression is proportionate to the general 
intensity of the nature. Thus the Western Culture is the most creative in history because 

337 Alex Wipperfurth, Brand Hijack (2005)
338 “From the soul’s subterranean depth upborne as from an infinitely distant land, come airs, and floating 

echoes, and convey a melancholy into all our day.” —Matthew Arnold
339 Faust, Part II
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it is the most destructive in history.340 To possess the one without the other power is as 
impossible as a one-sided coin. “It is for people whom we care nothing about that we 
demand happiness on any terms,” observed C.S. Lewis: “With our friends, our lovers, 
our children, we are exacting and would rather see them suffer much than be happy in 
contemptible and estranging modes.”341 Thus it is this whole gamut of life, both ecstatic 
and torturous, to which Western Art—but never pop-culture—gives expression:

In currents of life, 
In tempests of motion, 
In fervor of act, 
In the fire, 
In the storm, 
Hither and thither, 
Over and under 
I wend and wander: 
Birth and the grave, 
Limitless ocean, 
Where the restless wave 
Undulates ever 
Under and over 
There seething strife 
Heaving and weaving 
The changes of life. 
At the whirring loom of Time unawed 
I work the living mantle of God342

The roots of the West are not in the Intelligentsia but in Academia. These obscured 
but virile roots constitute not the words of intellectuals but the deeds of genius. These 
roots grow everywhere except beneath Capitols. In the West, the Intelligentsia is the 
illustrious earth-trampling and blood-stained center of Modernity, but it is not the essential 
basis of its Ethics or the driving force of its Destiny. These culture-distorters believe they 
are strong because the glory of the West has been swept away like a scene in a theater, 
but they fail to realize that they have taken the stage in the same way, and that the drama 
has a final act. Never since the beginning of recorded history have intelligent persons 
been so blind in the presence of facts so potent, and the implications of coming events 
that those facts contain and foreshadow. The Intelligentsia are but owls at dawn. Tantaene 

340 The intuitive recognition of this fact was the reason for the great popularity of the movie Chariots of Fire 
(1981); it is based on the story of Great Britain’s runners in the 1924 Olympics in Paris: Eric Liddell was 
a preacher and a world class runner, and the ease with which he managed these conflicting callings, 
to the discomfort of others, is a primary theme of the film. Liddell was so pious that he refused to run 
trials on the Sabbath, yet possessed by such élan that he was considered the fastest man in the world. 
This precariously balanced spiritual impulse, and his great chivalric ethos, even caused a challenger 
from his own team to envy him with near hatred. This character is the other primary element of the film, 
which makes it a classic, showing the stark comparison between the Western and non-Western ethos. 
Urged by his girl to give up running and stick to his preaching, Liddell responds in archetypal fashion: 
“I believe God made me for a purpose,” he assures her, “but He also made me fast—and when I run, I 
feel his pleasure.”

341 The Problem of Pain (1940)
342 Faust, Part II
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animis coelestibus irae?                                 

Mirrored Friends by Vicente Romero; vicenteromero.wordpress.com

This element of the Intelligentsia is 
virulent. These arch-demagogic rogues 
have ridden to fame and fortune on the 
backs of the mob. What characterizes 
these most arrant of wretches is beast-like 
cunning and shamelessness. No slumming 
is beneath them. They know how to play 
to the mob’s baser motives and will stop at 
nothing to nurse their bitter grudge against 
the encultured. Thus two forces contend 
for the heart and mind of Academia. The 
traditional ways which would uphold civil 
society with reverence of culture and 
virtue—and the new ways which make 
society itself an idol.

Democracy has always been a sword 
that cuts both ways. It emancipates 
every individual, unleashing energy and 
enterprise, but it also engenders spite 
and envy through unequal outcomes. The 
appetite that freedom initiates in individuals 
must be given an object commensurate to 
its greatness or it unleashes the lowest impulses of hoi polloi. We must no longer allow 
the incandescence of the Western intellect and imagination to blind us to this, where 
minds and hearts overflow not with brilliant ideas and hopes but with flotsam and jetsam. 
Envy and spite have been Democracy’s epiphenomena since the beginning and they 
continue to thrive under diverse pretenses. It makes us want to scream, but it only comes 
out as a yawn.343

Intuitively we still know, even in the depths of our degradation, what is valuable. Even 
from the centers of our degeneracy we know, though we do little with this knowledge—
this is proven, occasionally, in such movies as Chariots of Fire (1981) and The Dead Poets 
Society (1989), The Emperor’s Club (2002) and The Last Samurai (2003). Such symbolic 
gestures stand to remind us that just as one swallow does not a spring make, so even 
10,000 acts of stupidity and debasement cannot eradicate the essential quality at the 
core of a civilization. Yet to get a clear glimpse of the suffusing declasśe one need only 
watch two movies, Hoosiers (1986) and Glory Road (2006)—that transition is emblematic 
of our entire society in recent years. Nevertheless, reality keeps peeking through the 
fissures, even in masterpieces completely outside the mainstream and orthodox thought; 
for example Fight Club (1999), Big Fish (2003), and V For Vendetta (2005) reveal clearly 
that we still know who and what we really are and can be.

We necessarily engage in Art “criticism” below, but we always keep in mind the 
fact that Art is the object of a purely aesthetic sense, and therefore cannot be defined 

343 Barenaked Ladies
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in terms which are predicated upon non-aesthetic senses. Nevertheless, encultured 
individuals know that the aesthetic sense does reveal truths, even though these cannot 
be explained in non-aesthetic form with much clarity; and that those who lack this faculty 
of aesthetic sensibility can have no ground for denying that it is a cognitive faculty with 
a quantum of objective valuation. In short, synthetic truths may be discovered by purely 
aesthetic methods as well as by the analytic and intuitive methods. But every aesthetic 
“proposition,” however it may have been produced, must be subject to the test of actual 
encultured experience. We reject a priori that the “art critic” is able to discover truths of 
Art by his or her own special methods—i.e., the whole gravamen of “Modern Art.” It is 
no use claiming that the “art critic” has apprehended beauty or meaning that the rest 
of us missed, for we in the Noödynamics Institute know that if a work really possesses 
beauty and/or meaning, every encultured individual will be able to perceive it. This 
realization exposes most of the “art” of the 20th Century as being altogether without the 
expressive mode of Art, at best indicative of certain cognitive states, and as such, the 
stuff of Psychology or Sociology rather than Aesthetics.

For the encultured, there is a consensus at zero acquaintance within a culture-system. 
“On the whole,” wrote Edmund Burke in his classic Philosophical Inquiry into the Origins 
of our Ideas of the Sublime and Beautiful (1757),—

What is called taste, in its most general acceptation, is not a simple 
idea, but is partly made up of a perception of the primary pleasures 
of sense, of the secondary pleasures of the imagination, and of 
the conclusions of the reasoning faculty, concerning the various 
relations of these, and concerning the human passions, manners, 
and actions. All this is requisite to form taste, and the groundwork 
of all these is the same in the human mind; for as the senses are the 
great origins of all our ideas, and consequently of all our pleasures, 
if they are not uncertain and arbitrary, the groundwork of taste is 
common to all, and therefore there is a sufficient foundation for a 
conclusive reasoning on these matters.

Genuine art is no mere personal fancy, as the modern pop-culture artists would have 
us believe; nor is it a mere duplication of Nature, as the utilitarians and functionalists 
would have it. As Malraux stressed in Museum Without Walls (1965), artists learn to paint 
not from nature but from other paintings. Art is a thing having its own vitality and order. It 
is rhythm standing still and symmetry in motion; its forms represent and report the inner 
currents of life; it seizes and stirs the psyche, sending it beyond the forms of the art itself 
and making it numinously aware of much that no rational idea can expressly reveal. “A 
philosophical theory which has entered into poetry is established,” declared T.S. Eliot, “for 
its truth or falsity in one sense ceases to matter, and its truth in another is proved.”344 After 
intense and barren rationalism drove John Stuart Mill into a severe nervous depression, 
it was Poetry (primarily Wordsworth) that began his recovery.345

Works of art are essentially aesthetic propositions which are shared by members of a 

344 Selected Essays (1932)
345 q.v. Autobiography (1873)
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culture-system. Cross-cultural appreciation © Matthew Diffee (2011)

is, of course, possible, but it is an intuitive 
more than an aesthetic sensibility, 
appreciating Culture per se, rather than 
an experience of the beautiful or sublime. 
Art is thus the externalization of the Artist’s 
creative impulse and the internalization of 
the creative impulse by the viewers. Both 
Artist and viewer find, within, a 
spontaneous stirring of empathic feelings 
of coherence between subject and object. 
The genius of the Artist is a capacity to 
externalize what others can only 
internalize. The beautiful and sublime are 
judgment-values unique to each subject-
object-subject relation. The truly aesthetic 
experience is a unique phenomenon of an individuated cultural complex. “What we 
cannot speak about we must pass over in silence,” proclaimed Wittgenstein in his Logical-
Positivist days. (Tractatus) The silence of Architecture and Painting also speaks volumes. 
And Jules Combarieu mused somewhere that “Music is the art of thinking with sounds.” 

The true character of a culture-system is revealed in true works of Art. Every image 
engages us in a dialogue, demands of us an involvement. These suggestions and 
imprecations from our inscrutable source reach out to us and wait for response. Our 
immortality is tied up with that of works of Art, our individual existence being fragmentary. 
The ultimate meaning of our existence is hidden in these images. They are a collective 
coat of arms, our aesthetic heraldry. They describe, in symbolic form, the indications of 
the ineffable and unfathomable Culture-soul. Every eye gazes into eternity; every event 
symbolizes a field of infinite potential. They are totems, reminding us to fully be. Aesthetic 
appreciation is an existential reaching out for a horizon ten centuries from every “now,” 
where unknown masters and mentors reside, in an unbroken lineage secured at both 
ends by the invisible hands of the Artist. Arthur C. Clark once wrote:

Yet among all the distractions and diversions of a planet which now 
seemed well on the way to becoming one vast playground, there 
were some who still found time to repeat an ancient and never 

346 Childhood’s End (1953)

answered question: Where do we go from here?346



205

Ecology of Mind

Spatium Lux by Dennis Davidson
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4. Ecology of Mind:347 Emergence of the Noödynamic Paradigm

4.1 Prelusion

Noödynamics will be the first tentative step toward a universal language and method 
for expressing all cultural concepts and synthesizing them into a common forum. By 
this we mean not merely a juxtaposition of fields of knowledge and research, but an 
interrelationship—an organic denominator. This cross-cultural approach stems from the 
belief that every branch of Science and Technics, every autochthonic Philosophy and 
Spirituality, every expression of Art and physiological transformation, if perceived from 
a truly existential point of view, and approached with true piety—which is to say faithful 
service and loyalty up to the point of self-sacrifice—are so many direct paths into the 
interior of the Mystery of human existence; therein amidst the silent stillness between 
heartbeats, between inhaling and exhaling, between Light and Dark, between Life and 
Death, between Existence and Nothingness, being is forever created. Ultimately, in 
the quest which begins with Noödynamics, we intend to arrange and sum up all the 
knowledge of the last millennium, symmetrically and synoptically, around a central idea: 
Culture is an organism.

It has been too long since the knowledge of the culture-system has been integrated 
into the institutions of Academia. As expressive content, knowledge is either enculturated 
or deracinated, the culture-system being the superset of consciousness per se. Analytical 
knowledge must be informed by other sources, since how we feel about and envision the 
world has much to do with analysis, which is inevitably projective. Intuition and aesthetics 
are integral parts of analytical functions, and thus the latter are, by definition, encultured 
endeavors. The currently isolated modes of epistemology and pedagogy in Academia 
are, by virtue of being developed and promulgated independently of historical and 
cultural forms, antagonistic to the coherence of society, and thus must be re-integrated 
into a discursive regime. If we review all the most important scientific discoveries of the 
past—such as those of Newton, Darwin, Einstein, Jung, E.O. Wilson—we find that not 
one of them was made by piling fact on fact. Rather, each was made by the scientists’ 
apperception of meaningful patterns and significant relationships among facts. As 
psychologist Rollo May admonished:

Apples have dropped on people’s heads since man first stood 
upright on two legs and walked under apple trees. But Isaac Newton 
was the one to perceive the significance of this event. And it took 
only one thump of an apple on Isaac’s head. Our contemporary 
student in his graduate work is hit on the head so many scores of 
times by academic apples and gets so groggy that his sensitivity 
and perception are numbed and he has less and less chance of 
perceiving the significance of what is going on. So all he can do is 
resign himself to counting how many apples drop and making a nice 

347 Bateson, 1972
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formula as to the ratio of times they hit his head.348

The Noödynamics Institute sets out to systemize the ostensive modes of culture-
systems in a cross-axial manner by adopting the predicates of Cambridge philosophical 
logician W.E. Johnson, whose simply titled Logic (1921-25) begins with the observation 
that there is not one but many processes of definition and induction. Johnson criticized 
common carelessness in discriminating logical forms, especially concerning the 
determinates and determinables of propositions. Of two propositions, for example, “Violet 
is a color” and “Wittgenstein is a man,” the latter asserts class-membership while the 
former relates a determinate (violet) to a determinable (color). Any set of determinates 
differs in a peculiar manner and agrees as to determinable. Violet, blue, yellow are all 
determinates of the determinable color; triangular, square, circular are all determinates 
of the determinable shape.

Determinates of the same determinable exclude one another in the special sense that 
they cannot identically characterize the same domain—one object may be yellow and 
circular but not yellow and blue. Essentially, then, the differences between determinates 
of the same determinable are comparable in a way differences between determinates of 
different determinables are not. In simplest terms, Johnson used formal logic to urge us 
to remember the differences between a hawk and a handsaw. This is a crucial recognition 
for our task because inappropriate comparisons must be eliminated below—for example, 
it is logical to assert that the difference between violet and yellow is greater than the 
difference between violet and blue, but not that it is greater than, less than, or equal to, 
the difference between violet and triangular. The subtle applicability of this systematic 
ideal will become important as we try to demonstrate that Science, Spirituality, Art, 
Philosophy, Religion, and Technics are determinates of the determinable “High Culture,” 
but politics, economics, industry, mass media, warfare, and race are not. Because, we 
are emboldened to state, “Culture” is ultimately indefinable, a capacity for making careful 
distinctions is important if we are to avoid scholasticism, the essence of which is to treat 
what is vague as if it were precise and to try to put it into an exact logical category. 
Granted that the probability for success in this enterprise, due to petit science,349 does 
not at the moment look very great. Yet it also seems abundantly clear that any hopes 
that we have for the continued survival of Western Culture rests rather squarely on the 
shoulders of those who are capable in the future of generating a spiritual renaissance 
that provides an impetus to resistance. Carl Jung wrote:

General conceptions of a spiritual nature are indispensable 
constituents of psychic life. We can point them out among all 
people whose level of consciousness makes them in some degree 
articulate. Their relative absence or their denial by a civilized 
people is therefore regarded as a sign of degeneration. Where in 
its development up to the present Psychology has dealt chiefly with 
psychical processes in the light of physical causation, the future task 
of Psychology will be the investigation of their spiritual determinants. 

348 Psychology and the Human Dilemma (1979)
349 Sorel, 1908
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But the natural history of the mind is no further advanced today than 
was Natural Science in the thirteenth century. We have only begun 
to take scientific note of our spiritual experiences.

If modern Psychology can boast of having removed any of the 
covering, which concealed the picture of the human Psyche, it is 
only that one which had from the investigator its biological aspect. 
We may compare the present situation with the state of Medicine in 
the sixteenth century, when people began to study anatomy but had 
not as yet even the faintest idea of Physiology. The spiritual aspect 
of the Psyche is at present known to us only in a fragmentary way. 
We have learned that there are spiritually conditioned processes of 
transformation in the Psyche, which underlie, for example, the well-
known initiation rites of primitive peoples and the states involved 
by the practice of Hindu Yoga. But we have not yet succeeded in 
determining their particular uniformities or laws. We only know that 
a large part of neuroses arise from a disturbance in these processes. 
Psychological research has not as yet drawn aside all the many veils 
from the picture of human Psyche; it remains as unapproachable 
and obscure as all the deep secrets of Life. We can speak only of 
what we have tried to do and what we hope to do in the future, in 
the way of attempting a solution of a great riddle.350

Mount Rushmore by Gutzon Borglum and his son Lincoln (1927-1941); in the Black Hills, S. Dakota

350 Modern Man in Search of a Soul (1933)
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Cross-axial attention is evoked when the same phenomenon is perceived through 
different modes of cognition, or different predicates in the same subject. We perceive 
that A has the characteristic x, that A has the characteristic y, that A has the characteristic 
z; and this attention necessarily identifies these characteristics as cross-axial, so that 
more than one mode of cognition is involved simultaneously. Thus cross-axial attention is 
an act of induction, and increases our knowledge because the understanding of modes 
cross-fertilizes. A cross-axial insight arises, when, having had the sensations x, y, and z 
while perceiving A, we begin to have them while perceiving B of the same class, then C, 
D, E, and so on. Thus x, y, and z add a new level of understanding between A, B, C, etc., 
because every modification of consciousness is an inference.

Every Academic should discern in some special field(s) of interest what he or she 
believes to be some general characteristics of existence, and set these up tentatively 
as existential categories. Then the Academic should seek to discover whether these are 
in fact existential by considering whether they are exemplified in cognate forms in other 
areas of human interest. It is probably not possible to deduce experience from general 
principles—to suppose otherwise was a fatal error of Positivism—but we can hope to 
describe the diverse features of experience with the aim of inducing general principles. 
The whole Cosmos consists of elements disclosed in the experience of subjects and we 
ought to be prepared to believe in the diverse aspects of existence as given. Every 
intelligent proposition refers, explicitly or implicitly, to a World manifesting some 
metaphysically significant characteristic, and the set of propositions of a culture-system 
must, under a complete systemization, display the general characteristics of existence 
in-itself. This conclusion is a logical application of the scientific doctrine that every aspect 
of an object is a property reducible to its relations as a system. Noödynamics is scientia 
nondum cognita.351

There are many who believe that the implications of the vision of noödynamic theory 
are already occasioning a massive restructuring of the terms of constructing our symbolic 
worldview. The phrase that is most often used to describe this revolution in thought is 
“paradigm shift.” Since the term paradigm (from the Greek paradeigma—“pattern”) has 
taken on many diverse meanings, the word as it is used herein is defined as follows: a 
paradigm is a constellation of values, beliefs, practices, and perceptions shared by a 
community, which governs the manner in which the community organizes itself. This is 
the deeper meaning of Feuerbach’s seemingly merely irreverent dictum: “Metaphysics is 
reduced to Psychology.”

Those who look deeply into the nature of consciousness will perceive that it is 
not possible to extricate oneself, as perceiver, from the fundamental principles of 
existence. Every center of consciousness is charged with the life-task of symbolizing 
existence according to an a priori pattern of organization, outside of which no vision or 
understanding may venture. An ego has no choice but to think what it must think. The 
“truth” in this sense is, then, an image of the world in which we were born. It is not an 
invention, to be sure, but it is nevertheless a discovery of the self as much as of the world. 
It is, in a very real sense, the self knowing the self in the context of a world: Epistemology 
is our being expressed in formal structures and functions; the essential meaning of our 

351 “The science not yet discovered”
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existence formulated into a worldview which seems objective because Truth and Self are 
cognitively identical. The paradigm is based upon what the philosopher of science William 
Whewell called the “Fundamental Ideas” which construct universal and necessary truths:

These ideas entirely shape and circumscribe our knowledge; 
they regulate the active operations of our minds, without which 
our passive sensations do not become knowledge. They govern 
these operations, according to rules which are not only fixed and 
permanent, but which may be expressed in plain and definite terms; 
and these rules, when thus expressed, may be made the basis of 
demonstrations by which the necessary relations imparted to our 
knowledge by our ideas may be traced to their consequences in the 
most remote ramifications of scientific truth.352

Theory-impregnated sensations dominate Science; there is no natural demarcation 
between theoretical and observational propositions. It is one of the basic points of 
elementary logic that propositions can only be derived from other propositions—they 
cannot be derived from facts; no factual proposition can be proved by experiment; the 
truth-value of observational propositions cannot be indubitably demonstrated. The 
most well-regarded scientific theories almost always and everywhere fail to forbid any 
observable state of affairs: as a theory grows, the power of empirical evidence to refute it 
diminishes. “The more a theory is perfected,” observed physicist and philosopher Pierre 
Duhem, “the more we apprehend that the logical order in which it arranges experimental 
laws is the reflection of an ontological order.”353 This is no mere perspectivalism, but 
a principle now known to emerge from the most fundamental laws of nature. Werner 
Heisenberg explained:

The most important new result of nuclear physics was the recognition 
of the possibility of applying quite different types of natural laws, 
without contradiction, to one and the same physical event. This is 
due to the fact that within a system of laws which are based on 
certain fundamental ideas only certain quite definite ways of asking 
questions make sense, and thus, that such a system is separated 
from others which allow different questions to be put.354

Heisenberg observed elsewhere that our modern epistemology is based on the 
inescapable paradox that whenever mankind attempts to learn about things which are 
neither himself nor his creation, he ultimately discovers only his own constructs and 
patterns of action; i.e., nothing but himself again.355 The goal of post-quantum-mechanical 
Science is not to “objectively” discover, but “to augment and order” experience, noted 
Niels Bohr: “Only by renouncing an explanation of life in the ordinary sense do we gain a 
possibility of taking into account its characteristics.”356

352 The Philosophy of the Inductive Sciences (1840)
353 Physical Theory (1905)
354 Philosophic Problems of Nuclear Science (1952)
355 Das Naturbild der Heutigen Physik (1956)
356 q.v. Atomic Physics and Human Knowledge, J.W.N. Sullivan, 1958
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It is not that “facts” change from society 

God, thou great symmetry, 
Who put a biting lust in me 
From whence my sorrows spring, 

For all the frittered days 
That I have spent in shapeless ways 

Give me one perfect thing.
—Anna Wickham

“Envoi” 
The Contemplative Quarry (1921)

Mandelbrot Set computed by Rollo Silver of Amyedala, in Cristobal, New Mexico.

to society, of course, but rather that “facts” 
are always and everywhere answers to, in 
the words of Galileo, “a question put 
before nature” which we call an 
“experiment.”357 The whole debate over 
“objectivity” and “subjectivity” was based 
on the false assumption that there can be 
empirical results independent of existential 
inquiries—that there can be answers 
without questions. To a High Culture which 
does not ask about the fundamental 
building blocks of matter, for example, the 
“quark” is not counterfactual but irrelevant. 
A quark is not really a so-called brute fact, 
but is actually an institutional fact, 
dependent in many ways upon the 
institution of Western Science and its 
agreement as to theories of measurement, 
measuring instruments, and broad 
conceptions of entities such as particles—
all of which are primarily the products of 
the cognitive processes of Western 
Scientists. A question never asked is never answered, and in this context the quark simply 
does not exist. “We find nature behaving so differently from what we observe in the 
visible and palpable bodies of our surroundings,” observed Erwin Schrödinger, “that no 
model shaped after our large-scale experiences can ever be ‘true’.”358  In his classic text 
Aspects of Scientific Explanation (1965), the former president of the American Philosophical 
Association, Princeton professor of philosophy Carl G. Hempel, explained:

Very broadly speaking, to explain something to a person is to make 
it plain and intelligible to him, to make him understand it.  Thus 
construed, the word ‘explanation’ and its cognates are pragmatic 
terms: their use requires reference to the persons involved in the 
process of explaining.  In a pragmatic context we might say, for 
example, that a given account A explains fact x to person P1. We will 
then have to bear in mind that the same account may well constitute 
an explanation of x for another person P2, who might not even 
regard x as requiring an explanation, or who might find the account 
A unintelligible or unilluminating, or irrelevant to what puzzles him 
about x.

The Scientist uses successful theories as extensions of the senses. It is in the light 

357  Quoted in “An Experiment In Measurement,” Alexandre Koyre, Proceedings of the American 
Philosophical Society, vol. 97, #2 (1953)

358 Science and Humanism (1951)
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of these theories that facts are interpreted. And despite the logical fallibility of any 
theory, theories are applied by the Scientist not as a proposition to be tested but as 
unproblematic background knowledge which is (tentatively) accepted as the starting-
point of observation and experiment.359 In The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962), 
Thomas Kuhn wrote:

No scientific group could practice its trade without some set 
of received beliefs. Nor does it make less consequential the 
particular constellation to which the group, at a given time, is in fact 
committed. Effective research scarcely begins before a scientific 
community thinks it has acquired firm answers to questions like the 
following: What are the fundamental entities of which the universe 
is composed? How do these interact with each other and with the 
senses? What questions may legitimately be asked about such 
entities and what techniques employed in seeking solutions?

Kuhn’s work was the most influential exegesis of a significant convergence of two 
previously sundered subjects circa 1960, the History of Science and the Philosophy of 
Science, into a more integrated conceptual analysis.360 “It is a peculiar fact,” observed 
Suzanne K. Langer in Philosophy in a New Key (1942), “that every major advance in thinking, 
every epoch-making new insight, springs from a new type of symbolic transformation.” 
Of course, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions occupies in intellectual circles much 
the same position as The Critique of Pure Reason in philosophy, The Origin of Species in 
biology, and Remembrance of Things Past in literature: everyone refers to it but almost 
no one reads it.

The book has yet to be written that fully throws into relief the immensely powerful 
role which is played by the paradigm in human life. Even our most intuitive and 
aesthetic conceptualizations are dependent upon it, and conditioned by it, inasmuch 
as they originate in the phenomenology of the psyche. More to our present purpose is 
its preponderating role in determining cultural behavior, and hence in molding human 
history. It is the paradigm that gives unity and direction to a culture-system’s interior 
predispositions and external expressions; that constellates the products of its will and 
imagination; and that, by reason of its ability to generate the patterns of ultimate motives 
and  values, the goals to be attained, primarily guides the activities of civilization. 

We give Kuhn’s idea of conceptual discontinuity the most extensive interpretation, 
arising out of considerations informed by a phenomenological perspective. In this 
context, the notion of “paradigm” is closely related to Husserl’s “lifeworld,” Jung’s 
“archetype,” and Wittgenstein’s “form of life.” Only thus does the Kuhnian analysis 
have relevance for understanding the integral nature of the cognitive aspects of social 
activity and the culture-historical incommensurabilities recognized by philosophers and 

359 q.v. Advice to a Young Scientist, Peter Medawar, 1981; Eye and Brain: The Psychology of Seeing, 
Richard Gregory, 1966

360 q.v. Patterns of Discovery, N.R. Hanson, 1958; World and Object, W.V.O. Quine, 1960; Foresight and 
Understanding, S.E. Toulmin, 1961; The Structure of Science, T. Nagel, 1961; Models and Metaphors, M. 
Black, 1962; Scientific Change, A.C. Cromble (Ed.), 1963; Models and Analogies in Science, M. Hesse
, 1963 ; Proofs  and  Refutations , l. Lakatos ,1963 -4; Conjectures  and  Refutations , K. Popper , 1963 ; 
Aspects of Scientific Explanation, C.G. Hempel, 1965, et al.



213

historians. Throughout the volumes of this text, the idea that the cognitive and the social 
are inextricably entwined in culture-systems will be developed and illustrated. 

External reality is apperceived in the form of a human abstraction from the sense 
perceptions, conceived as images and ideas. In our inescapable subjectivity, however, 
we understand these images and ideas not as human abstractions but as the external, 
actual realities themselves. Cognitively, then, the images and ideas are more meaningful 
than the tangible realities from which they are abstracted. We act as though the inward 
world-picture is in fact the outward reality, but Science teaches us in myriad ways that 
perceptions are knowable only as apperceptions. This is true not only of ideas such as 
“deity” and “beauty,” but also of ideas such as “energy” and “mass.” Cross-culturally, the 
same sense data is assembled, organized, classified, interpreted, and assigned value 
in vastly different ways. It is difficult for some persons to comprehend the world in this 
depth, but such is the fact, and from this fact the humans of different culture-systems, 
even co-existing simultaneously, live in separate “worlds” based on the same sense data.

We cannot avoid, sooner or later, interpreting Culture as a system of nested hierarchies, 
because all cultural manifestations and all historical developments have an architectonic 
pattern. The integrated and coherent systems of this super-system lend it its articulation 
and stability amidst a welter of environmental forces. Like it or not, everything our minds 
perceive is filtered through collective culture-historical structures and functions. The only 
objective truth is that there is no such thing—scientifically—as objective truth. We project 
a world-view at every turn. In The Genesis and Development of a Scientific Fact (1935), 
a primary influence on Kuhn, the Jewish-Polish philosopher of science Ludwik Fleck 
explained that there are not two but three factors involved in cognition: The (commonly 
acknowledged) individual and objective reality, as well as the (commonly overlooked) 
“thought-collective,” defined as “a community of persons mutually exchanging ideas or 
maintaining intellectual interaction,” which by implication provides the cognitive matrix 
with which “the historical development of any field of thought” resides: “The individual 
within the collective is never, or rarely, conscious of the prevailing thought-style, which 
almost always exerts an absolutely compulsive influence upon his thinking and with 
which it is not possible to be at variance.”

Even the most thoroughly technical scientist inevitably engages the environment with 
his or her senses based on an a priori complex apperceiving process in cognition. The 
very fact that Scientists are absolutely sure that their facts are more accurate than those 
of, say, Spirituality or Art, is just another example of our perspectivalism. Five centuries ago 
Westerners were sure that Art was the most truthful expression of being; five centuries 
before that they were sure Spirituality held this primacy. Today we believe Science is 
the ne plus ultra not because we are more intelligent than our forebears but because 
we live in an Enlightenment Epoch and a Modern Era.361 An immensely complex matrix 
of cognition has made us identify the particular standards of our world-view before the 
simplest idea is thought. The abstraction of patterns and relations is an inextricable part 
of this functionalism, generating patterns of patterns and relations between relations, ad 
infinitum.

The sequence of structures and functions through which every input of the senses 

361 q.v. Volume 6
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must be processed is, 

© The Far Side (1988), Gary Larson

per se, a consciousness 
of consciousness that 
functions almost entirely 
on the unconscious level. 
The scanning and 
identifying and analyzing 
and classifying processes 
are a priori; we are sure 
that the mind offers 
information that is more 
trustworthy than that of 
the heart only because 
this filtration system has imbued us with such a pattern of ideation. This is exactly what 
Schopenhauer meant when he declared—quite correctly—that the world of humans 
consists of Will and Idea. Thus the idea that the inflow of sensory information occurs 
eidetically was perhaps the most unscientific belief of the 20th century. It was, and is, 
little more than an article of faith.

The flux of sensory input is ordered and stripped of “irrelevances” across the 
psychophysical spectrum of awareness, so that even our most elementary percepts are 
inferential constructs on a subconscious level. If you turn aside from this text for a moment 
and hold both index fingers in front of you at eye level, one ten and the other twenty 
inches from your face, you will perceive them as being of equal size, despite the fact 
that the images impacting on the retinas are actually related in size as 2 to 1. This size-
constancy phenomenon is but one aspect of a totally perspectival cognitive system. This 
repertory of structures and functions operates through fixed rules and flexible strategies 
that contribute order and sense—i.e., meaning—to the blooming buzzing confusion of 
the environmental mosaic. About the subject-object phenomenology, Jung wrote:

The struggle between the two dimensions of consciousness is simply 
an expression of the polaristic structure of the Psyche, which like 
any other energic system is dependent on the tension of opposites. 
That is also why there are no general psychological propositions 
that could not just as well be reversed; indeed, their reversibility 
proves their validity. We should never forget that in any psychological 
discourse we are not saying anything about the Psyche, but that the 
Psyche is always expressing itself. It is no use thinking we can ever 
get beyond the Psyche by means of the “intellect,” even though the 
intellect asserts that it is not dependent on the Psyche. How could it 
prove that? We may say, if we like, that one statement comes from 
the Psyche, is psychical and nothing but psychical, and that another 
comes from the intellect, is “thoughtful” and therefore superior to 
the psychical one. Both are mere assertions based on postulates of 
belief.362

362 Part 5 of Der Göttliche Schelm,  Paul Radin, 1954
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Our a priori perceptual and apperceptual apparatus is as formalist as our motor-
functions. It is as impossible to egoïstically alter this process as it is to alter our instincts. In 
fact, it is an instinct, of an ontological sort, and as such is governed by system-dynamics. 
Just as we cannot change the way we see the color violet, so we cannot change the way 
we see everything else in the world. And it is impossible for us to be sure that others 
actually perceive violet as we do—they could be perceiving what we call yellow, but have 
always identified that hue as “violet.” This phenomenology applies at every level, including 
the most complex pattern-recognition. Just as when we listen to an orchestra, cognition 
does not register fifty instruments playing simultaneously but synthesizes the parts into 
a whole, so with our world-views in general. It might seem extreme to suggest that for a 
colorblind person the color violet literally does not exist, but then we must remember the 
honeybee, which sees an ultraviolet of which we are perceptually oblivious.

Our sensations, like the instruments of an orchestra, are superimposed on each other 
to form a gestalt, so that when someone talks to us while looking the other way, we 
are never startled to hear a voice apparently “out of nowhere.” This superimposition 
enables the ventriloquist to practice his craft, and visually, the magician to practice his. 
All we need consider is language: we do not hear a multiplicity of phonetic tones, carried 
as variations of air pressure to the inner ear, and registered in the brain as sequential 
phonemes. Rather, we apperceive a single modulating pulse superimposing these into 
an indivisible holistic meaning-sound.

All perception is, like language, an abstract pattern derived from the sensory flux and 
apperceived as meaning-information rather than a temporally linear chain of elementary 
units. We do not consciously create this matrix; in fact, we might say that it creates us. 
A paradigm is an externalization of such a scheme, in which certain holistic variables 
are sufficient to lend meaning to all sensations. Without such structure-functions, there 
would merely be a nervous system and so many bits of information. Perceptual and 
apperceptual order appear to be virtually interchangeable in cognitive action. Our 
cognitive apparatus brackets, so to speak, patterns that it extracts from a mosaic of input 
and processes these not only in the present but with regard to the remembered past 
and expectations for the future. And long before Einstein, our minds were transposing 
temporal and spatial patterns to generate a four-dimensional space-time.

Although this quality of model perception can be refined through experience and 
learning, it is ultimately an innate hierarchy. Painters and Engineers can greatly improve 
the skills of their hands and eyes, for example, but they cannot alter the essential modes 
of perception, or the modes of modes. Knowledge is structured and functionalized 
aprioristically. Teleology is not injected into cognition; it is simply implicit in it, which is 
why it differs only in degree across the spectrum of animal life.363

In all world-views there are underlying paradigms that predetermine the constructs 
and concepts used to assert values. Without the a priori ideas and dispositions of the 
paradigm, the articulation of systems of knowledge and belief is literally inconceivable. 
Consequently, if the perspective of Academia advocated herein be accepted, the a priori 
paradigm must be recognized as inescapable and pervasive. The intellectual table at 
which non-paradigmatic thinkers sit is like the foundation on which, in some cosmologies, 

363 Krechevsky, 1932
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the world sets: it is supported by a structure of arbitrary assumptions, untested and indeed 
untestable  hypotheses , and imprecise  premises  and axioms—in the words, “But it's 
turtles all the way down.”364

Academia is constructed along paradigmatic lines and has a paradigmatic function—
that of providing a sense of order and a framework of meaning in the midst of the 
cacophonous confusion. As such it is an indispensable aspect of a civilization and should 
serve as the basis of all ideals. Commitment to a paradigm is not just desirable, it is 
inevitable and essential. The crucial issue for Academia in the 21st Century is whether 
it can, as a thought-collective at a turning-point in history, distinguish the tactical and 
transient ideals from the axiomatic premises that have given it form and inspired its 
substance.

The paradigm of a High Culture is not simply the “common opinions” that many 
interpret it to be, perhaps based on Kuhn’s careful and relatively conservative examination 
of its metaphysical foundation. A paradigm is a totalizing for-itself-in-itself. As such, the 
paradigm, as its name implies, is not merely a set of agreed-upon standards, but a field 
of consciousness within which ideas live and move and have their being. A paradigm is 
a collective consciousness, through which the culture-system assumes its point of view 
on itself. The latter point of view is the Noödynamics vision, a subtle understanding of 
the paradigm as an ensemble of for-itselves suspended in the in-itself as a foundation 
for values without foundation. A paradigm is a substanceless transcendental field of 
awareness relating to Nature through the intermediary of Culture; in other words, an 
ontological entity.

Beyond the veil of perceptions that in-forms every point of view is a veil of apperceptions 
that informs even sensory functions. As an active agent in unmediated contact with the 
world, a paradigm is not a “thing” but a function, a congeries of loosely integrated, 
relatively isolable, but overlapping cognitive systems. Differences in values reflect 
differences in ontology. A culture-system is a natural complex and thus its intelligence 
and expression, form and function, meaning and purpose represent a higher-level pattern 
of organization than humanity per se; i.e., a paradigm, the metacognition of a 
superorganism. Kuhn was criticized for an alleged lack of semantic clarity in his use of the 
term “paradigm,”365 but his subsequent operational clarification satisfied all but the most 
pedantic: All shared group commitments and components of their disciplinary matrix.366  
Although some Academics have postulated a fourfold use of the term “paradigm,” we 
simply acknowledge that the ontological conceptualization subsumes the sociological, 
psychological, and epistemological by definition. A paradigm is not merely an intellectual 
framework for the interpretation of phenomena; it is an existential substratum for the 
interpretation of phenomena; a cognitive predisposition for the formation of concepts. In 
the West, for example, conceptualization always begins, a priori, with pre-supposed ideas 
such as contingency, material and efficient causes, process and dynamics, and so on. 
Astrology is not part of the West’s paradigm not because it has been scientifically 
disproven—no such thing has ever been done—but because it is difficult to reconcile 

364 A Brief History of Time (1988)
365 e.g. Criticism and the Growth Of Knowledge, I. Lakatos & A. Musgrave (Eds.), 1970
366 The Essential Tension (1977)
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with the principles listed above. Yet 

“A skyscraper is the incarnate rebellion against the supposedly 
unattainable; against the mystery of altitude, against the other 
worldliness of the cerulean.  
 The skyscraper stands at the summit of technical development. It has 
already overthrown the cold sobriety of “construction,” and has begun 
to approach the romance of Nature. The cloud, that remote, wonderful 
puzzle of creation, God’s blessing and curse, two-handed mystery 
bringing life and destruction, prayed to and dreaded by our ancestors, 
is now to be made habitable, even cozy. We will make ourselves 
comfortable among the clouds. We will tell them of the absurdities and 
the serious things to the World....
 It is impossible for the proximity of clouds to have no effect 
upon human beings. The view out of the window, taking in the full 
boundlessness of the horizon, works on both heart and soul. The lungs 
take in the air of Heaven. Clouds wander past the brows of mortal man 
as previously only around the brows of Olympians.
 I can see the skyscraper: a slender, floating construction on its broad 
pediment, noble and delicate in its lines, whose white and gray sets 
itself apart from the blue sky. Strong and safe in its assembly, it matches 
a natural mountain for strength....
 Men striding out, purpose in their eyes, enterprise in their loose limbs; 
machine rattle and clatter of conveyances; shouted order of command; 
the even beat of mechanical perplexity, working toward a common end.
 And up above, God is disturbed in his everlasting tranquility, and 
compelled to take an interest in our tiny Destinies.”

—Joseph Roth
Skycrapers (1922)

causality, as Hume famously demonstrated, 
is not a logical necessity but cognitive 
inference—because it is an essential 
component of our paradigm. Many 
Cultures have observed the constant 
conjunction of events and not inferred a 
principle of causality as we know it—e.g., 
the extremely intelligent Hebrews and 
Aztecs. The equally intelligent Hellenics 
and Chinese inferred no contingency and 
process-dynamics, respectively.

Paradigm shifts are not simply 
significant accumulations of new 
knowledge, but radical transformations 
of the substrata of knowledge, for 
example Relativity’s alteration of our 
conceptualization of space and time, or 
Quantum Mechanics’s alteration of our 
ideas about causality. Paradigm shifts are 
essentially the punctuated developments 
in an otherwise cumulative intellectual 
equilibrium. A paradigm shift is, in Kuhn’s 
words, “a transformation in man’s conception of the universe and of his own relation to 
it.”367

The regular ongoing process of intellectual adaptation represents paradigm 
drift. A paradigm shift, on the other hand, is the more abrupt emergence of wholly 
new schemata. When defending his theory at the International Colloquium in the 
Philosophy of Science (1965), Kuhn explained that his term “paradigm” is intended “to 
underscore the dependence of scientific research upon concrete examples that bridge 
what would otherwise be gaps in the specification of the content and application of 
scientific theories.”368 According to this theory we are entering what Kuhn described as a 
revolutionary period of understanding.

In The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, Kuhn depicted a “paradigm shift” as following 
a triadic cyclical pattern: Normal Science, Crisis, Revolution, Normal Science. Several 
disciplines, most remarkably Quantum Mechanics, have already shaken the foundations 
of “normal,” i.e., orthodox, Science by placing in doubt the soundness of normal research 
practices and interpretation, as well as our ideas of objectivity. This is our crisis (Greek 
krisis: turning point). The Noödynamics Institute wishes to turn this crisis in a creative 
direction, by forcing the challenges it presents to the fore of Academia and thus opening 
new venues of inquiry, reflection, eclecticism, and synthesis. This is our revolution. As 
Whitehead cogently observed in Process and Reality (1929), an important function of 

367 The Copernican Revolution (1957)
368 Proceedings, July 11-17, Volume 4
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Philosophy is to challenge the half-truths constituting scientific first principles when a 
paradigm shift is at hand:

The systemization of knowledge cannot be conducted in watertight 
compartments. All general truths condition each other; and the 
limits of their application cannot be adequately defined apart from 
their correlation by yet wider generalities. The criticism of principles 
must chiefly take the form of determining the proper meanings to be 
assigned to the fundamental notions of the various sciences, when 
these notions are considered in respect to their status relative to 
each other. The determination of this status requires a generality 
transcending any special subject-matter.

4.2 Postmodern Paradigmatics

What we intend to establish, in following with Kuhn’s much-lauded but little applied 
conception, is not a new Metaphysics, but rather a new dynamic perception of the 
meaning of Science per se. By deeply understanding the looming scientific crisis as a 
bifurcation in the orthodox paradigm, and by sharing this insight and awareness with 
not only Academia but all laypersons capable of grasping its import, we will be stressing 
the cultural and historical nature of scientific thought. “The historical context in which 
the individual objects of historical research, great or small, appear in their true relative 
meaning is itself a whole, in terms of which every individual thing is to be understood in 
its full significance, and which in turn is to be fully understood in terms of these individual 
things,” Gadamer explained in Truth and Method (1960). “History is, as it were, the great 
dark book, the collected work of the human spirit, written in the languages of the past, 
the text of which we must attempt to understand.”

The real crisis is, as Heidegger pointed out long ago, internal to the concept of Science 
itself, wherein the basic relationship to the subject-matter each discipline investigates 
has become questionable:

The crisis can be directed in ways which are fruitful and secure for the 
Sciences only if we are clear about its scientific and methodological 
sense and see that the exposition of the primary field of subject matter 
calls for a mode of experience and interpretation in principle different 
from those which prevail in the concrete Sciences themselves. In 
crisis, scientific research assumes a philosophical case. Sciences 
thus say that they are in need of an original interpretation which 
they themselves are incapable of carrying out.369

Contrary to the Popperist viewpoint of most of Academia, revolutionary change in 
Science is exceptional and, indeed, extra-scientific in nature. The idea that Science 
stands constantly posed to refute its own theories is naïve at best, and often, simply 
dishonest. Criticism of orthodoxy in Science is only allowed in the rare moments of 

369 History of the Concept of Time (1925)
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crisis—sometimes metaphysical in nature. Radical change in the domain of Science is 
not undertaken pursuant to the “logic of discovery” but according to the “psychology of 
discovery” (Kuhn).

Incipit the Noödynamics Institute. We in the Institute, inspired by Heidegger’s 
existentialist ideal, intend to rediscover Science hermeneutically, as a “concrete possibility 
of human Being” rather than an ossified doctrine comprising rules and directives. By 
“bringing the subject matters under investigation to an original experience,”370 i.e., to 
an original interpretation of the possibilities of Being, we hope to transform the crisis of 
Science from a matter of perplexity and fragmentation into a fundamental revaluation of 
Western Academia. As Humanities professor Athanasios Moulakis has insightfully written:

The learner acquires a sum of substantive knowledge, interesting 
in itself and, of course, essential to the process of learning, for no 
one can “learn how to learn” without actually learning some things. 
But beyond the skills and information conveyed by any particular 
discipline, the learner realizes that the terms of a proper inquiry are 
characteristic of a particular mode (historical, for example) of inquiry, 
and he can by extension, with due respect to those trained in other 
disciplines, imagine what it must mean to know in other modes that 
cut up reality in a different way. It will, above all, provide a partial 
but coherent introduction into the intellectual tradition in which the 
student stands and in reference to which he can discover, articulate 
and develop his aptitudes and the core of personality capable of 
integrating the various modes of experience that we call identity.371

This involves a tri-relative influence372 including a group, the world, and a hermeneutic-
semiotic epistemology: the paradigm. Within this hermeneutic-semiotic conception, (a) 
the Group stands in a direct relationship with the Paradigm that may be called causal, 
insofar as the former produces the latter; (b) the Group stands in a relationship to the World 
that is mediated by means of chains of symbolic links and interposed sign-situations; and 
(c) between the Paradigm and the World there is no connection other than the indirect 
one if it is being used by a collective mind to represent a referent. 

When, for semantic reasons, we assume as implicit a direct relationship between 
Group and World, or Paradigm (objectification) and World, what is involved is simply 
an attributed relationship, elliptically indicated. Only in the relationship (a) between 
Paradigm and Group, and always symbolically, does the predicate of truth (credibility), 
and the positing of the question whether any statement or judgment is true or false, have 
any meaning for this relationship. “The intellectual function of an established conceptual 
scheme,” explained Stephen Toulmin in Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge (1970),373 
“is to determine the patterns of theory, the meaningful questions, the legitimate 
interpretations, etc., within which theoretical speculation is bounded for as long as that 
particular conceptual scheme retains intellectual authority within the natural science 

370 Ibid.
371  Beyond Utility: Liberal Education in a Technological Age (1994)
372  cf. Pierce
373  Edited by Imre Lakatos and Alan Musgrave
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concerned.” In the existential conception of Heidegger, the reality of the paradigm can 
be summarized in three theses:

1. Being is a self-interpreting activity.

2. This activity involves a culturocentric-ontological apperception 
of what Being means, and it is this paradigmatic spatiotemporal 
field that generates a “World.”

3. Human awareness takes place within this field that is Being-as-
known. This awareness includes specific cultural ways of forming 
value-judgments about the World and everything in it, effectively 
defining “reality” and “existence.”374

Heidegger later called the way a particular understanding of Being—a paradigm—
comes to be and pursues its course, its “Essence.”375 In all cultures’ Being-in-the-World 
there is an implicit meaning in the fabric of everyday existence which an understanding of 
Culture-as-Being will disclose. This calls to mind Kant’s formal theory of consciousness, 
historicized: “Consciousness in-itself is not a representation distinguishing a particular 
object, but a form of representation in general, that is, of representation in so far as it is 
to be entitled Knowledge.”376

Within this broad field, we are concerned not so much with the formal enunciation 
of concepts as with what we call modes of expression. We are interested in establishing 
as many interrelationships as possible among the myriad expressions of Culture. We 
shall try to penetrate to the essential similarity of expression in cases where their form 
or technical formulation—for example, in terms of Physics or in terms of Painting—may 
be quite different. Eventually there may emerge a number of common factors that may 
be presumed to constitute the infrastructure of a New Paradigm. At minimum, we must 
attempt a Sorelian diremption: juxtaposing apparently inconsistent statements and 
concepts in order to illuminate aspects of reality which might otherwise pass unobserved. 
In an essay entitled Logic of Discovery or Psychology of Research?, Kuhn wrote:

In any age, the scientific knowledge already at hand virtually 
exhausts what there is to know, leaving visible puzzles only at the 
horizon of existing knowledge. Is it not possible, or perhaps even 
likely, that contemporary scientists know less of what there is to 
know about their world than the scientists of the eighteenth century 
knew of theirs? Scientific theories, it must be remembered, attach 
to nature only here and there. Are the interstices between those 
points of attachment perhaps now larger and more numerous than 
ever before?377

374  Being and Time (1927)
375 The Questions Concerning Technology and Other Essays (1949)
376 Critique of Pure Reason (1781)
377 In Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge, Lakatos & Musgrave (Eds.), 1970
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Solitary Tree by Casper Friedrich (1822)

Why is it that for centuries, the great scientists could also be adept at the Humanities, 
but in the second half of the 20th Century, Academics found this almost impossible? 
(Although we found some excessively proud of their interest in pop-culture, such as 
baseball and poker, with a smatter of pseudo-cultural interests borrowed in toto from 
salon philosophers.) Leonardo da Vinci was a painter; Copernicus was the Canon of a 
Cathedral; Descartes was a Philosopher; Kepler was a Metaphysician; Galileo lectured 
on Literature; Newton studied Alchemy and Hermetics; Herschel was a Music teacher; 
Darwin considered poetry an essential part of his education.378 Yet today, Scientists 
rarely do more than pay bourgeois lip-service to the Humanities. The common excuse 
is “specialization,” but is this not simply a mock-humble way of suggesting that modern 
Academics are effectively smarter than the “distracted” geniuses of the past? We harken 
back to Walt Whitman:

O soul repressless, I with thee and thee with me, 
The circumnavigation of the world begin, 
Of man, the voyage of his mind’s return, 
To reason’s early paradise, 
Back, back to wisdom’s birth, to innocent invitations, 

378 And the opposite it also true: Schiller was a history professor; Walter Scott was a lawyer; Keats was a 
pharmacist ; the great art critic John Ruskin studied geology; Tennyson knew astronomy; Crabbe 
was a botanist; Borodin, famous for the opera Prince Igor, with its majestic Polovtsian Dances, was 
a chemist; Lewis Carroll was a mathematician; Houseman was a professor of Latin; Hopkins was a 
professor of Greek; Hardy was an architect; the great Russian satirist Zamiatin was a naval engineer.
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Again with fair creation.379

Noödynamics is a broadening, deepening, and intensification of the knowledge-
function in society, beginning with the relations, experiences, and understandings 
of knowledge-modes as both forms of cognition and methods of encultured being. 
Noödynamics will map the interconnections of knowledge-modes as well as their 
transcendent resonance, mediating cross-axial interchanges and a dialectics of distinct 
but related ideation. By reconceptualizing the composition of Academia, starting with a re-
assessment of the diverse circuits and channels through which knowledge is transmitted 
and shared, Noödynamics will perceive a post-modern cartography of information-
phenomenology capable of paradigm-shifting relevance.

What the Noödynamics Institute advocates is the establishment of a self-sustaining 
and internally-consistent pattern of beliefs and concepts transcending mere ideology, 
and thus unaffected by the tides of ideological discourse and conflict. The most obvious 
implication of the paradigm paradigm is that we cannot make sense when discussing 
ideology unless the infrastructure of all conceptualization and perspective is recognized. 
Every volume of this text offers a different view of this existential theme. Each constitutes, 
really, an exploration of the paradigmatic history of the culture-system. Every chapter 
is offered as a metaphor capable of identifying the depth and range of discourse and 
establishing key categories of understanding. These symbols, however, are of secondary 
importance; it is the Cultural Community they are intended to initiate which is of primary 
significance. Outside the paradigm paradigm, Academia has set up disciplines and 
generated dialogues in a manner essentially disembodied—it has failed to acknowledge 
and examine the existential foundation of knowledge per se.

Academics from every imaginable field must share the task of managing the 
relationship between paradigmatic and ideological premises; of ensuring that ideology 
and paradigm—what we want and what we know—are congruent and properly reinforcing. 
The members of the Noödynamics Institute are directly and primarily involved in this 
task. The volumes which follow are offered in order to further the broadest discourse 
regarding the emergence of a new, post-modern paradigm.

As Kuhn pointed out, a Scientist who fails to adopt a new paradigm after all others 
have, may be factual, rational, and logical, but he has, eo ipso, ceased being a “scientist” 
per se. What, then, are Scientists who foresee the new paradigm and convert to it before 
the rest of their fellows? Noödynamicists. This is true because no individual’s beliefs 
are entirely private, but emerge in a context, as the philosopher of science W.K. Clifford 
observed:

Our lives are guided by that general conception of the course of 
things which has been created by society for social purposes. Our 
words, our phrases, our forms and processes and modes of thought 
are common property, fashioned and perfected from age to age; an 
heirloom which every succeeding generation inherits as a precious 
deposit and a sacred trust to be handed on to the next one, not 
unchanged but enlarged and purified, with some clear marks of its 

379 Passage to India (1900)
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handiwork. Into this, for good or ill, is woven every belief of every 
man who has speech of his fellows. An awful privilege, and an awful 
responsibility, that we should help to create the world in which 
posterity will live.380

The Noödynamics Institute puts forth the case that this Paradigm Shift is in progress 
in the emergence of Nature Religion, known to adherents as Paganism, as the 
fastest growing religion in the world among those of European381 ancestry (e.g. Wicca 
(“witchcraft”), Asatru (Norse), Druidry (Irish), Romuva (Lithuanian), Dievturiba (Latvian), 
Krywya (Belorussian), Strageria (Italian), Native Faith (Ukraine), et al.). Although all these 
“neopagan” religions are unsatisfactory for one reason or another, they represent the 
seed-idea of a 21st Century transvaluation of spiritual values.382This is a postmodern 
éclaircissement.

True autochthonic Spirituality implies only a contrast, and not an opposition, to 
Science. It was always a profound response to the human experience of over-human 
forces. This experience was deemed numinous383 in that it evoked a mystical and sacred 
feeling of awe—such a response, which Mircea Eliade, University of Chicago professor 
of the history of religion, described as a “mingling of fear and attraction,”384 can only be 
stimulated by Science. The use of imaginative visualization and metaphors drawn from 
what is perceived cannot change this essential fact.

The fact that Religion is a hybrid phenomenon of Spirituality and Art; that is, that 
Religion is intuition interpreted by imagination, was perhaps understood by no one in 
modernity better than the Spaniard-American philosopher George Santayana. “The idea 
that religion contains a literal, not a symbolic, representation of truth and life is simply 
an impossible idea,” he insisted in The Sense of Beauty (1896). “Whoever entertains it 
has not come within the region of profitable philosophizing on that subject.” The impulse 
of the Neopagan emergence is also revealed in the fantastic growth of the Ecology 
movement, interest in Genealogy, even the phenomenon of Harry Potter. A ratiocinative 
rapprochement is at hand.

Of course, if Academics think that Spirituality is nonsense or that there is no good 
reason whatsoever to have faith in a higher order of existence; and if they think that 
Religion is superfluous or even harmful to human interests, they will not feel the attraction 
which can be exercised by the ideal of a harmonious accord between Science and 
Spirituality, between Reason and Faith. As a matter of fact, such persons tend to feel 
that the ideal of unity would be more appropriately realized through the eradication of 
intuitive interpretations of existence. In any case, they usually see in the world a radical 
dualism which needs to be overcome. We hope to show them another way of looking at 
the matter.

We see, for example, Spirituality being reborn and growing up under the shadow and 
care of Science, promising to develop without superstitious presuppositions and 

380 Lectures and Essays (1879)
381 Piccolomi, 1470
382 This subject is examined extensively in Volume 3.
383 Otto, 1923
384 Traite d‘Histoire des Religions (1964)
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eventually asserting its independence and 

An 'onion diagram' of the manifestations of the 
paradigm of a culture-system at different levels of 
depth.  The facts of experience are not data but 
mental artifacts, selected by human values and 
abstracted from experience by filtering through 
the schemata of a paradigm.

going its own majestic way. As for 
Academia’s criticism of previous Religion, 
i.e., Judeochristianity, we state the obvious: 
The criticism has been justified from 
virtually every point of view, and the 
intellectual rationalizations were 
undermined because they had no firm 
foundations. We maintain that the 
breakdown and disintegration of 
Judeochristian values in Western 
Academia, however, was simply a phase in 
the general morphology of the High 
Culture, and that to deplore Spirituality per 
se based on the absurdities and abuses of 
that creed is akin to mocking Astronomy 
because Copernicus postulated the Sun 
as the center of the Universe.

There has indeed always been a threat 
to Science, posed by Religion, in the West. 
But this fact must be qualified by two 
points: (1) the threat has been, always and 
everywhere, from Judeochristianity only; 
and (2) there is a constant threat to non-Christian spirituality posed by the absence of 
Science. What is missing in modern Academia is a passionate concern with questions 
about the meaning of our lives and human destiny. Academic life has become arid to the 
point that “academic” is now a synonym for “pedantic.” People must look elsewhere than 
to Science for answers to life’s important questions, yet Judeochristianity, now more than 
ever, is a cult of superstition. But the more Academia becomes separated from questions 
of meaning in life, the more arid it becomes. Judeochristianity caused an unnatural 
separation in the Western mind and intellectual tradition, and now kneejerk reactionism 
by Atheists precludes natural regeneration and accord. Now that Judeochristianity is 
spiritually deceased and a new spirit cries out in the wilderness, it is natural that there 
should arise some Academics devoted to answering the questions of meaning which 
have previously been ignored. Incipit the Noödynamics Institute.

Maintaining the wedge which has been driven between Science and Spirituality 
henceforth represents another nefarious cult-activity of the superstitious. Such will only 
tend to involve the continued reduction of Science to empirical research and critical 
analysis, refusing to lend its wisdom to other fields and thus relegating questions about 
the meaning of life and human destiny, and the like, to the unacademic realms. But the new 
spirit being born in our midst deserves no such disregard; it bears far more resemblance 
to the thought of Leibniz and Hegel and Nietzsche and Whitehead and Jung than it does 
to the thought of, say, Kierkegaard or C.S. Lewis. We should reasonably expect post-
modern people to look to Science to lay the foundation for answers to questions which, it 
is natural to believe, will have to be answered in different domains. We are right to expect 
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Science to comply.
Pursuant to the Principle of Sufficient Reason—“nothing is without a ground or 

reason why it is” (Leibniz)—Science must at least attempt to explore Spirituality and Art 
as elements of the human condition. The general meaning of the principle of sufficient 
reason may, on the whole, be reduced to the fact that always and everywhere each thing 
exists merely by virtue of another thing. But the principle of sufficient reason is a priori 
in all its forms, and thus has its roots in our intellect. The German philosopher Arthur 
Schopenhauer, in a little-known work, his Doctoral Thesis, wrote:

Our knowing consciousness, appearing as outer and inner sensibility 
(receptivity), as understanding and as faculty of reason, is divisible 
into subject and object, and contains nothing else. To be object for 
the subject and to be our idea or mental picture are the same thing. 
All our ideas are objects of the subject; and all objects of the subject 
are our ideas. Now it is found that all our ideas stand to one another 
in a natural and regular connection that in form is determining a 
priori. By virtue of this connection nothing existing by itself and 
independent, and also nothing single and detached, can become 
an object for us.385

On the most fundamental level, noödynamic awareness is a deeply religious 
awareness in which the individual feels connected with the whole, as in the original root 
meaning of the word Religion, from Latin “religare”—to bind strongly. The most essential 
point, for hardline skeptics, is that the dialogue between Science, Spirituality, and Art 
being proposed here is heuristically valuable regardless of outcome, since cognitive 
correlations may be regarded as systemic functions. In fact, in his groundbreaking text 
Discussion of the Method (1982), University of Texas philosopher of engineering Billy 
Vaughn Koen proclaimed that “All is heuristic,” and we are simply explaining what that 
heuristics is: High Culture.

There is a cognitive “ecology” of sorts, wherein thoughts, ideas, constructs, 
abstractions, impressions, perceptions, et al., interrelate in iterative and discursive 
manners. Even incompatible concepts coexist in multiple equilibrium states and 
thus Academia’s parameterization—i.e., orthodoxy—is predicated upon a normative 
conceptualization in dynamic disequilibrium. Naturally, in such a system there must be 
routine adjustments, adaptations, disruptions, and dramatic revisions of the established 
parameters.

The idea that if Spirituality simply left Science alone the ecology of mind would enjoy 
a self-sustaining state of perspectival balance is, simply put, unscientific. The ecology 
of mind is never in equilibrium; every mode of expression always tests and challenges 
every other just as much as it supplements and accentuates them. Copernicus was 
compelled by his heliocentric model aesthetically; Newton was impelled toward his 
universal gravitation intuitively; and so on. The rampant misology that dominates much 
of Academia in this demesne is entirely modern.

The great Jewish-Hungarian philosopher of science Arthur Koestler coined the term 

385 On the Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason (1813)
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Ophelia by John Everett Millais (1851-52)

bisociative386 to denote cross-axial thought bridging perceptual frames of reference in 
transcendent experiences. A more general term for this concept is consilience—the ability 
of theory to explain and unify many separate and seemingly unrelated areas of study—
first conceived by the philosopher of science William Whewell in The Philosophy of the 
Inductive Sciences. The mind must automatically abstract universals such as “facts” or 
“purposes” or “styles,” or it would simply be a computer. Only because no sensory input 
can be identical with its meaning (i.e., eidetic), are we able to “understand” anything at all.

In his pan-scientific classic Consilience:The Unity of Knowledge (1998), the great 
Harvard biologist Edward O. Wilson identified the convergence of information as an 
important source of creativity:

A united system of knowledge is the surest means of identifying the 
still unexplored domains of reality. It provides a clear map of what 
is known, and it frames the most productive questions for future 
inquiry. Historians of science often observe that asking the right 
question is more important than producing the right answer. The 
right answer to a trivial question is also trivial, but the right question, 
even when insoluble in exact form, is a guide to major discovery. And 
so it will ever be in the future excursions of science and imaginative 
flights of the arts.

The examiner of the borderlands of multiple disciplines must be polyglot, and there 

386 q.v. The Act of Creation (1964)
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exists no dictionary to supply the exact equivalents of the languages that must be 
employed. Because Noödynamics  is not merely factual, but also intrinsically  psychological 
and adventurous, it will qualify as what Peter Lane Taylor calls “Extreme Science.” In 
his acclaimed book Science at the Extreme (2001), Taylor explained about the role of 
Extreme Scientists in the 21st Century:

Through their discoveries, they have shown that the world’s frontiers 
are as wide open now at the beginning of the third millennium as 
they were four centuries ago; they have simply changed shape. By 
exploring with both the mind and the body and continually finding 
terra incognita, they have demonstrated that the great unknowns 
are no longer just geographic—“out there” on top of mountains we 
haven’t climbed and across oceans we haven’t sailed—they are 
also “in here,” in consilient relationships and dynamics uniting the 
natural world that we don’t yet understand....[T]he growth of human 
knowledge and technology in the past century has broadened the 
scope of the questions science is capable of asking, and in today’s 
shrinking physical world, that presents another kind of frontier, 
one that is as much a journey of the mind as it is an expedition 
of the body. In many instances, cutting-edge scientific discovery 
today is much less a process of observation than about a change 
in perspective, based on the unification of once disparate scientific 
disciplines, which eminent Harvard biologist Edward O. Wilson has 
so suitably termed consilience. Instead of seeking out new physical 
frontiers, the goal of consilience is to transcend the accepted and 
often mutually exclusive boundaries of scientific thought, and look 
deeper into the places we already know.

The noödynamic worldview, or social paradigm, is distinguishable in terms of five 
related general “shifts” in emphasis which are entirely consistent with the understanding 
of reality as revealed by the most avant-garde scientific research and discoveries. The 
five general shifts are briefly summarized as follows:387

1.
 

Shift from the Part to the Whole—The characteristics of the 
Western individual must be understood as the differentiated 
development of the dynamics of Western Culture;

2.
 

Shift from Structure to Process—Every level of psychical activity 
is seen as the manifestation of an underlying process, and 
the entire web of psychical relationships is understood to be 
fundamentally dynamic;

3.
 

Shift from Objective to “Epistemic” Science—Descriptions of 
“forces” or “nature” are no longer viewed as objective and 

387 Adopted from Capra, “The Role of Physics in the Current Change of Paradigms,” in The Worldview of 
Contemporary Physics, Richard F. Kitchener (Ed.), 1988
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independent of the human observer and process of knowing. 
Thus this process, which we must define as a new Epistemology, 
is included explicitly in the descriptions;

4. Shift from Traditional to Existential basis of Culture—Since 
consciousness exists by virtue of mutually consistent relationships 
between evolving cognitive levels, any Culture-science which 
describes Being and Evolution must meet the requirement that 
components be consistent with one another and themselves. 
Thus Culture can no longer be viewed as built upon unchanging 
or reified “traditional” foundations and must be viewed rather 
as an interconnected network of psycho-spiritual relationships 
founded on self-awareness and in general agreement with 
psychical and physical facts;

5. Shift from “Truth” to Existential Descriptions—Since Nature is an 
interconnected, dynamic web of relationships associated with 
concepts and models, the whole constitutes the entire web of 
relationships which cannot be represented in this necessarily 
approximate description.

Although one could extend and refine this list, these general shifts, or new terms for 
the construction of cultural knowledge, follow closely upon understanding the intent of 
the Noödynamics Institute. They are not arbitrary in the least. What this suggests is that 
if thoughtful people are inspired by this understanding, and if they elect to re-examine 
the character of human knowledge and belief in terms of this model, they will draw 
remarkably similar conclusions. In the words of M.I.T. visual artist Todd Siler:

This process of contextualizing information involves forming 
ideas about the brain-universe, without forsaking other ideas and 
methods of inquiry just because they clash with one’s own. We need 
to become “re-formed splitters.” After dividing and differentiating 
knowledge, we need to stand back and reintegrate it.

Neurocosmology emphasizes that we think of “unity with unity of 
mind,” in order to become as unified in new points as the knowledge 
and forces we seek to unify. However, this must be accomplished 
without sacrificing the diversity of disciplinary knowledge.

By integrating these fields of knowledge, we can attain more 
encompassing and meaningful models of nature that take into 
account the whole of human experience. Irrespective of how we 
analyze or represent the neurocosmic connection, what’s important 
is that it be discussed in both the broadest and the narrowest 
contexts—adopting the humanist vision of Renaissance thinkers.388

388 Breaking the Mind Barrier (1990)
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Yet this understanding will not lead to 

The Kuhnian schema was well illustrated by Paul 
Feyerabend. (“Consolations For the Specialist” in 
Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge, Lakatos 
& Musgrave (Eds., 1970.)) Theory T is superseded 
by theory T1 .  T1 explains why T fails where it does 
(in F); it also explains why T has been at least 
partly successful (in S); and makes additional 
predictions (P).

substantive changes in theory and practice 
unless intellectual understanding of the 
character of the Psyche is wedded to the 
appropriate spiritual awareness. For 
example, Kant as empiricist published his 
Critique of Purse Reason (1781) with an 
attempt to debunk ideas about freedom, 
spirituality, and God; then seven years 
later, Kant as existentialist wrote his 
Critique of Practical Reason, in which he 
acknowledges the necessity of these very 
concepts. If those who have the capacity 
for this awareness are to become the 
Poets, Painters, Musicians, Scientists, and 
Philosophers of the new millennium, they 
will obviously require something more 
than a passing acquaintance with the 
character of the Western Culture and the 
deepest implications of its present state.

This Fourier Transformation, which 
could bridge the so-called Two Cultures,389 
suggests that the study of Culture is vital 
to the future of Western Man not merely because it provides greater levels of mastery 
and control over the environment or the basis for resisting the encroachment of anti-
cultural universalism. It could, in fact, play a vital and central role in developing the 
spiritual pattern for an entire cultural renaissance that now appears to be our only hope 
for coordinating true spiritual sentiment in the struggle for the survival of Western Man, 
and allowing consciousness to evolve into higher, more progressive, and more powerful 
stages  of  awareness . The  British  molecular -physicist  C.P. Snow  wrote  The  Two 
Cultures and the Scientific Revolution  (1959) to address the cultural separation  which 
has developed between the practitioners of Science and Literature. The thesis came to 
generally  represent  the  need  for  closer  contact  between  the  natural  and  social 
sciences.

The Noödynamics Institute picks up Snow’s critique in a spirit of honesty of which he 
was incapable—his thinly disguised Scientism fooled few intelligent readers. We take up 
the dialogue with a sincere desire to bridge the “two cultures,” not with Snow’s feigned 
neutrality and the presupposition that Spirituality and Art are the enemies of Science 
(and progress). We now know only too well that Scientists do not “have the future in their 
bones” and that Humanists are not “politically silly” and “politically wicked”—a reverse 
argument could easily be made and sustained. What was important to Descartes and 
Shakespeare, Berkeley and Pope, was also important to Bacon and Newton; nothing 
that was important to Heidegger or Hesse, Dilthey or D.H. Lawrence, was important 

389 Snow, Lakoff, Leavis, Judkins, Moulakis, et al.
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to Einstein. Only a transcendental subjectivism can return us to the path of monistic 
truth, through a de facto “Sociology of Academia” rather than yet another ponderously 
obscure description of platitudes. “Inductive data fall upon us from all sides like the lava 
of Vesuvius,” lamented Will Durant; “we suffocate with uncoordinated facts; our minds 
are overwhelmed with science breeding and multiplying into specialistic chaos for want 
of synthetic thought and unifying philosophy. We are all mere fragments of what a man 
might be.”390

There is a tendency on the part of overspecialized Scientists to become inverse 
cripples391—to see only part of the intellectual picture of the subject to which they are 
dedicated, and to restrict the choice of hypotheses by which they interpret their data, 
often, even, out of (sometimes unconscious) deference to some a priori ideological 
commitment:

Sweet is the lore which nature brings: 
 Our meddling intellect 
Misshapes the beauteous forms of time: — 
 We murder to dissect392

It is foolish to think that Science has attained its exemplary specialization without 
making any sacrifice. What its various disciplines have gained in depth, they have lost in 
breadth. It is by withdrawing from Science per se that they have acquired their astounding 
exactitude. We can now penetrate more deeply into every discipline, which formerly 
bristled with obstacles. But the obstacles have not truly disappeared; they have only 
been forced to the peripheries, to the frontiers between disciplines, and it is these that 
will have to be overcome if we are to cross the frontiers and penetrate into the realms 
of the New Paradigm. There is a more subtle reality which constitutes the life of Science, 
and it is something more than factual exactitude. A culture-system is composed of modes 
of expression, and the modes are composed of disciplines, but are these disciplines and 
modes the whole reality of the culture-system? Is not the manner in which these parts are 
interrelated, from which results the unity of the system, also a reality, and of much greater 
interest? Would a Biologist imagine that he or she had an adequate knowledge of the 
human being if it had never been studied except through a microscope?

This is the purpose of Noödynamics. When specialists have resolved every 
diverse manifestation of culture-systems into a collection of structural and functional 
isolates, each of them true, they will not yet be in possession of the whole reality; that 
indefinable something that constitutes the unity of the culture-system will remain elusive. 
Noödynamics strives to assemble these understandings of structures and functions in 
order to better understand the general form of the architecture. No discipline, not even 
pervasive Science, can give us this holistic view; it is to a higher ideal that we must look. 
“A one-eyed man is much more incomplete than a blind man,” admonished Victor Hugo, 
“for he knows what it is that’s lacking.”393 One of the most cogent and elegant exegeses 

390 The Story of Philosophy (1926)
391 Nietzsche, 1891
392 Wordsworth, The Tables Turned (1798)
393 Notre-Dame de Paris (1831)
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of the problem of overspecialists was offered by Ortega y Gasset:

He is one who, out of all that has to be known in order to be a man of 
judgment, is only acquainted with one science, and even of that one 
only knows the small corner in which he is an active investigator. He 
even proclaims it as a virtue that he takes no cognizance of what 
lies outside the narrow territory specially cultivated by himself, and 
gives the name of “dilettantism” to any curiosity for the general 
scheme of knowledge.

What happens is that, enclosed within the narrow limits of his 
visual field, he does actually succeed in discovering new facts 
and advancing the progress of the science which he hardly 
knows, and incidentally the encyclopedia of thought of which he 
is conscientiously ignorant…. For the purpose of innumerable 
investigations it is possible to divide science into small sections, to 
enclose oneself in one of these, and to leave out of consideration 
all the rest. The solidity and exactitude of the methods allow of this, 
temporary but quite real disarticulation of knowledge. The work is 
done under one of these methods as with a machine, and in order 
to obtain quite abundant results it is not even necessary to have 
rigorous notions of their meaning and foundations. In this way the 
majority of scientists help the general advance of science while shut 
up in the narrow cell of their laboratory, like the bee in the cell of its 
hive, or the turnspit in its wheel.

But this creates an extraordinarily strange type of person. The 
investigator who has discovered a new fact of Nature must 
necessarily experience a feeling of power and self-assurance. 
Within a certain apparent justification he will look upon himself as “a 
person who knows.” And in fact there is in him a portion of something 
which, added to many other portions not existing in him, does truly 
constitute knowledge. This is the true inner nature of the specialist, 
who... has reached the wildest stage of exaggeration. The specialist 
“knows” very well his own tiny corner of the universe; he is radically 
ignorant of all the rest.

Here we have a precise example of this strange new person, whom 
I have attempted to define, from both of his two opposing aspects. 
I have said that he was a human product unparalleled in history. 
The specialist serves as a striking concrete example of the species, 
making clear to us the radical nature of the novelty. For, previously, 
people could be divided simply into the learned and the ignorant, 
some more or less the one, some more or less the other. But our 
specialist cannot be included under either of these two categories. 
He is not learned, for he is formally ignorant of all that does not 
enter into his specialty; but neither is he ignorant, because he is “a 
scientist,” and “knows” very well his own tiny portion of the universe. 
We shall have to say that he is a learned ignoramus, which is a very 
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serious matter, as it implies that he is a person who is ignorant, not 
in the fashion of the ignorant man, but with all the petulance of one 
who is learned in his own special line.

And such in fact is the conduct of the specialist. In politics, art, 
social usages, in the other sciences, he will adopt the attitude 
of primitive, ignorant man; but he will adopt them forcefully and 
with self-sufficiency, and will not admit of—this is the paradox—
specialists in those matters. By specializing him, civilization has 
made him hermetic and self-satisfied within his limitations; but 
this very inner feeling of dominance and worth will induce him to 
wish to predominate outside his specialty. The result is that even 
in this case, representing a maximum of qualification in mankind—
specialization—and therefore the thing most opposed to the mass-
man, the result is that he will behave in almost all spheres of life as 
does the unqualified, the mass-man.394

4.3 The Nascent Science-based Nature-religion

The fragmentation of specialized knowledge has been experienced by and the 
preöccupation of many of the most insightful minds of our epoch: Kant, Goethe, Ruskin, 
Emerson, Carlyle, Arnold, Nietzsche, Poincare, Whitehead, Spengler, Jung, Croce, 
Santayana, Valery, Hesse, Koestler inter alios. The underlying principle from which their 
cross-axial thinking sprang was the unity and indivisibility of the Self; from a comprehensive 
belief about the human mind as an “organ” which is not divided into special “faculties” but 
forms a whole we call the Self—i.e., no expression is a product of some special part of the 
mind; each springs from the whole Self. Subsequently, these prophetic thinkers feared 
a radical dehumanization of Mankind which could occur through loss of this holistic Self 
to specialized functionalism. This fear has been proven legitimate in the years since 
these geniuses wrote and recently has become a key to much of the most insightful 
contemporary cultural criticism.

One aspect of Snow’s famous examination that is often overlooked or forgotten is 
his assertion that Science is, by nature, forward-looking. Why, then, has every dialogue 
about reintegrating Science and Spirituality over the last two centuries been backward-
looking? The primary reason that the Spirituality of the 21st Century will not be in conflict 
with Science is simply that it will be derived from and predicated upon Science.395 The 
energy locked up in this form of expression will be the academic equivalent of the energy 
locked up in the formulation E=mc². In the Noödynamics Institute, our commitment to 
Science borders on the sacred; it is not “work,” but devotion. This is our eudaimonia; the 
Divine Mistress of the West (Paracelsus).

The Noödynamics Institute readily, eagerly argues in favor of religious experience, 
but must limit the reach of the argument in order to remain true to its mission. It is logically 
possible for persons to become immediately aware of sensory stimuli, and there is no 

394 The Revolt of the Masses (1930)
395 See Volumes 2 and 3
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reason why one should be prepared to 

Allure by Eric Fortune (2010); http://www.ericfortune.com

believe a scientific person when he or she 
says that red-shift is perceived in galaxies, 
but refuse to believe a spiritual person 
when he or she says that Deity is perceived 
in the grandeur of the Cosmos. If the 
person asserting the perception of numina 
is simply asserting that he or she is 
experiencing a peculiar kind of sense-
content, then the assertion may be as true 
as that about red-shifted galaxies. 
Ordinarily, however, the person who states 
that numina have been experienced is not 
merely claiming that a religious experience 
has been had, but also that there exists an 
entity or a state of existence which is the 
object of this experience; just as the 
person who claims to observe red-shift is 
ordinarily claiming not merely that his or 
her visual sense-field contains a red-
shifted sense-content, but also that there 
exist galaxies to which the red-shift 
belongs. And so it is logical to differentiate 
between the scientific and spiritual claims, both synthetic propositions, if one can be 
empirically verified but the other cannot.

The fact that people have religious experiences must be accepted as verified, as 
spiritual knowledge is a cultural phenomenon like scientific and aesthetic knowledge, 
but only empirical validation of de facto religious experiences can imply that they 
require the same credibility assignable to de facto observations of Science and works 
of Art. Formulating spiritual knowledge in propositions that are empirically verifiable is a 
daunting task, but a necessary one.

The essential part of a formal demonstration of a spiritual proposition will be a Principle 
of Empirical Consistency. Empirical consistency will be the procedure for ascertaining 
the truth of spiritual propositions—in the context of the Noödynamics Institute—such 
that valid propositions must apply to all relevant observations on the basis of formal 
experience. In essence, this will enable us to deduce that a spiritual proposition p, that 
depends on a particular natural experience x, holds, at least in principle, for every x. It 
must be shown, therefore, that p(x) implies the truth of p(x+1), and p(x+2);and so on. Thus 
if we have a spiritual proposition p, we can think of it as providing us with a template 
for a class of experiences, where there is a certain predictable empirical result from 
each evocative experiment or exercise, and where the way in which the experience p(x) 
depends upon p is itself objective.

We are certainly not requiring that p must never fail to produce p(x), but we do insist 
that p does produce p(x) sometimes, such that we can objectively verify the proposition, 
even if p(x) is subjective in nature. If p never actually produces p(x), or is alleged to 
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do so only for certain individuals, then it is logically unsound in the context of the 
Noödynamics Institute. (We are a non-profit and a non-prophet foundation.) We must 
be able in principle and practice to produce an experience by means of some direct 
application of the spiritual proposition at issue—i.e., it must be falsifiable. For if p asserts 
erroneously that the spiritual experience p(x) occurs when in fact it cannot be shown to 
occur, then the repeated performance of the actual procedure p(x) must eventually lead 
to a refutation of p—there can be no blind faith in the Noödynamics Institute. Thus while 
we fully recognize that there are experiences which analysis is unable to comprehend, 
and it follows that analysis cannot encapsulate our spiritual understanding, the purpose 
of the Institute requires rigorous treatment.

Some will argue, undoubtedly, that spiritual propositions differ greatly in practice from 
the viewpoints expressed in principle, and thus the insights and inspirations that the 
latter claim to enable are ultimately severely limited by the former. This point is not really 
relevant to the issue here. The question here concerns only what type of assertions can 
in principle be perceived as valid by the Noödynamics Institute. There certainly are well-
defined conceptualizations of what is accessible, in principle, to all Academics, even if the 
application, in practice, requires a long, involved, highly disciplined initiatory experience 
to gain understanding and insight sufficient to give rise to numina. Although it might 
be beyond reasonableness to expect some Academics to follow through the necessary 
details of the preparation involved in an initiatory experience, there is nevertheless no 
doubt that the process is one easily capable of comprehension and examination by 
Academics. We are here referring only to the complexity of religious experiences and not 
to possible essential matters of principle which might entail separating one Academic 
from another with regard to what types of spiritual reasoning they are prepared to accept. 
The point is that every Academic must be able, in principle, if they try hard enough for 
long enough, to follow the underlying process. We must be able to state, “Assuming 
spiritual axiom R, it follows that S....”

It is the intent of the Noödynamics Institute that the Western people will truly experience 
spiritual sentiment and the inner imperative for the survival of their Culture based on a 
pragmatic acceptance of an improved understanding of the actual conditions and terms 
for survival. In the final tercets of the Divine Comedy, Dante exclaimed:

As the geometer who tries too hard 
 To square the circle, but cannot discover, 
 Think as he can, the principle involved,

So did I strive with this new mystery: 
 I yearned to know how our image could fit 
 Into that circle, how it could conform;

But my own wings could not take me that high— 
 Then a great flash of understanding struck 
 My mind, and suddenly its wish was granted.

At this point power failed high fantasy 
 But, like a wheel turning in perfect balance, 
 I felt my will and my desire compelled

By the Love that moves the sun and other stars.
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The Institute submits that a belief in Cultural Ontology, or in the existence of a Culture-
soul that is not and cannot be a mere sum of Western beings, will be a vital aspect of the 
revolution in thought that now seems to be a prerequisite for the survival of a cultural 
movement. The modern disdain for pure Spirituality implies a failure to recognize the 
significance of well-formed cognitive processes, or to understand the quality added to 
one discipline by the method of expression of another discipline, even when the two are 
in different domains. In other words, spiritual considerations lead us to set for ourselves 
new scientific problems. The problems of Spirituality, if it is pure rather than doctrinaire, 
can certainly be analytical in substance, although they are problems not put forth in terms 
of analysis. Nevertheless, analysis —i.e., Science—profits by such problems because it is 
obliged to solve them to satisfy the requirements of cognitive holism. Put another way, 
one great advantage of (pure) Spirituality lies precisely in the fact that intuition can assist 
the intellect by helping to determine the path to be followed, and, history is replete with 
examples of analytical problems solved by reduction to intuitive forms.

In operational terms, this must be the case because the appropriate adjustments 
that we must make in efforts to better coordinate experience in the interests of our 
culture-system will require drastic changes in attitude and behavior. It also seems clear 
that a willingness—an imperative—to sacrifice self-interest for the good of the whole 
has rarely occurred in the course of human history as the direct result of a pragmatic 
intellectual understanding of the “necessity” to make such sacrifices. Yet, as psychological 
philosopher R.D. Laing related somewhere, “There are sudden, apparently inexplicable 
suicides that must be understood as the dawn of a hope so horrible and harrowing that 
it is unendurable.”

Science finds its meaning in the harmonious arrangement of elements that enable the 
mind, intuitively, to comprehend the whole without neglecting the details. This intuited 
harmony is essentially spiritual, yet it simultaneously satisfies our scientific requirements, 
and thus Spirituality assists Science because intuition is an assistance to analysis, which 
it supports and guides. By setting before the mind a well-ordered and meaningful whole, 
Spirituality gives us a presentiment of scientific principles and laws. And once we have 
dismissed doctrinaire and dogmatic religious thinking in lieu of pure spiritual cognition, it 
becomes obvious that no incongruity exists because the only spiritual impressions worthy 
of retaining our attention and capable of codification are those which can make us better 
acquainted with scientific principles and laws. The best and truest spiritual impressions 
are precisely the most scientific, because intuition and analysis are expressions of a 
single Psyche. As Wordsworth famously described it:

 That serene and blessed mood 
In which the affections gently lead us on, — 
Until, the breath of this corporeal frame 
And even the motion of our human blood 
Almost suspended, we are laid asleep 
In body, and become a living soul: 
While, with an eye made quiet by the power 
Of harmony, and the deep power of joy, 
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We see into the life of things.396

The Psyche does not intuit, but can only be taught, spiritual concepts that are without 
scientific (and aesthetic) interest. Consciousness will never produce such inorganic 
ideas, and for that reason they are propagated through doctrine and dogma. Of course, 
some taught spiritual ideas are valid, because they emerged from organic consciousness 
at some time in history, and thus they remain scientific (and aesthetic), but these are the 
exceptions which prove the general rule. The truest spiritual impressions almost always 
emerge directly from consciousness, from a matrix of multivalent phenomenology. When 
spiritual impressions arise in this way, although they do not always stand the test of 
verification, they nevertheless never mislead us. 

The spiritual sensibility of the Psyche plays the part of a delicate sieve for other 
sensibilities, selecting promising paths of exploration from a perceived pattern of 
wholeness, and this makes it sufficiently clear why the majority of great discoverers 
possessed it. The other sensibilities are limited, but the spiritual sensibility is not, or at 
least we cannot imagine its limitations, and thus it can form more novel conceptions 
of existence in a given period of time than can be comprised in the other sensibilities 
combined. In fact, it is logical to suppose that the spiritual sensibility can explore all 
possible combinations and permutations of principles from other sensibilities, to a degree 
that would stagger the imagination if conceived. Hence the right path forward is more 
often selected through intuition than through analysis. This is not to say, of course, that 
scientific (or aesthetic) concepts can emerge ready-made from intuition; i.e., from spiritual 
impressions. History proves that such is not the case. But from spiritual inspirations, which 
are the fruits of intuition, Science and Art obtain points of departure for analytical and 
aesthetic advances. The advances themselves, obviously, must be made within Science 
and Art per se, following the inspirations, and only after these have been verified.

Dedication of this magnitude requires a profound sense of identification with the High 
Culture that operates at the deepest levels of our lives.  It is precisely such a sense of 
identification which has always been one of the primary aims of spiritual thought and 
practice.  Yet one does not simply generate such an ontological belief based on the 
'practicality' of doing so (William James' "Will To Believe").  Such belief often requires what 
Kierkegaard called a Leap of Faith that may have little or nothing to do with logical thought. 
This “leap of faith” would not be a leap of blind faith, however, but rather a qualitative 
one (with a Lockean reasonableness) requiring a sense of adventure, a willingness to 
take a risk, a self-commitment to an objective uncertainty that is well worth exploring—
existentially “belief is like love,” advised Schopenhauer: “It cannot be compelled; and 
as any attempt to compel love produces hate, so it is the attempt to completely believe 
which first produces real unbelief.”397

Faith, suggested Kierkegaard, is “the contradiction between the endless passion of 
the individual’s inwardness and objective uncertainty.”398 Faith in intuition (i.e., Spirituality) 
is therefore ultimately identical in form to the definition of faith in reason (i.e., Science) 
proffered by Whitehead: “Faith that at the basis of things we shall not find mere arbitrary 

396 Lines Composed a Few Miles Above Tintern Abbey (1798)
397 Pererga and Paralipomena (1851)
398 Concluding Unscientific Postscript to Philosophical Fragments (1846)
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mystery.”399

We are here referring to a “passionate inwardness” (Kierkegaard); an existential 
introspection concerning the consciousness of consciousness; a humanistic 
perspectivalism (Nietzsche) lionizing free choice. In other words, a metaempirical 
engagement of the World in which we transcend being Pavlovian automatons in Camusian 
form, evolving from Mersault into Sisyphus through a stoical acceptance of the supreme 
tautology400 that the meaning of Life is Life itself; i.e., is a life of Meaning. This is simply 
a post-reflective experience of existence in-itself, above the Absurd, as a rejection of 
metaphysical nihilism. “Biological evolution is to a large extent a history of escapes from 
the blind alleys of over-specialization, the evolution of ideas a series of escapes from the 
bondage of mental habit,” observed Koestler; “and the escape mechanism in both cases 
is based on the principle of undoing and redoing, the draw-back-to-leap pattern.”401 In 
such instances, faith can be a crucial factor, as the great William James explained so 
famously in The Will to Believe:

There are, then, cases where a fact cannot come at all unless a 
preliminary faith exists in its coming. And where faith in a fact can 
help create the fact, that would be an insane logic which should say 
that faith running ahead of scientific evidence is the “lowest kind of 
immorality” into which a thinking being can fall. Yet such is the logic 

399 Science and the Modern World (1925)
400 Pleonasmus
401 The Ghost in the Machine (1967)
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which our scientific absolutists pretend to regulate our lives!

We must at least be willing to embrace (with Rousseau’s philosophic good faith) the 
epistemic principle of Fechner, that a hypothesis which has positive ground and does not 
contradict established science should be more readily sought the more it renders life more 
beautiful, more true, and more spiritually meaningful (Fideism). “To doubt everything or 
to believe everything are two equally convenient solutions,” Poincaré noted somewhere; 
“Both dispense with the necessity of reflection.” 

It has been overlooked for too long that the so-called “problem of induction” has 
never been solved; indeed, it cannot be solved. How can we, as Scientists, prove that 
certain generalizations predicated upon empirical facts will maintain their predictive 
power in the future? The answer is simple: We cannot. And it logically follows that since 
inductive knowledge can never be certain, neither can deductive knowledge, since 
deduction guarantees the certainty of the conclusions it produces but cannot guarantee 
the certainty of the premises upon which the deductions are based. If we try to deduce the 
proposition we wish to prove from purely analytic or synthetic principles, we commit the 
errors, respectively, of supposing it possible to deduce matters of fact from tautologies 
or of presuming that which we set out to prove. Even the principle of the uniformity of 
nature merely begs the question it purports to answer—it asserts that past experience is 
a reliable guide to future experience but proves nothing whatsoever. As a matter of fact, 
any principle put forward to justify the inductive method will be a petitio principii since it 
would necessarily be derived using the inductive method.

Based upon what principle, therefore, do we justify the Scientific Method? Faith. The 
concepts derived from induction have worked well, for the most part, in the past, and 
thus we have faith in their usefulness in the future. We are entitled to have faith in the 
process, despite production of erroneous information on countless occasions, because 
it effectively performs the function it is designed to perform—we have faith that it will 
continue to reliably predict the future and thus enable us to control our environment.

Nevertheless, the success of this process in practice offers no proof of a logical form, 
and we know—though we seldom admit it—that no such proof is possible. By itself, no 
analysis of empirical principles can reveal anything whatsoever about their truth—we 
have only faith in their efficacy. Every hypothesis is a leap of faith, and we are simply 
proposing extra-scientific hypotheses.

That no general proposition subject to empirical verification can be demonstrated 
conclusively has been known at least since Hume, though Academics tend to “forget” 
that no matter how many experiments validate an inductive theory, there is no logical 
guarantee that future tests will do likewise. The fact that any natural law has been 
substantiated n times affords no guarantee that it will be substantiated in the n+1 instance, 
regardless  of how large n may be—the very concept of “natural law” requires a quantum 
of faith. It should be noted that we are talking about an informed faith, not a blind faith, but 
faith it is, nevertheless, and thus rational skepticism must be tempered. Scientific “truths,” 
then, are really empirical hypotheses which have been substantiated through sufficient 
testing, and thus non-scientific hypotheses that can meet the same standards are valid. 
“The question of differentiating between knowledge and belief is of minor philosophical 
interest, in comparison with the more general question how our acceptance of different 
sorts of propositions is to be justified,” explained A.J. Ayer. “What is important is to elicit 
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the criteria of rational belief, rather than to determine the point at which it deserves a 
different name.”402

Where there is Life there is Pattern, and where there is Pattern there is Mathematics—
of that there can be no doubt. But Life cannot be comprehended by the use of a formula, 
made to conform to rules, or generated by advanced computer programs—it can barely 
even be defined. Life is what the American logician John Myhill called prospective.403 
Has not Quantum Mechanics, after all, forced us into a position of rejecting a Hilbertian 
formalism in Science; a position of basing Science upon a mathematical constructivism? 
The fact that the Uncertainty Principle404 demands a third categorical status beyond True 
or False seems to indicate that this is so. Gödel proved, for all practical purposes, that 
even in pure Mathematics there must always be some statements the truth of which are 
metaphysical; that Mathematics is, ultimately, a Religion—and the only Religion which 
can prove itself to be one. “God made the integers,” admonished Leopold Kronecker, “all 
else is the work of man.”

Anyone insistent on railing against faith of any kind should examine the foundations of 
our trust in Science. Who among us has personally seen proof of the existence of atoms? 
Who has been shown conclusively, a la Foucault, that the earth turns on its axis? Who 
has not simply flown in an aircraft to see that the earth is curved, but actually flown the 
aircraft in a full orbit of the planet to verify that it is a sphere? We all take Copernicus for 

402 The Central Questions of Philosophy (1973)
403 “Some Philosophical Implications of Mathematical Logic,” Reviews of Metaphysics, 6, 1952
404 Heisenberg, 1926
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granted, but who has personally performed an experiment which showed conclusively 
that the earth orbits the sun? These questions are, of course, rhetorical, but this does 
not detract from the significance of the point. That is, that we were taught these things 
in school, by teachers who learned them in school, from teachers who learned them in 
school—not only is our “knowledge” of these things hearsay to the nth degree, but it has 
very likely never been verified by anyone in the entire “family tree” of teachers going 
back a century and more. Yet we believe.

What compels us to accept all these counter-intuitive claims without analysis or 
experimentation, based on the authority of grade-school teachers, no less, about whose 
credentials and credibility and education we know absolutely nothing? We have faith; 
faith in Science, faith in Academia, faith in teachers. Not only must each “fact” have been 
accurately derived in the first instance, but each must have been interpreted, recorded, 
transmitted, and taught with perfect informational integrity. This faith is not blind, but 
it is faith nonetheless. Not one of us knows any of the claims asserted above—we 
simply believe them. Not only is all faith not “superstitious,” then, but some is absolutely 
essential for Science to exist at all. What if every student, in every generation, adopted 
the myopia of modern pedants and simply dismissed any counter-intuitive claim put forth 
without personal empirical verification? Hence the very first Philosopher of note in the 
West, Anselm of Canterbury (1033-1109), gave us the creed that has been at the core of 
Academia ever since: “I believe so that I may understand.”

Every single thing we believe but pretend to know is the product of a long 
concatenation of events that we put faith in every day: experimental devices designed 
and used correctly; the accurate comprehension of data; the trustworthiness of journal 
editors, and so on. Try to refute the foolish conspiracy theories about the Apollo moon-
landing being a hoax perpetrated with careful stagecraft and technical expertise—it 
can’t be done . Faced with such outrageous  challenges  to what we think we know , 
we find ourselves with little more than appeals to “common sense” and authority—like 
the Scholastics who persecuted Galileo, with “common sense” and authority.

The probability that all these concepts are indeed untrue is vanishingly small, yet they 
are predicated from beginning to end not upon knowledge but on faith. You know that 
you are reading these words, but little else. Faith, then, is just a form of trust—the trust, in 
this case, that we have in each other as intellectuals. Without this faith, research would 
start anew every day, eliminating the synergy that fires Academia. Academics must trust 
each other, especially now, and it is our assertion that in specifying the initial conditions 
of the experiment called “Noödynamics Institute,” we begin with such a sound attitude 
toward anything both positive and possible. Just as we call upon common experience to 
push forward with Science and Technology, so let us open ourselves to such spontaneous 
trust in Culture at this juncture in history.

Science has become extremely specialized, and the terminology and methodology 
of every discipline is, for the most part, afforded authoritative influence from each arena. 
This is an important mode of practice, scientia, that we should extend to nonscientific 
arenas. This will require a new Philosophy of Science405 based on the realization that 
the intellect is but part of the human organism. By this act of incorporating knowledge 

405 Our Philosophy of Science is fully developed in Volume 2.
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and experience per se into the intellectual life of the sciences, we will build up a more 
encompassing and enriching intelligibility of what it means to be human. “One needs 
one’s heart to follow an idea,” advised Richard Feynman.406

The Noödynamics Institute rejects supernaturalism in all its forms, but avers that 
metascientific knowledge is available through the senses and perception. Did not Gödel 
prove mathematically that within any system of axioms and postulates which is at least 
as complex as arithmetic, there are always propositions that cannot be proven true or 
false within the system? In fact, the very consistency of any system cannot be proven 
within the system. Thus a new Philosophy of Science is not only useful but crucial. The 
Incompleteness Theorem dictates that any sufficiently complicated system must seek 
without itself to find ultimate validity. How could we, for example, apply the principle of 
falsifiability to the principle of falsifiability?

If we can comprehend a non-contingent aspect of the Universe only by discovering 
its conditions, it logically follows that an unconditioned noncontingency must be 
incomprehensible. Thus the unconditioned noncontingency that existed before the Big 
Bang must be incomprehensible, and irrefragably so, but that does not mean that it is 
beyond our power to comprehend its incomprehensibility. “Admissions of ignorance and 
temporary mystification are vital to good science,” observed Oxford scientist Richard 
Dawkins.407

Is it not ironic that the intellectuals’ favorite metaphysical argument against those 
who, in response to questions as to “what” created the Universe, reply that “God did,” 
that  is, “Then  who  created  God ?”,  applies  with  equal  force  to Science ? In other 
words , What  created  the  Singularity ? The  smug  dismissal  of this  question  as “
unscientific” is not a refutation but a validation of Metaphysics; in fact, it is even more 
than that, it is a refutation  of the epistemological  completeness  of Science because 
the law of causal  closure  asserts  that nothing  can be its own cause : Everything  that 
occurs has a sufficient antecedent set of conditions. Hence, the assertion that “nothing” 
created the Singularity is every bit as stupid as the claim that “God” did.

Every cognitive endeavor is ultimately a leap of faith, because each begins with only a 
belief in a system of laws capable of being comprehended by the human mind. If people 
doubted the existence of a universal order of interlocking principles, they would not 
stray from the path of what is known. This intuition that there are intelligible patterns in 
the cosmos and that we are capable of understanding them has always been central to 
intellectual endeavors. In other words, a kind of faith always precedes analysis. And why 
not apply this time-proven method to Spirituality, even if all that remains to be discovered 
is a “god complex” in the brain? Would not the discovery of an innate function inspiring a 
belief in numina be, eo ipso, “scientific” if pursued inductively?

The assertion that “God” created the universe is a bad answer to a significant question. 
But the assertion that “Nothing” created the universe is no answer at all. It is not an 
academic bounding of intellectual inquiry but intellectual abdication. It is scientifically 
required that the singularity which caused the Big Bang be acknowledged as having had 
a cause as well, and thus while there are many stupid answers—of which “God” and 

406 The Meaning of it All (1998)
407 The God Delusion (2006)
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“Nothing” are most common—this in no 

Prometheus by Gustave Moreau (1868)

logical manner suggests that the question 
is stupid. Refusing to acknowledge a 
logical question is not Science but dogma, 
no more academically sound than the 
priests’ refusal to look through Galileo’s 
telescope. Scientific proposals concerning 
the “cause” of the singularity preceding 
the Big Bang are undeniably the most 
difficult to come by and would be highly—
almost “unprofessionally”—speculative; 
but would nevertheless be Science, and 
as such more interesting and productive 
than the intellectual abdications 
represented by “God” and “Nothing”.

Both “God” and “Nothing” are, in the 
final analysis, tautological answers to 
a legitimate question, and as such are 
equivalent. If a=b and b=c, then a=c. Thus, 
both “God” and “Nothing” are identical 
answers of tautological nonsense, 
each essentially postulating that “The 
uncreated created creation.” We should, 
the Noödynamics Institute avers, instead adopt the same attitude toward Metaphysics 
that Newton adopted with regard to universal gravitation—it was named in Latin, gravitas, 
with an almost forgotten etymology indicating “serious” or “predominate” force, which 
Newton could neither define nor even describe. It was, like the singularity before the 
Big Bang, simply a matter of recognizing the Principle of Sufficient Reason, where the 
Hellenic Culture had merely postulated that the planets move in circular motion because 
that is their “mode of movement”—the equivalent to the modern cosmologists’ “Nothing” 
as the cause of the Big Bang.

We should at least adopt the Newtonian integrity to admit what we do not know, 
probably cannot know, rather than pretending that our ignorance can be transferred to 
the questioner. When it was demanded that Newton define this “occult” force he called 
gravitas, the most intelligent man in human history responded as modern cosmologists 
should: I feign no hypotheses. One of the few forces in history that has had as significant 
an impact on society as the Law of Universal Gravitation, is the Principle of Sufficient 
Reason, and thus Academia has committed a grave epistemological error in ignoring 
it. What is great in Science is that it is a bridge and not a goal. “A true empiricism,” 
declared Henri Bergson, “is one that sets itself the task of getting as close as possible 
to the original, of sounding the depths of life, of feeling the pulse of its spirit by a sort of 
intellectual auscultation.”408

People differ widely in their beliefs, even when they are predicated upon the 

408 Introduction to Metaphysics (1903)
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same set of facts. What seems abundantly obvious to one person is often thoroughly 
unconvincing to another; and our beliefs are so often vaguely conceived and emotion-
laden that justification based on one is implausible without consideration of the other. 
Ultimately, between the extremes of certainty—total acceptance and total rejection—
there is a spectrum of belief corresponding to degrees of knowledge. Although even 
the most rational beliefs are essentially subjective, we cannot be logical while relying 
upon a mere intensity of belief. As a matter of principle, erroneous conclusions based on 
limited knowledge and correct reasoning are little preferable to correct results obtained 
by limited knowledge and erroneous reasoning, and thus the Noödynamics Institute is 
led inexorably to a Principle of Insufficient Reason (Bernoulli).

The calculus of probability must be based upon this principle, logically, and begins 
with a simple premise mostly forgotten by modern Science: If we are ignorant of all 
the ways an event can occur and therefore have no reasonable ground for exclusion, 
it should be recognized as equally probable to occur one way as another. This concept 
implies acceptance of an “equally-balanced ignorance” in the domain of causal agents 
which cannot be logically eliminated with certainty. The “God” of the Bible can be logically 
eliminated from known and proven theories; the numina of every spiritual worldview 
cannot, and wherever it does not contradict our knowledge, cannot be logically dismissed 
as a concept.

When the results of experiment contradict a proposition about numina, we should 
conclude that we have no use for the hypothesis. But we should never forget that since 
such proof is experimental—not logical—it is never complete and is thus always subject to 
further experimentation. A logical proof is only possible if every causal factor for an event 
is known. Obviously, such certainty is extremely rare in Science, even for the most basic 
and relevant events—we do not know the cause of the Big Bang, or the cause of Life, or 
the cause of Consciousness, or even the cause of Love and Beauty. It is appropriate, then, 
to remember the distinction between inductive and deductive proof. In order to prove 
or disprove a proposition inductively—i.e., according to the so-called Scientific Method—
even a vast number of empirical  demonstrations would not be sufficient, because a 
single exception—one white crow—will suffice to invalidate the alleged proof. Contrary 
to popular Intelligentsia assertion, all propositions about numina can not be invalidated 
deductively. No proposition has any probable truth or falsity except in relation to other 
knowledge.

Even possessing vast amounts of empirical evidence about causal factors, and 
confident in the near-conclusiveness of many of our hypotheses, our ignorance about the 
totality of Nature and the Cosmos is still so abysmal that all our knowledge is mere detail—
we have done more than “scratch the surface” of Truth, but not much more. It should be 
evident now more than ever just how limited are the instances when the inductive method 
is macrocosmically applicable. Presently, our macro-cosmic theories are only functional 
and useful after we have made major assumptions—and every assumption must, like 
all hypotheses, justify its continued existence by its productiveness; and we must be 
prepared to modify or reject each when continued experimentation fails to corroborate 
it. Instead, ironically, scientific presumptions alone are allowed to stand, many untested 
even, without any verification whatsoever—whatever orthodox Scientists want to be true 
is accepted as true until disproven, a privilege allowed no other form of expression. Yet 
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most Scientists accuse every other field of just this faith-based epistemology. Laplace’s 
claim that we have no need of spiritual hypotheses is popular, but it is also merely another 
hypothesis.

The faith we endorse can be likened to an assumption, such as Science’s assumption 
of the uniformity of the laws of nature. As such, faith is a device for further understanding 
rather than a presumption. Such faith is essentially a subjective state of conviction, a deep 
meaning one feels compelled to impress on one’s life. Such faith always remains open 
to disproof by reasonable tests, and must consider any unreasonable resistance to new 
evidence as impious. The faith we endorse does not posit a transcendental “purpose” 
to the universe, without which life is meaningless—i.e., Judeochristian faith—but rather, 
it compels humans to forge their own meaning and purpose within the bounds of an 
ordered Cosmos. Such faith is effectively what the University of Minnesota professor of 
philosophy David F. Swenson called a view of life:

A view of life is a principle of living, a spirit and an attitude capable of 
maintaining its unity and identity with itself in all of life’s complexities 
and varying vicissitudes; and yet also capable of being declined, 
to use the terminology of the grammatical sciences, in all the 
infinite variety of cases that the language of life affords. Without 
this preparation the individual life is like a ship without a rudder, a 
bit of wreckage floating with the current to an uncomprehended 
destiny. A view of life is not objective knowledge, but subjective 
conviction. It is a part of man’s own self, the source whence the 
stream of his life issues. It is the dominant attitude of the spirit which 
gives to life its direction and its goal. This is why it cannot be directly 
communicated or conveyed, like an article of commerce, from one 
person to another. If a view of life were a body of knowledge about 
life, or a direct and immediate implication from such knowledge, 
it would be subject to objective communication and systematic 
instruction. But it is rather a personal expression of what a man is in 
his own inmost self, and this cannot be learned by rote, or accepted 
at the hands of some external authority. Knowledge is the answer or 
answers that things give to the questions we ask of them; a view of 
life is the reply a person gives to the question that life asks of him. 
We begin life by scrutinizing our environment, ourselves playing the 
role of questioners and examiners and critics; but at a later moment, 
when the soul comes of age and is about to enter upon its majority, 
it learns that the tables have been turned and the roles reversed; 
from that moment it confronts a question, a searching and imperative 
question, in relation to which no evasion can prevail, and to which 
no shifting of responsibility is possible.409

All that is asserted here is that the scientifically demonstrable integrity, coherence, 
harmony, and holism of the Cosmos are suitable principles to inspire what might be 
called a Logical Fideism. In other words, we argue that the ontological reality revealed 

409 “The Diginity of Human Life,” in Kierkegaardian Philosophy in the Faith of a Scholar (1949)
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by Science is not logically different from the ontology of some non-dogmatic spiritual 
world-images. Of course, the knowledge upon which a Logical Fideism would be based 
is purely conceptual, but so are logical ideas such as “infinity,” which merely connotes 
the finite negatively. Using the concepts of Science, it is logically possible to form a 
composite concept of the Transcendent, inspired by a Logical Fideism. This composite 
concept would then be an object of immediate knowledge.

4.4 Empirical Spirituality

We certainly experience within ourselves intuitions of meaning that are predicable 
facts. We are not postulating some distinct faculty, but “intuition” connotes acts of 
understanding which proceed from the same source as “intellect” and “imagination.” 
Even if we reduce the concept of the “soul” to the form of the body, it is logical that it 
may intuit a form of the Universe. Why is the intuition of meaning less empirical than the 
intuition of causality, in light of Hume’s critique? The intuition generates in the open mind a 
sense of veneration, and the ontological foundation of this veneration is the dependence 
of all of creation on a single, original First Cause. Veneration arises in the encounter 
between the form of the body and the form of the Universe—this experience is “sacred.” 
What we know immediately are only concepts which are not numina but which we can 
use in propositions to express a sense of the sacred, and a Metaphysics predicated upon 
Physics can help us to increase it.

Apperception is an immediate source of knowledge of a sort. When a person intuits a 
transcendental meaning in facts, this act of apperceiving is not a premise from which he 
or she infers the presence of meaning. For to sense meaning is to have meaning present 
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itself. And in apperceiving it a person is aware of its presence. So long, therefore, as that 
person restricts his or her judgment to the assertion that meaning is apperceived, the 
judgment is factual.

What makes the Noödynamics Institute confident that a psycho-spiritual identification 
with the Western Culture-soul will play a primary role in any renaissance of the future 
is simply the “conviction” that the vast majority of culturally conscious persons in our 
society are willing and able to make such a leap, particularly when the modern scientific 
worldview as presented by noödynamic theory gives them a new “freedom” to do so. 
“The attempt to bridge the chasm between multiplicity and unity is the oldest problem of 
philosophy, religion, and science,” observed Henry James. “But the flimsiest bridge of all 
is the human concept, unless somewhere, within or beyond it, an energy not individual 
is hidden; and in that case the old question instantly reappears: What is that energy?”410

In our view, culture-minded persons are able to apprehend or intuit on the deepest 
levels of their subjective experience the existence of their Culture-soul as a self-evident 
truth. This is no mere reification of Culture; this is a scientific reclassification. We cannot 
“prove” the existence of a Culture-soul any more than we can “prove” that we love our 
children—yet we all know for a fact that we do. Similarly, at Galileo’s trial before the 
Inquisition in 1633, one of the pieces of “evidence” used against him was his failure to 
supply “proof” of his heliocentric ideas—he presented mere observation, declared the 
Church, that the Earth revolved around the Sun. What is therefore required, as we see it, 
to transform that which seems self-evident into the basis for a profound and active sense 
of identification with the Culture-soul that could serve as the basis for sacrificing the 
comfort of the individual for the well-being of the whole, or true Self, is a much improved 
dialogue between the truths of Science and those of Spirituality and Art. Yet it also 
seems clear that this dialogue will not occur on the scale that the Noödynamics Institute 
is imagining here in the absence of some dramatic improvements in the manner in which 
we approach all three.

An apperception is an existential image of the world, and an expression is the 
externalized representation of an image. So what is an existential image? Consider the 
West’s fascination with the stars. It consists of telescopes and Astronomy and laws of 
motion, analyzing the Universe; it includes an intuited sense of immensity and life’s 
expansiveness and the meaning of cosmic order; it culminates in an aesthetic appreciation 
of vast purity, of cold clarity, of endless stretches of apparent Infinity. So the analytic, 
intuitive, and aesthetic formal patterns must share an essence. Space-inspired Science, 
Spirituality, and Art all share homologous essence—i.e., an existential image—but there 
is no unmediated representation of the Essence.

In the final analysis, scientific Cosmography teaches us just what mystical Theology 
always did—that life is always inspired by visionaries who invoke beatified ideals, and 
the iconography of Science places the aureole of glory around the heads of Scientists, 
Engineers, Inventors, et al., just as previous ideals assigned it to saints and martyrs. In our 
postmodern world, Science is king, and the Noödynamics Institute once again proclaims 
the “divine right” of kings. Contrary to Whig interpretations of history, this principle did 
not depict superstition or egomania, but rather, a simple recognition of the fact that the 

410 Mont-Saint-Michel and Chartres (1905)
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celestial élan vital of a High Culture emanates through its people and in more spiritual 
times was symbolized in a King. Not a king but kingship in-itself was intended to render 
the embodiment of this élan vital symbolically immortal, and the élan vital was deemed 
to testify through and for this symbol. Hence the ancient proclamation at the symbolic 
passing of the sceptre: The king is dead; long live the king! 

We desire the re-establishment of this ideal, with the radiating royal crown—physical 
embodiment of the halo—firmly upon the head of Academia; i.e., Science. In the 
noödynamic worldview, splendor, glory, renown, élan, etc., are images and notions which 
appear in closest conjunction with the meanings of latent potentialities and actualized 
capacities found primarily in Science—hence the intellectual abstractions and physical 
inventions of Mankind are but the lower, lesser manifestations of an as-yet unrecognized 
transcendent worldview predicated upon Science. In this context, the foundation of 
Science represents for us the basis upon which to establish a luminous structure with 
our highest existential hopes and desires at the apex.

As Poincaré noted, many scientific axioms are neither synthetic a priori intuitions 
nor experimental facts, but conventions—“definitions in disguise”.411 This of course does 
not mean that axioms are arbitrary, however, because they are guided by empirical 
evidence and limited by the demands of logical consistency. As an example of his point, 
Poincaré related that “it is by definition that force is equal to the product of the mass and 
the acceleration; this is a principle which is henceforth beyond the reach of any future 
experiment. Thus it is by definition that action and reaction are equal and opposite.”412 
Thus with natural Spirituality: It is by definition that the natural laws of the Cosmos—and 
especially the perceived acausal resonance recently verified in quantum nonlocality413—
have been for millennia equated with Deity. This is a principle which is incorporated into 
the human psyche as archetypes. Thus it is by definition that the order and harmony of 
the Universe, and the holism and cyclicality of Nature, are synonymous with Deity. “When 
a scientific theory claims to tell us what heat is, or what electricity is, or what life is,” added 
Poincaré later, “it is condemned in advance: All it can give us is a rough image.”414 It is 
understandable that the Psyche adds meaning to this image.

Whereas Science is perception in a mode of presentational mediation and thus 
depends upon the relationship of intension and extension, it can only exhibit the world 
as a spatiotemporal interaction of mind and body. Hence, the extensive quantities 
analyzed by intension are logical constructs, expressing the interactions of bodies. 
Experiment-based theories, then, depend upon non-analytical suppositions of intension, 
i.e., intuitions, of congruence between past, present, and future states of intension-
extension instrumentation. In other words, even scientific perception is predicated upon 
a subjective psychophysical field and all empirical observations are undertaken through 
modes of presentational mediation—Science is a mythology without any ultimate 
objective standards.

Our modern definition of “Science,” therefore, is arbitrarily narrow due to the bias of 

411 Science and Hypothesis (1902)
412 Ibid.
413 See Physics, Volume 2
414 The Value of Science (1905)
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provincialism and a severely limited scheme of thought. This narrowness results from the 
“pathetic fallacy” of our particular epoch in the history of the West, of particular schools 
of thought in this era, and of the idiosyncrasies and inherent impulses of our particular 
culture-system. The primary problem resulting from this definitional distortion is an inability 
to objectively and impartially recognize the variegated sciences of other, particularly 
different culture-systems. Ultimately, Science is exemplified not by methodology so much 
as by intrinsic interest and intent. A specific type of expression—e.g. analysis—can take 
many forms and yet remain cognate. We readily recognize individuation in Spirituality 
and Art, and now must extend this understanding to Science.

The main concrete problem with Atheists and Superstitionists is that they fail to 
distinguish between practical truth and abstract truth. Thus Atheists suggest that religious 
falsehoods are “dangerous” and Superstitionists adhere to systems based on reward and 
punishment. In reality, not all falsehood is problematic and morality is a human invention. 
Atheists pretend that religious persons are akin to those who would tell you that you 
can step off a cliff and not fall to your death, if only you believe in God; Superstitionists 
pretend that scientific persons are akin to those who would deny the existence of love 
because it cannot be measured. In other words, they each portray the other in caricature, 
and do Spirituality and Science a great disservice.

Practical truth: if one person advises that if you step off a cliff, gravity will pull you 
down at 2.8/second² to your death, and another, that a monstrous demon resides at the 
bottom of the cliff and sucks into his mouth any who step beyond the cliff, will the half of 
the community that accepts the first explanation be more undead for not stepping off the 
cliff than the half that accepts the second?
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Abstract truth: the Ptolemaic model of the universe provided very accurate 
astronomical observation and worked for centuries among various peoples of Europe 
and Asia; yet virtually every single element of it was wrong. Did Rome fall due to this? 
Was a single person in Europe or Asia affected in any way by this glaring falsehood?

The answer to both examples, of course, is “no,” yet Atheists and Superstitionists 
engage in their polemics as if there is no distinction between who and what on the 
one hand and how and why on the other. Someone who teaches that children over 
eight years of age may step off the cliff without harm is committing a grievous error; but 
someone who teaches that the earth spins like a top on the table of some gigantic child 
is only unfortunately in error. The failure to recognize the difference between these two 
types of truth is at the heart of the endless partisanship between the scientific and the 
spiritual. Atheists pretend that believing in a “God” of gravity is a how or why conception 
and therefore detrimental to human existence; and Superstitionists pretend that striving 
to explain the existence of the Universe in terms of big bangs and singularities is a who 
or what conception, and therefore detrimental to an ethical life.

At its roots, every religion is based on a founding myth, and this is simply an assignation 
of how and what conceptions where explanations are lacking, or insufficient, or even 
unattractive. For Christmas, why do not parents simply take their children to the store and 
let them pick out toys of so much value, thereby dispensing with all the superfluous rituals 
of secrecy and gift-wrapping and a miraculous old man from the North Pole coming down 
the chimney to put presents under a tree not in one in a thousand people can explain? 
Myth. We spend hundreds of millions of dollars every year, totally wasted on items only 
to be used for a single day, when the logical course would be to use all that money 
to enhance living standards throughout the year—and even the poor participate in this 
organized and celebrated market-licentiousness. Myth.

We are not “lying” to our toddlers when we tell them about Santa Claus and the Easter 
Bunny and the Tooth Fairy, et al., but adding beauty and wonder to their world. And no 
one has ever seriously attempted to dispel these illusory traditions based on the fact that 
believing in such falsehoods is not conducive to well-being. In a very real sense, Religion 
is a mature attempt, some of it subconscious, to add beauty and wonder to the world. Are 
we really supposed to believe that the ancient Greeks accepted as fact the Gods’ almost 
daily interventions in the Trojan War, yet were not skeptical that they had not intervened 
even once in “modern” Greece, for centuries? This is a silly proposition. People who love 
Life and Nature and the Cosmos have a deep-seated desire to engage it, and because 
we are anthropological this inevitably produces anthropomorphic conceptualizations.

Atheists and Superstitionists have lost this zest for life, wherein one does not merely 
observe Nature but celebrates it. Our ancestors celebrated Yule—the 25th of December, 
a date arrogated by the Christians as “christ-mass”—because it was, according to their 
models, the winter solstice, the day on which the Sun has reached “apogee” and begins 
its “return.” These were not people to merely calculate to the nth degree the arc or time 
of the event; nor to merely exclaim “God be praised” as oversimplification of an opposite 
sort. They celebrated their Science and Spirituality, crude though they may have been, 
and how better to metaphorically conceive the object of this veneration and explain it to 
children than as a great god atop a chariot of fire? Did the celebration of “Sol Invictus” 
alter the astronomical precision of the planetary motions? Did imagining “him” as a warrior 
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atop a fiery chariot, bringing back the Sun Technological Prayer: Is 
Anybody Out There?

The Very Large Array radio-telescope formation in New Mexico

“Then heavenly one, and hast thou heard my prayer and seen my hand 
stretched forth to thee in longing? Come ye from heaven, oh sweetest 
tones, to me, that I may know who dwells above the skies? Oh yet sound 
on, ye envoys from on high, with rapturous ears your message I receive.”

—J. F. Schink
Johann Faust (1801; Vol. 1)

and Spring, belittle creation?
The foregoing explains why we have 

adopted the unorthodox position that 
“Religion” is essentially the overlap of 
“Spirituality” and “Art.” No one who could 
understand, calculate, and predict the 
solstices and equinoxes believed in the 
imagery of the celebrations de facto. Their 
desire to understand the heavens was a 
spiritual impulse and this was beautified 
through mythopoiesis. Where Spirituality 
and Art meet, there lies true Religion, 
which is no more “anti-intellectual” than the 
absurdity of proposing that the universe 
was once crammed into a space smaller 
than a proton and exploded ex nihilo. 
That is even less likely than a chariot of 
fire, yet it is fact—abstract fact. We know it 
because we want to know it, not because 
we need to know it, and thus the scientific 
critique of Religion per se is more than 
inappropriate; it is a non sequitur. The 
same applies, vice versa, to the supernatural critique of Science. We intuitively know the 
truth, which is why we casually speak of “Mother” Nature and “Father” Time—we desire 
some magick in our equations.

As George Eliot brilliantly observed, there is a “family likeness” in the passion felt by 
“great benefactors of mankind” on the one side and “devotees of phantasmal discovery” 
on the other, and thus enthusiasm for an idea is no testament of its soundness:

Error and folly have had their hecatombs of martyrs. Reduce the 
grandest type of man hitherto known to an abstract statement of his 
qualities and efforts, and he appears in dangerous company: say that, 
like Copernicus and Galileo, he was immovably convinced in the face 
of hissing incredulity; but so is the contriver of perpetual motion. We 
cannot fairly try the spirits by this sort of test. If we want to avoid 
giving the dose of hemlock or the sentence of banishment in the 
wrong case, nothing will do but a capacity to understand the subject-
matter on which the immovable man is convinced, and fellowship 
with human travail, both near and afar, to hinder us from scanning any 
deep experience lightly. Shall we say, “Let the ages try the spirits, and 
see what they are worth”? Why, we are the beginning of the ages, 
which can only be just by virtue of just judgments in separate human 
breasts—separate yet combined.415

415 Daniel Deronda (1876)
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Thus with the issue of Spirituality and the fanatics of both orthodox positions. In the 
final analysis, Atheism and Superstitionism are cognate feelings—both are essentially 
supernatural  at the core, one declaring, without proof, that Nature cannot be divine, and 
the other declaring, also without proof, that Divinity cannot be natural. In At the Origins of 
Modern Atheism (1987), Notre Dame professor Michael J. Buckley observed:

Atheism does not stand alone. The term and the persuasions which 
cluster around it take their meaning from the divine nature which has 
been asserted by the religions and the philosophies, by the superstitious 
practices and the mystical experiences of those who adhere to the 
divine existence. An essential unity in intelligibility lies between atheism 
and theism, and if only the negative moment of this dipolarity receives 
attention, the problematic situation remains undetermined. The 
reflective experience of millennia demonstrates this. Atheism does not 
simply displace theism. The conflict between them is mortal because 
of their more general unity in meaning. If the antagonism does not bear 
upon a single subject, there is no contradiction. Affirmation and denial 
are only possible if the subject remains the same.

The supreme irony of this reality is that it is the Atheists, not the Superstitionists , 
who should know better. And in fact, many do, but because their Atheism is an agenda 
rather than a proposition of truth, they continue to mislead Academia and society. 
These pyromaniacs in fields of straw-men, with their anfractuous chaos of clarities, have 
generated a “new illiteracy.”416

In the best-selling and widely acclaimed God Delusion (2006), Richard Dawkins uses 
the straw-man fallacy over and over again. For example, in arguing against any significant 
portion of eminent scientists being religious, he observes that among those elected to 
the National Academy of Sciences “only about 7 percent believe in a personal God.” Then 
Dawkins immediately refers to “this overwhelming preponderance of atheists….”417 Here 
we have a perfect example of the straw-man fallacy, used very cleverly: Ask scientists 
about a “personal God” (i.e., the Judeochristian  “God”), then jump to the conclusion that 
all who reject this are “atheists.” Never, under any circumstances, ask them about “some 
transcendent metaphysical  level of existence,” because such an unbiased question 
could elicit affirmative answers based on empirical evidence and logical reasoning. 
On the next page, Dawkins claims that scientists’ general disbelief in Genesis—i.e., the 
Judeochristian  mythology—should be taken as evidence “that there might be something 
wrong with religion”—not Judeochristian religion, but “religion” per se. Again, set up a 
straw-man, knock him down, then pretend that you have knocked down the concept you 
pretended it represented.

Despite the exhortations and lamentations of modern intellectuals, there simply is no 
scientific basis for Atheism.418 In fact, Academia has totally failed to even define “deity” 
in any meaningful manner, so what is denied is not even an abstraction but merely an 
abstraction of abstraction. The scientistic juggernaut continues unabated only because 

416 Blackmur, 1967
417 pg.126 (emphasis added)
418 The subject is fully explored in Volume 3.
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it employs vague terms never rigorously clarified. The “God Delusion” could mean 
anything from superstition and cultism to illiteracy and schizophrenia . Since there is no 
clear definition of “god” there can be no intelligent referent for “delusion.” In essence, 
therefore, Atheism is actually a sociological agenda masquerading as a scientific program. 
Argumentation conceals what is really at issue. Such politicized Science should be 
anathema to all of Academia, regardless of perspective. No matter how many Scientists, 
Politicians, Journalists, Celebrities, et al., support Atheism, it remains as unscientific  as 
Judeochristianity . Even the very anti-metaphysical  philosopher of science W.K. Clifford 
implied as much when explaining that it is essentially unethical to adopt any belief on 
insufficient evidence or by suppressing contrary evidence:

Belief, that sacred faculty which prompts the decisions of our will, 
and knits into harmonious working all the compacted energies of 
our being, is ours not for ourselves, but for humanity. It is rightly 
used on truths which have been established by long experience 
and waiting toil, and which have stood in the fierce light of free and 
fearless questioning. Then it helps to bind men together, and to 
strengthen and direct their common action. It is desecrated when 
given to unproved and unquestioned statements, for the solace and 
private pleasure of the believer; to add a tinsel splendor to the plain 
straight road of our life and display a bright mirage beyond it; or 
even to drown the common sorrows of our kind by a self-deception 
which allows them not only to cast down but also to degrade us. 
Whoso would deserve well of his fellows in this matter will guard the 
purity of his belief with a very fanaticism of jealous care, lest at any 
time it should rest on an unworthy object and catch a stain which 
can never be wiped away.419

Atheism is simply an axiom, and there are no axioms in Physics—basic principles, 
assumed to be true without proof or inherent logic, are for fields like Philosophy and 
Mathematics, not Science. Moreover, the axiomatic center of Atheism is an existential 
function unacceptable to the Noödynamics Institute: ƒ(s)=s. The question for Science is 
not what are the specific values of ƒ, per se, but rather whether all the values of ƒ are 
equal to or less than zero, justifying the null operator. Insane persons reason correctly 
based upon faulty premises; Atheists reason incorrectly upon no premises at all, and this 
postmodern tetracyclometry should therefore be rejected. It is simply projective Nihilism.

Referring to our “cosmic disenchantment,”420 depth-psychologist Richard Tarnas 
explained that since our internal reality is mirrored in our view of the world, the nihilism 
of Academia is an archetypally self-fulfilling prophecy:

Archetypally formed perceptions of the world can be simultaneously 
“realistic” and yet highly partial, biased, and self-fulfilling in such 
a way as to render one increasingly blind to other realities and 
potentialities. These perceptions lead to assumptions and convictions 

419 Lectures and Essays (1879)
420 Weber, 1919
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that subtly move us to act one way rather than another, and elicit 
further confirmation of the initial perception, further enforcement of 
the initial event. Soon, in a complexly dynamic interaction with the 
environment, one has established an enduring structure of reality 
that is strongly determinative for the future... even in science: a state 
of empirically validated cosmic disenchantment, with the genetically 
programmed human being existentially isolated in a meaningless, 
purposeless universe, the inexplicably solitary locus of intelligence 
and idiosyncratic spiritual aspiration in a vast cosmos of random 
processes signifying nothing.421

Argument by analogy is not sound unless the analogy can be shown to be apt at all 
points—otherwise it violates intellectual order. It would therefore be improper to assert 
that Atheism and Nihilism are, per se, the same thing. They obviously are not. But though 
little of logical rigor can be concluded from such an analogy, it still serves to illustrate 
the general principle that not every speculation in Metaphysics is actually supernatural—
everything mysterious is not superstition. Upon careful reflection, one can see that 
spiritual propositions can represent meaning in motion rather than pseudo-statements. It 
follows that Atheists who depict spiritual statements, per se, as nonsensical  are denying 
actual meaning, and such devaluation of meaning is, indeed, nihilistic. The pathetic fallacy 
of anthropomorphism is no worse than the apathetic fallacy of mechanomorphism.

It is somewhat ironic modern materialists, reductionists , determinists , et al., insist 
that the psyche consists only of organized molecules and electrochemical  laws, yet 
they shower invectives upon those of us who—apparently in obedience to organized 
molecules and electrochemical  laws—cannot avoid disagreeing with them. Thus we find 
one of the strangest paradoxes in the history of introspection: If materialists, reductionists , 
determinists, et al., are correct in their worldview, then our disbelief in determinism must 
be produced by organized molecules and electrochemical  laws. A primary condition for 
the pre-determined patterns of our behavior must be that most of us do not believe it is 
pre-determined. In essence, the materialist-reductionist  processes of which the psyche 
is solely constituted can only function if the psyche disbelieves in them. Otherwise, this 
disbelief would not have survived the inexorable pressures of natural selection.

If modern materialists, reductionists , determinists, et al., are to be believed, then, we 
must logically  deduce the premise that psychological  phenomena such as Spirituality 
are effectively hardwired into the human organism. As such, Spirituality must be as 
proper to the human condition as love, beauty, even sex; a necessary function of high-
level cognition. Fine; then what Academia should be striving for is not the eradication 
of Spirituality, or even its marginalization (it is interesting that Academics never fight 
to eradicate love or sex); but rather, Academia should be striving to discover the best

 Spirituality the human species has ever known.
Science has not taught us that Spirituality is mere superstition; it has taught us that no 

presently existing Spirituality in the West is sufficiently scientific for our time. The 
Noödynamics Institute takes as one of its highest aims the discovery—the dis-cover-y—of 
that spiritual-philosophy that is fully rooted in Science, pursuant to the empirical data 

421 Cosmos and Psyche (2006)
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explored in Volume 2, and refined by Logic 

Leda and the Swan by Jeff Wack; www.saatchiart.com

and Art. Our compelling belief in meaning 
and purpose is as fundamental—and as 
important—as our belief in freedom (free-
choice).

The subjective experience of meaning 
and purpose is as much a given datum 
as the sensation of pain, or happiness, or 
color. Meaning and purpose are cognitive 
phenomena that seem to be working 
from the inside outward, externalizing, 
so to speak, and may very well form a 
crucial aspect of what it means to be 
human. How foolish, therefore, to dismiss 
as “illusion” (or delusion) that which is a 
core principle of our character, including 
our love of Science, and is unsatisfactory 
not due to an absence of numina but to 
the poverty of man-made forms. Quantum 
nonlocality, adaptive mutation, systems 
theory, ecology, even information theory, 
have laid a foundation for the greatest 
and most refined spiritual-philosophy 
in the history of history. Information theory teaches that no system can embody within 
itself an up-to-date representation of itself including that representation. At minimum, 
we should be willing to depict Spirituality as that incessant compulsion to overcome—
with meaning and purpose—that ever-present obsolescence of the information-system 
we call a psyche, in relation to the Cosmos; i.e., the abstraction of abstraction that has 
traditionally been called a Soul. How else can we logically respond to the cognitive claim 
that all cognition lies?

The supposition that Science precludes Spirituality rests upon ignorance concerning 
the essential nature of (Western) Science and a pointless confusion between the form 
and the essence of causality. The mechanical order of the universe, as we perceive it, is 
simply one aspect of a holism, an aspect concerned not with the purposes but only with 
the processes of existence. The mechanical order is simply the form of the universe’s 
actualization, not its essence, which we cannot yet observe. To deny that events can 
occur that are outside this frame of mechanistic possibility is not to deny the possibility 
of an essence underlying the observed form. It only seems so if the structure of (Western) 
scientific determinism is not understood. It only seems that if all events must occur within 
the frame of the mechanistically possible, they must also be causal in form. But the 
discovery of nonlocality forbids any such rash extension.

The principle of Deity is simply the principle of causality applied to the existence of 
efficient causes atemporally; i.e., the identification of Cause and Effect such that the two 
are synonymous. In other words, acausal resonance, as demonstrated in the Physics 
chapter of Volume 2. Science cannot formulate such metaphysical concepts. Limitations 
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of induction and deficiencies of terminology inevitably intrude. The principles of Physics 
must be stretched towards a metaempirical transcendence beyond their purpose; and 
however we restrict such elements as logical constructs, they remain metaphorical 
propositions useful only as predicates for an imaginative leap. But it does not follow 
that a concept of a First Cause is per se unknowable—it can be conceived in a flash of 
insight. We must simply accept the fact that the epistemic standards of Science present 
a difficulty of induction requiring only an asymptotic approach to the schema, definable 
only in terms of the ideal it pursues, until intuitive penetration closes the circuit.

In its use of this method Philosophy has shown a unique mixture of analysis and 
intuition, a theme more fully explicated above. Its prevalent tone of thought has been 
ardently logical when dealing with principles, and eminently imaginative when organizing 
these into patterns. Philosophy will thus only regain its proper status in the West when 
this dialectical elaboration of schemata, definitely stated at each phase of oscillation, 
is again recognized as a proper and productive methodology. There will inevitably be 
rival schemata, each with its own merits and limitations, the connection to Science being 
research capable of exoneration and refutation. Metaphysical schemata are not to be 
axiomatic statements but tentative formulations of the ultimate derivatives of Physics.

The knowledge of Science is knowledge of the relations between things; a spiritual 
perspective strives to know the inner nature of things in themselves. Following Poincaré, 
the theoretical physicist and philosopher Pierre Duhem explained:

A physical theory is not an explanation. It is a system of mathematical 
propositions, deduced from a small number of principles, which aim 
at representing as simply, as completely and as exactly as possible 
a set of experimental laws.422

Over against this, Spirituality is a metaphysical striving, “to strip reality of the 
appearances covering it like a veil, in order to see the bare reality itself.”423 As long as 
this striving is an addendum to, not a replacement for, the methodology of Science, there 
should be no problem with both perspectives being part of our academic pursuits. 

Just because Judeochristianity and its relations propose a belief in what Herbert 
Spencer described as little more than a magnified man suffering “a love of adulation 
such as would be despised in a human being,”424 does not demonstrate that an intelligent 
and educated faith—like many forms of Paganism—is an objectionable or bad thing. 
Unfortunately for fanatical fundamentalists—both Judeochristian and Atheist—the advent 
of the Noödynamics Institute effectively represents a truce in the so-called “Science 
Wars”; an academic “Peace of Westphalia” simultaneously recognizing the intellectual 
sovereignty of all domains and the cultural unity of Academia itself. “Agreement with 
experiment is the sole criterion of truth for a physical theory,” stated Duhem. Agreement 
with experience is the primary criterion of a metaphysical theory: Existential Empiricism. 
Duhem acknowledged our intuitive conviction that observed relations in a spectacularly 
harmonious Universe correspond to a deeper reality, and only admonished that such 

422 The Aim and Structure of Physical Theory (1906)
423 Ibid.
424 First Principles (1862)
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The Entrance to the Grand Canal, Venice by Canaletto (c. 1730)

speculation does not belong in the domain of Physics. We agree. It could be claimed that 
Nature Religion is the prose of Science transcribed into verse.

At least since Aquinas, wise men and women in the West have come to see the real 
mystery of existence not as what it is, but that it is—the sheer fact that there is anything 
at all, rather than nothing, has led people to think about numina. Science is unrivaled 
in examining what things are; Spirituality is profoundly interested in the fact that things 
are—this is no proof for the existence of numina, but it is the most direct way in which the 
human mind is led to think about numina. For Science, it is the marvelous complexity and 
ingenuity of things that stands out in the universe; for Spirituality, it is rather the meta-
physical implications of the very simple observation of their being there at all.

We are dealing here with what the German philosopher and professor at the 
Universities of Breslau and Marburg, Rudolf Otto, in his seminal Idea of the Holy (1917), 
called a “mysterium tremendum”—the experience itself is numinous and therefore beyond 
analysis , but  what  is meant  by the term  is analyzable . “The  sense  of it may  at 
times come sweeping  like a gentle tide pervading  the mind with a serene mood of 
deepest  reverence ,” he observed . “It may  pass  over  into  a more  established  and 
lasting attitude of the soul, continuing, as it were, thrillingly vibrant and resonant, until 
it dies  away  and  the  soul  resumes  its  ‘profane ,’ non -religious  mood  of  everyday 
experience .” The analysis of the meaning of the mysterium  reveals two aspects: (1) 
experience  of a “daunting  awesomeness  and  majesty ,” and  (2) experience  of “
attraction  and  fascination .” From  the  former  comes  the  senses  of  the  uncanny  (
unheimlich ); from the latter, a feeling of divine empathy . “Like the beauty of a musical 
composition ,” explained  Otto , “it is non -rational  and  eludes  complete  conceptual 
analysis; hence it must be discussed in symbolic terms.” 
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This is what is meant by world-feeling.
The word “feeling” is here one of the richest in meaning for terminology, designating 

the psyche in its receptivity and as such a synonym for “impressions.” We may also 
perceive it as designating the non-analytic, non-aesthetic character of existential fact; 
that is to say, pure intuition—a form of experience which in itself defines no concept and 
asserts no fact. Here “feeling” is a cognitive form, understood as a special activity of 
the psyche, of non-analytic and non-aesthetic nature, having as its two poles, positive 
and negative, being and nothingness. “While with an eye made quiet by the power of 
harmony, and the deep power of joy,” wrote Wordsworth, “we see into the life of things.”425

Every great man and woman of known history experienced in their own consciousness 
a type of transcendence of the mundane, which in one way or another inspires most 
imaginative and visionary characters. Not all of them have called what inspired them 
“spirituality,” but it is not the terminology that matters; it is the world-feeling animating 
it. This has been misapprehended, mocked, and caricatured by dull intellectuals, even 
by those of genius, but most of them succeeded only in caricaturing themselves. The 
undeniable actuality is that this world-feeling, however inadequately given articulate 
expression, is a significant, deeply authentic, and inevitably ennobling experience, and 
has again and again proved highly creative. It is a matter of seeing everywhere, as the 
great microbiologist and chemist Louis Pasteur put it, “the inevitable expression of the 
concept of infinity.” He explained:

The idea of Deity is nothing more than one form of the idea of infinity. 
So long as the mystery of the infinite weighs upon the human mind, 
so long will temples be raised to the cult of the infinite…. The Greeks 
understood the mysterious power of the hidden side of things. They 
bequeathed to us one of the most beautiful words in our language—
the word “enthusiasm”—en theos—a deity within. The grandeur 
of human actions is measured by the inspiration from which they 
spring. Happy is he who bears a deity within, and who obeys it. The 
ideals of art, of science, are lighted by reflection from the infinite.426

The inevitable expression of the concept of infinity need be no more “supernatural” than 
an infinite mathematical  series converging towards unity: S = (1/2+1/4+1/8+1/16+1/32+1/64…  
1/n); or the endless geometrical matrices of the Mandelbrot Set regressing through an 
infinite number of self-similar involutions.

The Noödynamics Institute believes that spiritual consciousness brings humans into 
direct encounter with the mystery of existence. Mankind, experiencing his own being 
and contemplating the world-around, comes to experience also a vague empathy, an 
outpouring  of Self toward the Cosmos; he vaguely intuits a sense of becoming  wherein 
all is unitary . The sense  of awe is neither  analytic  or aesthetic . An I—Thou  relation  is 
implied  as a minimal  condition  for such  responsiveness . This  empathic  impulse 
extends the human world-picture into the matrix of cosmic internal relatedness so that 
the individual expands consciousness to a transcendent level.

425 “Tintern Abbey” (1798)
426 Quoted in Louis Pasteur, R.J. Dubos, 1950
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In Les Miserables (1862), which may very well be the greatest epic novel ever written, 
the great French poet and playwright Victor Hugo wonderfully expressed the naturalistic 
spirituality at issue:

Nothing is really small; anyone open to the deep penetration of nature 
knows this. Although no absolute satisfaction may be granted to 
philosophy, no more in circumscribing the cause than in limiting the 
effect, the contemplator falls into unfathomable ecstasies because 
of all this decay of forces resulting in unity. Everything works for 
everything.

Algebra applies to the clouds; the radiance of the star benefits the 
rose; no thinker would dare to say that the perfume of the hawthorn 
is useless to the constellations. Who could ever calculate the path 
of a molecule? How do we know that the creations of worlds are 
not determined by falling grains of sand? Who can understand the 
reciprocal ebb and flow of the infinitely great and the infinitely small, 
the echoing of causes in the abyss of being and the avalanches of 
creation? A mite has value; the small is great, the great is small; all 
is balanced in necessity; frightening vision for the mind. There are 
marvelous relations between entities and things; in this inexhaustible 
whole, from sun to grub, there is no scorn; each needs the other. 
Light does not carry terrestrial fragrances into the azure depths 
without knowing what it does with them; night disseminates the 
stellar essence to the sleeping plants. Every bird that flies has the 
thread of the infinite in its claw. Germination includes the hatching 
of a meteor and the tap of a swallows beak breaking the egg, and it 
guides the birth of an earthworm and the advent of Socrates. Where 
the telescope ends, the microscope begins. Which of the two has the 
greater view? Choose. A bit of mould is a pleiad of flowers; a nebula 
is an anthill of stars. The same fruitfulness, and still more wonderful, 
between the things of the intellect and the things of matter. Elements 
and principles are mingled, combined, espoused, multiplied on by 
another, to the point that the material world and the moral world 
are brought into the same light. Phenomena are perpetually folded 
back upon themselves. In the vast cosmic transformations, universal 
life comes and goes in unknown quantities, rolling everything up 
in the invisible mystery of the emanations, using everything, losing 
no dream from any single sleep, sowing a microscopic animal here, 
crumbling a star there, oscillating and gyrating, making a force of light 
and an element of thought, distributed and indivisible, dissolving 
all, save that geometric point, the self; reducing everything to the 
soul-atom; making everything blossom into Deity; entangling from 
the highest to the lowest, all activities in the obscurity of a dizzying 
mechanism, linking the flight of an insect to the movement of the 
earth, subsuming—who knows if only by the identity of law—the 
evolutions of a comet in the firmament to the circling of the protozoa 
in a drop of water. A machine made of mind. Enormous gearing, 
whose first motor is the gnat and whose last is the zodiac.
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Our initial response to the world is 

© Arial Molvig (2011)

intuitive; analysis is a subsequent  process. 
We discover relational properties of the 
world as a result of our intuitive response 
to it. In the developed life analysis and 
intuition become intertwined, so that the 
analysis may seem to be prior. But in our 
original experience it is the world-feeling 
which discovers the corresponding world-
picture of analysis. The general state of 
the Self is a contextualization of itself, from 
which general condition emerge 
distinctions and relations more developed and refined, namely the analytical and 
aesthetic sensibilities. That meaning is present in the Cosmos is discovered only in the 
feeling which is our intuitive response to something or other which works through the 
Cosmos or resides therein. The world-feeling is a subliminal stratum of consciousness; a 
dim awareness of and toward a universe-as-becoming. There must be an original search 
before there can be research.

Since the time of Descartes, the West has conceived of a deeply intimate relationship 
between thinking (cogito) and being (sum). It is only because Academics think that 
Spirituality is incomprehensible that they dismiss its ontological reality. They believe 
they are entitled to move from the supersensible nature of Spirituality to a supernatural 
dismissal. The Noödynamics Institute rejects this inference as a non sequitur. Our task, 
therefore, is to show that the idea of Spirituality can be coherent and when it is, can 
be understood logically. That Spirituality exists and has always existed is obvious and 
sufficient reason for a quantum of respect. What is needed is an analysis of Spirituality 
which, as it were, gives this form of expression back to Academia in intelligible and 
rational form. In an extended sense this will secure the validity of Spirituality, for validity 
depends on intelligibility and meaningfulness.

The spiritual sense can easily look into the microscope and telescope, and even 
into the particle accelerator—what banishes it is a certain emptiness in phlegmatic 
natures. How can all the accoutrement in the world, from the quark to the galactic cluster, 
generate a true world-feeling for a mind incapable of awe and transcendence, without the 
capacity for the thrill of the ineffable? Under the urgency of inward vision, the apparatus 
of investigation is no more than a network through which one sees all the possibilities of 
a passionate hope and desire.

We are in complete agreement with the arguments put forth by David Hume in the 
Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion (1776), especially his repudiation of projective 
(i.e., anthropomorphic) theology. We even accept his challenge to the very possibility of 
objective religious knowledge—but this does not close the subject. Even if we recognize 
Hume’s critiques as unanswerable, they nevertheless challenge the intellectual framing 
of only a very narrow category of religious conceptions, primarily the characterizations 
of “God” central to the religions “of the book.” The Noödynamics Institute rejects these 
superstitions a priori, but this does not detract from the fact that our manner of interpreting 
the facts of the Cosmos ultimately depends upon an intuitive contextualization best called 
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“spiritual.” In other words, truly natural spiritual impulses emerge from the subjective 
experience of the facts of the Cosmos and thus cannot be unscientific. In fact, such 
intuitive apperceptions are not existentially different from the intuitive apperceptions of 
ordinary sensory experience, on which Science ideologically depends. In both instances, 
psychophysicality precedes any intellectual framework. Hence we condone attempts to 
develop an analysis of the genuine empirical presence of this ideation in unmediated 
consciousness; i.e., a postmodern scientific Humanism.

Although the subject is more properly and fully explored in Volume 3, for purposes of 
the present discussion we may put forth a tentative Science-friendly description of the 
basic elements of Spirituality:

1. Acknowledgement of the fact that beyond the domain of Physics, 
further abstract speculative thought is possible; i.e., Metaphysics.

2. Recognition of a pattern of organization and intentionality at the 
center of consciousness; i.e., Soul.

3. Extrapolation of symbolic thinking to endow the facts of 
experience with the meaning of existence; i.e., Myth.

4. Belief in the ideal that, ultimately, the true, the beautiful, and the 
good are different aspects of a single reality; i.e., Ritual.

Spirituality is effectively the rationalized (i.e., “humanized”) expression of the internal 
facts of our contextual existence. It is a form of devotion to the meaningful depth of 
valued existence posited by active consciousness. A study of natural Spirituality, then, 
could reveal to us some of the unconscious motives that selectively abstract context from 
our experience of the world. Life for humans is significantly conditioned by this formative 
principle, equally analytical and aesthetic. The subjective aim at depth of actuality is a 
manifestation of the full range of human potentiality, not simply an epiphenomenon of 
intellect. Thus Spirituality enriches and enhances our harmonious placement within the 
full scope and range of existence.

What we are suggesting here is not another superstition or cult, in any way similar to 
those for Jesus or Krishna or Scientology, but simply a healthy, intelligent, educated, free-
thinking naturphilosophie based on the belief that there are, as Gödel’s theorem suggests, 
grand and unimaginable mysteries yet to be discovered. Perhaps such a lifeview would 
begin symbolically, for example with a Spinozan pantheism or Leibnizian monadology or 
Kantian synthetic a priori or Nietzschean will-to-power or Lawrencian blood-knowledge 
or Heideggerian faith in the transcendent power of being. Even if our naturphilosophie is 
based  on little  more  than  our  awe  and  wonder  in the midst  of the  Cosmos , with  only 
CERN

 
for  a temple  and  the  Hubble  Telescope  for  an  altar , that  is  sufficient  and 

enculturing ; that  is  enough  to  transform  the  life  of  Academia  and , eo  ipso , 
postmodern civilization. Like Oscar Wilde, we can resist everything but temptation.

Science can tell us what and how we are, but it cannot give us meaning or purpose. 
Science is a means, not an end, and as such should serve Spirituality like it serves all 
other demesnes. Only the self-awareness of a naturphilosophie can tell us why we 
are, and reveal to us our destiny. Haunted by a primitive notion of existence, Science 
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is not enabling our greatest freedom, despite all its astounding achievements. Only 
a naturphilosophie can eliminate our alienation from society, from the earth, from the 
universe, as an ens causa sui capable of transcending the Pascalian fear modernity feels 
in the midst of infinite spaces.

Between the extremes of objectivism and subjectivism there lies an existential 
naturphilosophie capable of incorporating all our facts and embodying all our hopes. 
Nietzsche famously declared that when you gaze long into the abyss, the abyss also 
gazes into you, and although the West more than any culture since Bablyonia feels 
a deep communion with the starry canopy, it is also plagued by a fear, usually totally 
unconscious, that once we open the door on Spirituality, anything may happen. Like 
men experiencing vertigo at the edge of a cliff, this fear is primarily based on our inability 
to guarantee our present self that our future self will not jump. The old cliché “Once 
bitten, twice shy” lurks beneath every ostensibly rationalistic refusal to even entertain the 
idea of a naturphilosophie, because of the pseudomorphosis of Judeochristianity. This 
is understandable, but we cannot continue indefinitely to let the past manacle us so—
the scientific works of Copernicus, Kepler, Descartes, da Vinci, Bacon, Pascal, Leibniz, 
Newton, Linnaeus, Herschel, Cuvier, Kelvin, Babbage, Faraday, Agassiz, Joule, Riemann, 
Maxwell, and countless others were essentially unaffected by Religion, and we now stand 
poised to initiate one far superior to theirs.

In the act of existing Mankind can transcend even Science without forsaking it, by 
making it the object rather than the subject of our regard. Too many Academics seem 
to have forgotten that Science is an object of consciousness, not consciousness per se; 
that Science is, despite being the mode of exploration par excellence, nevertheless, in 
the final analysis, itself another artifact of Culture. To be truly free in the new millennium, 
we must be able to transcend the past and make ourselves anew, not once more but 
indefinitely, because this present will soon be artifact as well; just another item of our 
facticity (Sartre). We think, therefore we are what?

Every culture-system has had a spirituality. Every High Culture has been, among 
other things, the expression in space-time of the metaphysical concepts that lay at the 
heart of its own world-feeling. In every culture-system Spirituality and Religion have 
been inextricably inter-related but not synonymous. Every culture-system has had its 
own special manifestation of deity, and its own attendant sacerdotal cultus devoted to 
religious consecration. We Westerners, who have modern attitudes and whose religion 
was partly an unfortunate pseudomorphosis, must understand the difference between 
Religion and Spirituality, phenomenon and noumenon, in order to plumb the depths of 
our own inmost, teraphogenic spiritual life.

If by Spirituality we mean belief in a causality that is not displayed within the universe 
observed by Physics but operates on a metaphysical level; that beneath all the complex 
web of phenomena there exists an underlying reality which we only dimly comprehend, 
but whose purpose, as well as we can estimate it, is carried out by the mechanical 
operations of the cosmos and nature, then the West—including modern Academia—has 
been and remains profoundly religious. It matters not that Academia found in Mathematics 
a suitable vehicle for its primary religious symbolism and as no other society, not even 
the Pythagoreans, has ever done. What sacred literature was to other culture-systems, 
the metaphysical equations of Mathematics have been to the 
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Landscape with Ashes of Phocion by Nicolas Poussin (1648)

West—beginning with the mathematically unrivaled gothic cathedrals. Mathematics has 
been the concrete expression in symbolic form of the deep and hidden realities of the 
Cosmos as apperceived by Westerners.

It was easier to “read” the sacred literature embodied in cathedrals, the mathematically 
precise vaults and buttresses, intricate arches and windows, than it is to “read” differential 
equations with their vast detail of abstracted sculpture, but the same underlying world-
feeling is there in both edifying formulations. Yet the deep meaning, the hauntingly 
intertwined longing for knowledge of metaphysical reality and faith in its attainability, the 
immense power of which only the West as a totality displays, is always and everywhere 
only symbolized, never overtly expressed.

So with the entire Book of Science; what it says is analytical, but this is no more 
than a fraction of the truth that lies concealed, here in the unquenchable compulsion to 
know, there in the monumental codifications of nature’s forces. But when deracinated 
Academics read this book, all they can see is analytical text. And yet the analytical sense 
of the endeavor expresses only a tiny fraction of the meaning of the whole. The symbolic 
meaning of having an indomitable impulse to discover and understand everything in the 
universe is lost to the Atheist—this impulse is not analysis; nor is belief that the endeavor 
is even possible. This impulse and this belief are, simply put, Spirituality and Faith.

The 20th Century was mired in the stye of the “verification principle”—the claim that 
no non-analytic statement has meaning unless it is verifiable—and so the 21st needs to 
start off with its eradication. Rather, we must emphasize the “falsification principle”—any 
non-analytic statement that cannot be falsified may be meaningful. The value-judgments 
which passed for factual assertions in the 20th century have no currency in the 21st. 
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Of course, only statements that can be confirmed or disproven by investigation are 
“empirical”; but that does not mean that synthetic statements that cannot be confirmed 
or disproven are illegitimate—they are simply non-empirical; i.e., metaphysical.

The very essence of scientific method is that theories are hypotheses, and as such 
can never be absolutely proven true, but just deliberately tested in every imaginable 
way, and kept under experiment and observation, to be revised or rejected depending 
on whether their predictions turn out to be true or false. There is no such thing as an 
absolute verification or falsification of a hypothesis, because some new observation 
or experiment may prove otherwise at any time. Our point is, if any assertion is to be 
“scientific,” some analytic or synthetic evidence must rationally render it a hypothesis as 
such, and all available procedures allowed to test it.

Only statements that are not analytic or subject to synthetic falsification are deeply 
problematic in the 21st century. Statements that assert some fundamental idea about the 
universe must be capable of logical derivation or testable observation, but no longer will 
value-judgments in the guise of factual-assertions be allowed to preclude ideas amenable 
to one or the other hypothesis-testing process. Of course, Academics rarely admit, or 
recognize, such statements to be value-judgments rather than factual assertions, and that 
is the problem. Atheism is not a scientific postulate, and thus transcendental arguments 
are valid.

The Positivists’ insistence on proof for meta-physical concepts is itself unscientific: 
scientific hypotheses themselves can be conclusively falsified and so eliminated, but they 
cannot be conclusively proven (Bacon’s “crucial experiment”) because even experimental 
verification never conclusively demonstrates that the results may not be deduced from 
a different and superior hypothesis which could cover the phenomenon in question (the 
Classical-Relativity-Quantum Physics transition comes to mind). Hence, as long as Nature 
Religion is open to falsification, i.e., is not dogmatic, there can be no legitimate scientific 
criticism. We should draw and quarter the Logical Positivists, perhaps, because pain fails 
to satisfy the requirements of their “verification principle” and thus must be discarded as 
a mere “pseudo-concept.” Lacking cognitive significance, pain is nonsense. “The sum of 
our existence divided by reason never comes out exact,” wrote Goethe, “there is always 
a wondrous remainder.”427

What the Institute is trying to suggest here is that if the dialogues between the truths 
of Science, Spirituality, and Art were as open, honest, and culture-based as they could 
and should be, then we might begin to discover a unitary pattern that could function as 
the basis for an emergent Western ethos. Science in our new situation in no way argues 
against the existence of Deity, or the Culture-soul, and profoundly augments the sense of 
the Western Culture as a single significant whole. That the “ultimate” no longer appears 
to be clothed in the terms of previous understanding simply means that the mystery that 
evades all human understanding remains. There is, as the multi-faceted anthropologist 
Gregory Bateson related, a balance to be struck:

Whenever we pride ourselves upon finding a newer, stricter way of 
thought or exposition; whenever we start insisting too hard upon 
“operationalism” or symbolic logic or any other of these very essential 

427 Wilhelm Meister’s Apprenticeship (1795-6)
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systems of tramlines, we lose something of the ability to think new 
thoughts. And equally, of course, whenever we rebel against the 
sterile rigidity of formal thought and exposition and let our ideas 
run wild, we likewise lose. As I see it, the advances in scientific 
thought come from a combination of loose and strict thinking, and 
this combination is the most precious tool of science.428

The study of cultural reality should only take us perpetually closer to that horizon of 
knowledge where the mere sum of Western beings is not and cannot be the Culture, 
while never being able to fully comprehend or explain this mystery. 

Whether or not our dogmatic reductionists and materialists wish to admit it, this 
noödynamic approach to Science and Spirituality is the inevitable conclusion and 
culmination of modern Philosophy, from Descartes to Godamer. The famous Cartesian 
dictum reveals that consciousness per se is the necessarily existing presupposition of 
all further experience—and thus is even the ground of Empiricism. Kant developed and 
formulated this principle with a foreshadowing of Darwin and Wallace, admonishing us to 
acknowledge the innate structures of mind, which must be presupposed and possessed 
in order that consciousness be possible. In other words, all experience—and hence 
Empiricism—must conform, a priori, to the structures of thought in order to be knowable 
at all. If, then, cognition produces pararational forms of understanding, for example 
Spirituality, then these are, by definition, legitimate thought-processes. We must agree 
with Hegel’s analysis of Kant, then, in Logic (1817), and conclude necessarily that the 
order of thought and the order of reality are the same, so that the study of the one is 
ultimately identical with the study of the other—the categories of the mind represent the 
unfolding of reality for mind; put another way, Logic and Ontology are the same thing.

4.5 Logical Faith

The Noödynamics Institute recognizes categories of understanding as the 
fundamental units of cognitive structures, and thus acknowledges Spirituality as one of 
several interpretations of Nature through inference. It is another process employed by 
the human mind, not, per se, a set of statements concerning the specific forms which 
interpretation takes in mental activity. Spirituality is simply the most symbolic form of 
reasoning. The answer to the superficial question, “Is deity real?,” is another question:  
“Is –1 real?”

We are convinced that the massive body of scientific knowledge now available to the 
West contains, in potentia, wisdom that is compatible with a spiritual worldview. If we but 
extricate our society from the Judeochristian delusion that Spirituality must be supernatural 
rather than naturalistic, the knowledge of Science can be used as a powerful instrument 
in the development of an encultured image of existence. We are fully cognizant of the 
fact that the concepts of Science are not deduced from spiritual premises and must be 
recognized as distinct and autonomous at all times, but we maintain that the meaning 
of knowledge can be extended beyond today’s boundaries with the aim of synthesizing 
analytical and intuitive senses in a domain that preserves both while adding something 

428 Steps to an Ecology of Mind (1972)
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extra. That is to say, we may make a clear distinction between Science on the one hand 
and Spirituality on the other, while simultaneously deriving a synthetic view of reality 
enriched by a deep sense of the Sacred.

Wolfgang Pauli, the Nobel Prize-winning physicist (1945), who also thought long and 
hard about the good that could be occasioned by a renewed dialogue between Science, 
Spirituality, and Art, made the following optimistic forecast:

Contrary to the strict division of the activity of the human spirit into 
separate departments—a division prevailing since the nineteenth 
century—I consider the ambition of overcoming opposites, 
including also a synthesis embracing both rational understanding 
and the mystical experience of unity, to be the mythos, spoken and 
unspoken, of our present day and age.429

Existentially, our understanding of the world is predicated upon two essential and 
distinguishable “knowingnesses”: the immediately given datum and the mediately given 
complex—"Idea” and “Will” in Schopenhauerian terms. Thus there are two categories 
of subjectivity, the analytical and the intuitive, which are elements within a single whole
. In oversimplified  terms, we might say that Science  implies  and Spirituality  infers. 
Our  implicative  relationship  with  the  world  is the  foundation  of our  inferential 
relationship, and these “external” and “internal” meanings of ideas are also engaged in 
an underlying  interrelationship . In other  words , the Self , which  is an autonomously -
organized  system , is the  implicative  nexus  that  grounds  inference  to generate  a 
scientifically  valid Spirituality — all else is little more than superstition  and cultism . The 
coherence  theory  of truth  implied  by this  postmodern  understanding  of Spirituality 
alleviates  all  of the  rational  obsessive - compulsive  fears  of Spirituality  among 
Academics , because  “coherence ” implies  an essential  relation  to experience  rather 
than some purely logical relationship of statements, and thus this essentiality of relation is 
demonstrated  by the very  nature  of the apperception  whose  “truth”—not , per se, its “
reality”—is at issue.

This is a project which will demand a strong sense of intellectual duty, a large capacity 
for cultural awareness, a profound commitment to the survival of our Culture, and an 
unswerving belief that we are both manifestations of cosmic expression and capable of 
developing Western Man to his fullest potential. The spiritual and aesthetic imagination 
should now begin to explore the essential truths revealed by Science with the intent of 
enhancing its ethical dimensions. 

Ultimately, it must be recognized that analysis and intuition are but distinguishable 
aspects of the single existential activity of cognition and are, consequently, not entirely 
separable. The criterion of reality and the criterion of value are, thus, one and the same on 
a deeper level—recognition and evaluation are united by the existential spirit of holism. 
This internality of relations is such that if one had a perfect relational knowledge of the 
world—i.e., a noödynamic knowledge—one could start internally from any single aspect 
and pass from that to the others. One cannot carefully study analysis and not be led to 
intuition (and aesthetics), nor study intuition (and aesthetics) and not be led back to 

429 Quoted in Across the Frontiers, Werner Heisenberg (trans. Peter Heath), 1974.
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analysis. This is the case because 

“The Architect represents neither a Dionysian nor an Apollonian condition: 
here it is the mighty act of Will, the Will that moves mountains, the 
intoxication of the strong Will, which demands artistic expression. The 
most powerful persons have always inspired the Architects; The Architect 
has always been influenced by power.  Pride, victory, over weight and 
gravity, the Will-to-Power, seek to render themselves visible in a building; 
Architecture is a kind of rhetoric of power, now persuasive, even cajoling 
in form, now bluntly imperious. The highest feeling of power and security 
finds expression in that which possesses Grand Style. Power that no longer 
requires proving; that disdains to please; that is slow to answer; that is 
conscious of no witness around it; that lives oblivious of the existence of 
any opposition; that reposes in itself, fatalistic, a law among laws: that is 
what speaks of itself in the form of Grand Style.”

—Friedrich Nietzsche  Twilight of the Idols (1888)

The 999.7 meters (3,280 foot) Kingdom Tower, may become the tallest building in the 
world. It will be erected in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia, but  was designed by Westerners: Adrian 
Smith & Gordon Gill Architecture.

existential holism manifests in all forms of 
cognitive experience, and both analysis 
and intuition mean the operation of the 
nature of Being through the manifold 
expansion into Will and Idea. Existential 
truth permeates experience in all its forms 
and is delineated by cognition through 
penetration into the world-system of 
reality implicit in experience. Noödynamics 
is Empiricism³.

As in the paintings of Piero della 
Francesca, there is a mysterious obliquity 
of vision in personalities, which allows 
Cultures to manifest their various facets. 
“Experience is never limited, and it is never 
complete,” wrote Henry James: “It is an 
immense sensibility, a kind of huge spider 
web of the finest silken threads suspended 
in the chamber of consciousness, and 
catching every airborne particle in its 
tissue.”430

Virtually all pre-Christian religious 
traditions have at some point featured this understanding in their mystical teachings, and 
the history of this spiritual thought reveals a progressive ideal in virtually all traditions 
toward the conception of reality as a unified essence in which the individual self is 
manifested in intimate connection with the whole. This would seem to suggest that 
the evolution of Western consciousness in scientific, spiritual, and aesthetic thought is 
toward the affirmation of the existence of the significant whole—the Culture-soul—and 
that these versions of the ultimate truth exist in complementary relation. “If everything in 
the universe depends on everything else in a fundamental way,” admonished Stephen 
Hawking, “it might be impossible to get close to a full solution by investigating parts of 
the problem in isolation.”431

A scientifically valid Spirituality can indeed be discovered based on the inductive-
deductive method of Academia. It will be a body of beliefs predicated upon statements 
and concepts which are subdivided into two classes: the underived notions and the 
derived notions. The former will constitute the logical foundation of the entire schema; 
they consist of axioms, postulates, undefined terms, and definitions. All the basic “ideas” 
that will enter into the “system” are undefined terms and definitions, and all the “true” 
propositions of the schema will be included among the axioms and postulates. The latter 
group of notions consists of theorems and corollaries; the essential feature of this group 
will be that each and every member can be derived by strict logical deduction from 

430 “The Art of Fiction,” in Partial Portraits (1888)
431 A Brief History of Time (1988)
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certain of the former group. All the derived propositions are true if the postulates and 
axioms are true. This is the defining characteristic of deduction and a scientific Spirituality 
must conform.

The significant feature of a scientific Spirituality, then, as is true of any deductive 
schema, will be its independence of external presuppositions. No idea may be introduced 
into the theorems if it is incapable of validation either in terms of other theorems in the 
schema or in terms of certain of the axioms and postulates. Yet whether the axioms and 
postulates are “true” in an empirical sense will be irrelevant to the deductive truth of 
the theorems, as is the case in Mathematics, though it may of course have a bearing on 
the application of the system of propositions to a certain subject-matter. Academics will 
acknowledge that a scientific Spirituality, like the field of Mathematics, will be primarily 
based on “conventions” which may or may not have concrete interpretations. Thus the 
formal cogency of a spiritual schema will be considered as independent of its application, 
and validation will consist simply in showing the deducibility of theorems from the 
underived notions.

Hence Academia will finally recognize that just as verification of empirical hypotheses 
in the Natural Sciences is something quite different from the nature of so-called “proof,” in 
the strict sense, in that all that can ever be established is probability of a higher or lower 
degree, so a scientific Spirituality will depend upon verification as an operation performed 
on hypotheses so that a failure to disprove is, per se, affirmative evidence. The spiritual 
hypothesis will be an educated one based on data which, because of its presumed bearing 
on certain problems, has been collected, classified, and where possible, quantified. Thus 
an empirical Spirituality will take its origin in observed phenomena in the Cosmos.

Some natural events puzzle us; we have a desire to know not only what they are, 
how they occur, why, and what effect they have on other natural happenings, but also 
what they mean—to us, to Nature, to the Cosmos, to Existence per se. In the future, 
inspired by the Noödynamics Institute, this curiosity will lead Academics to observe 
natural events carefully for the purpose of forming existential conjectures as to what 
they mean. These hypotheses will then be subjected to validation in order to remove the 
doubt which is inevitable in connection with ideas arising under conditions of inspiration 
and spontaneous insight. This process will involve, as with any other scientifically valid 
endeavor, making predictions as to what further events would occur in the situation if any 
hypothesis were true, and these shall be tested through observation and experimental 
controls.

When predictions are verified, a hypothesis is to that extent considered to be affirmed; 
when they are not verified, the hypothesis is rejected or modified. The significant point 
is that the spiritual hypothesis will henceforth enjoy the same respect as the scientific 
hypothesis, via the recognition that the Scientific Method never proves any hypothesis 
by its anticipated consequences but only renders it more and more probable; The degree 
of credence to be given to any hypothesis—scientific or spiritual—is proportionate, 
approximately, to the number and variety of the confirming instances. The Spirituality of 
the 21st Century, then, will adopt the three types of concepts which enter into the analysis 
of Science, and extend their reach intuitively. First, there are concepts peculiar to subject 
matter, e.g., energy, mass, force, motion, structure, function, pattern of organization, inter 
alia. Second, there are the concepts adopted from other disciplines, e.g., order, hierarchy, 
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quantity, class, number, species, form, inter alia. Third, there are concepts presupposed 
but not subject to analysis by any discipline, e.g., time, space, causality, identity, being, 
existence, reality, inter alia.

The concepts as used by the Academic in Spirituality will undoubtedly acquire meanings 
which are quite distinct from their anlytical foundation, but the common principles of 
methodology will make this expansion enriching to Science per se. Through various new 
operations of extrapolation, generalization, abstraction, and idealization, the concepts 
will assume other—equally scientific—interpretations which are more existentially useful 
for the purposes of the Academic, removed from the strictly empirical and descriptive 
meanings of the Natural Sciences only in a manner resembling the “fictions” and 
“constructs” of Mathematics or even, perhaps, Cosmography and String Theory. In other 
words, the notions of “deity” and “soul” are henceforth no more “supernatural” than the 
notions of “infinity” and “singularity.”432 The problem in the case of such concepts is to 
show precisely what is meant empirically, what is intended as a functioning concept in 
Academia, and through what operations the latter meaning may be derived from and 
tested by the former. Such considerations are necessary in order that the existential 
reference of Spirituality may be justified scientifically—i.e., ontologically—and the 
abstract character of this metaëmpirical discipline properly evaluated and academically 
contextualized.

In Spirituality, as in Science, a theory is a formal description of some experience of 
the world that explains what, in terms of being and cognition, that experience means. 
Spirituality follows the lead of scientific theorizing, but the aim is to explain complex 
phenomena by transcribing scientific data into a set of value-laden conceptualizations 
whose relationship with scientific theory is both necessary and sufficient to contextualize 
the phenomena existentially. Because human cognition in general and scientific 
knowledge in particular are enormously complex, Spirituality hopes to discover, through 
meaning-directed intuition, the essential patterns and schemata that generate fields of 
investigative awareness and, more importantly, the will-to-know itself.

In the final analysis, if there is Natural Law anywhere, then there is Natural Law 
everywhere. Hence true, natural, encultured Spirituality is ordered, patterned, lawlike. 
The phenomena of Spirituality are formal phenomena, i.e., phenomena that exist in the 
world and are tangible and logical and, ultimately, registered by the apperceptive faculty. 
The current shape of these phenomena is the effect of other formal causes at work in 
Nature, not supernatural causes. Metaphysical facts can be deduced only from physical 
facts, and physical facts always support metaphysical facts. The noumenal realm is as 
lawlike and patterned as the phenomenal realm, and also evolves with the passage of 
time.

An especially cogent example of scientific support for the Noödynamics Institute’s 
stance on (natural) Spirituality is afforded by the enigmatic and elusive concept of time. 
The “time” which enters into the formulas of Physics, t, has very little to do, really, with the 
“time” that is experienced by all of us as conscious beings. In fact, the Theory of Relativity 
clearly postulates that the two “times”—physical and existential—can be totally disjoined 
through the phenomenon of time-dilation. As will be explored in detail in Volume 2, where 

432 See also Epistemology, Volume 5
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the Noödynamics Institute explores the 

Darmstadt Madonna by Hans Holbein (c. 1525-26)

theory of quantum time, for Physics the 
distinction between “past” and “future” 
exists only as the difference between +t 
and -t; the formula for falling bodies, for 
example, enables us to calculate either 
how far a body must have fallen to reach a 
certain point at a certain time, or how far it 
will fall from this point in the same time, but 
it does not tell us which the body has done 
or will do. Yet the past and future for 
consciousness are absolute; the unilinear 
“flow” from one into the other is the sine 
qua non of Life itself. And it must be 
acknowledged that our “scientific” time is 
effectively a logical operation derived from 
our “spiritual” time, not vice versa.

Explorers of true Spirituality, the Natural 
Theologians of the 21st Century, will agree 
with Scientists that the plausibility of any 
theory depends on the evidence used to 
postulate it, and will be diligent in insisting 
that only solid empirical evidence has 
validation potential. To be “empirical” means simply that the evidence upon which a 
theory is predicated is the product of de facto experience and as such is amenable 
to examination, evaluation, and repetition by others. For Spirituality as for Science, 
only evidence that can meet this basic standard can be considered factual. Spirituality 
surpasses Science only by stressing the value and significance of speculation, supported 
by factual knowledge, arguing that the apperceptual faculty is as reliable as the 
perceptual faculty so long as the two function coherently. But the objectivity of subjective 
insight, imagination, and model-building must be tested against the critical subjective 
formulations of others before it can be accepted.

It is immensely difficult to communicate so transparently that all readers are kept 
aware of exactly what assertions are essential to the validity of the hypothesis at issue, 
and what are subsidiary, carefully distinguishing the scientific, spiritual, and aesthetic at 
every stage. And this problem is more than a peripheral issue of expositional technique—
allowing the logical structure of metalogical concepts to shine through their presentation 
is not only to lay the foundation for assessing their validity; it is also to commence proper 
assessment a priori. In the Noödynamics Institute, clarification and verification must 
constantly merge into one another.

A reëvaluation of Spirituality in the context of Science which aims at being logically 
transparent must carefully distinguish issues of asserted fact from matters of linguistic 
convenience. The task adopted by the Institute, therefore, is essentially that of 
demythologizing the very concept of “spirituality.” The term “demythologize” obviously 
implies a venture in translation and interpretation; the substitution of more analytical 
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language for intuitive and symbolic language. The process of demythologizing Spirituality 
must accordingly consist of at least two phases: (1) the recognition that the terminology 
and imagery of Spirituality is mythopoietic in nature; and (2) the reinterpretation and 
representation of its substance non-mythologically; i.e., as analysis rather than intuition.

The project of demythologizing raises in an acute form the general problem of the 
spiritual use of language; the metalogical nature of spiritual statements. The gulf between 
analysis with literal terminology and intuition with oblique terminology cannot be bridged 
haphazardly. For if spiritual propositions are in a sense irreducibly oblique, i.e., symbolical 
and analogical, then to demythologize is not to eradicate all obliqueness, but only certain 
types of obliqueness. What is required is not some superficial translation out of one code 
into another, but rather a decoding of a higher order. The crucial question at every stage 
of this project will not be whether spiritual principles can be re-stated in language less 
symbolic, more abstract than pictorial, but whether the circles of Science and Spirituality 
have been sufficiently opened, because if they remain closed then all propositions are 
merely referential rather than expressive.

The quest for a vernacular that is adequate to describe spiritual concepts and 
experiences in all their manifoldness, while conforming to scientific principles and methods, 
is one of the most significant tasks which the Noödynamics Institute has assigned itself. 
We must always and everywhere be on guard against, equally, the tendency toward the 
artificial truncation of expression due to positivist doctrine on the one hand, and toward 
the inflationary expression based on the multiplication of metaphysical entities beyond 
necessity on the other. We must not confuse irreducibility for irrationality, nor muddle for 
mystery. A thoroughly cross-axial linguistic instrument is required for clarity in exposition 
and the attainment of validity.

In the context of Spirituality as in that of all other expressive modes, a formal system 
is specified in terms of a set of axioms and rules of procedure, from which can be derived 
theorems. Theorems are obtained from the axioms by means of the rules of procedure, 
and can be formulated in terms of the same symbols used to express the axioms. The 
theorems are spiritual propositions, which are analytically true pursuant to the meanings 
of the axioms. Since our scientific reasoning is almost universally trusted by Academics, 
all of our reasoning based upon it can be trusted. In order to restore the credibility of 
Spirituality, then, scientific reasoning must form an essential part of postmodern spiritual 
reasoning. An extreme degree of caution is appropriate, and only those axioms whose 
truth is deemed unassailable should be included in the system. The essential point is 
that wherever the line is drawn, beyond which scientific reasoning becomes spiritual 
reasoning, the latter should produce statements that remain within the compass of the 
former.

It should perhaps be reiterated that we are here concerned not with imagination, 
inspiration, or other heuristic impulses that may guide us towards new spiritual concepts, 
but only with the understandings and insights that will provide them with the basis of 
scientific veracity. In rediscovering Spirituality it is important to allow intuition and 
speculation to range freely, unconstrained by scientism, but when the time comes to 
proffer arguments in support of proposed spiritual statements, it will be necessary to 
adhere to scientific principles of truth. In this manner, erroneous speculations may be 
recognized and corrected, as in Judeochristianity they were not. Correctable errors are 
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acceptable and part of the discovery process; but inbuilt errors, such as incorrect axioms, 
undermine all subsequent insights.

Technically, an inference from premises to conclusions is logically valid only if, when all 
the premises are true, the conclusions must be true. To be a valid inference, the premises 
need not be true. All that is required is that if the premises are true, the conclusion must 
be true. Moreover, even if an inference is valid, that does not necessarily mean it is a 
good argument. If, for example, one simply states the axioms of Science and then states 
an arbitrary statement of Spirituality, it is not a good argument because the proof of the 
theorem is lacking. It takes little examination to discover that most scientific critiques of 
Spirituality fit this mould, usually by pretending that Judeochristianity is, per se, “religion.”

A truly good argument is more than a valid inference; it is a valid inference or set of 
valid inferences in which the inferences are logically relevant. The conclusion of a valid 
inference is a logical consequence of the premises. In other words, a good argument 
presents a conclusion which is a logical consequence of the premises, and that 
conclusion follows logically from the premises in a direct and relevant manner. Despite 
this, Academics very often offer arguments in which the premises and conclusion of 
the inference are both true, yet the inference is nevertheless invalid because it is not 
consequential. For example:

 The book is in your possession 
therefore 
 You are reading these words.

Although both the premise and the conclusion are true, the inference is invalid 
because it is not true that if the premise is true then the conclusion must be true—the 
book would be in your possession even if you were doing something else. More to the 
point is this invalid argument:

 Science has discovered no numina in the universe 
therefore 
 Spiritual beliefs are meaningless gestures.

This argument is invalid for the same reason as the preceding one; i.e., non sequitur. 
If we are to achieve the highest degree of intellectual rigor, we should assume no 
propositions except those explicitly stated or implied in our (scientific) system of axiomatic 
knowledge. The only inferences allowed should be valid inferences: those in which 
the conclusion is a logical consequence of the stated premises. A purely axiomatized 
examination of Spirituality will then consist only of those facts which can be deduced 
from the axioms of Science by purely logical means; i.e., we must make all assumptions 
explicit as axioms and definitions, and deduce theories therefrom by strict logic.

All of this is significant, not merely pedantic, because our overall project should be to 
explore and reveal the broad structure of reality. The different modes of knowing, after 
all, which constitute the totality of our cognitive awareness of the world, are concerned 
with different subject-matters. Science, for example, utilizes Physics; Spirituality utilizes 
Metaphysics. Yet if both modes are rigorously organized, the forms of propositions ought 
to be common to them both.
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At the beginning should be basic 

The Astronomer by Johannes Vermeer (1668)

axioms stating definitions; for example, 
what is meant by “mass” or what is meant 
by “meaning.” Although such statements 
are distinct, they are both nevertheless 
conceived as being of the same form. And 
since the premises have a common form, 
the conclusions which can be formally 
derived from them will also be alike in 
form. Thus by formalizing the different 
modes of knowing we will be in a position 
to appreciate a higher unity that links 
them.

Formal Logic is, of course, a set of rules, 
essentially practical, for guiding thought-
processes in Academia; for clarifying 
the place and function of intellectual 
investigation and examination in the 
process of knowing; for deriving concrete 
procedures and methods capable of 
solving problems in order to gain ends 
valued—but it is much more.

Formal Logic also strives to explicate 
how thought-processes work, what explicit and implicit assumptions they take for granted, 
and why they are related to any given detailed set of principles useful in specialized fields 
of knowledge. In other words, Logic also has as a primary question, just how analysis 
arrives at the broad generalizations by means of which thought-processes per se are 
effectively stimulated, guided, and maintained—i.e., how they organize experience in any 
intellectual domain; how they interpret cognitive functions as a phase of the structure of 
reality. Only such a comprehensive application of Logic to every facet of Academia can 
produce, at last, a genuine Transcendental Logic433 for the New Millennium.

The legitimate object of Logic is to discover, based on what has already been 
established, things which we do not already know. Consequently, our reasoning is valid 
if it is such that it produces true conclusions based on true premises—and not otherwise. 
Thus, the legitimacy of any Logic is entirely premised on the use of factual and not 
constructural assertions. If a is put forth as the set of facts in the premises and b is put 
forth as a conclusion derived therefrom, the question for the Logician is whether or not 
these assertions are truly so factually related that if a is true, b is generally true. If this 
is the case, then the inference is valid—and not otherwise. In no way is the question 
whether or not, when the premises have been accepted, we feel compelled to accept 
the conclusion as well. Yet this is the primary method of “logic” used by Academics 
to “disprove” tenets of Spirituality. It is true that most Religions are illogical. But this is 
incidental: true conclusions remain true even when most Academics feel no compelling 

433 Kant, 1781
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reason to believe them; and false conclusions remain false regardless of their compulsion 
to believe them. The question of whether or not a given concept is consistent with a 
hypothesis depends on whether or not they are logically compossible.

Orthodox Academics believe that their anti-spiritual predisposition is based upon an 
axiomatic method with a firm foundation, but they are mistaken. The problem is that 
every proof is effectively a syllogism, but not every syllogism is a proof. In other words, 
they often engage in invalid inference or illogical consequence. If one states the axioms 
of a theory and then posits an inconsequential theorem, one has a syllogism but not a de 
facto deductive method. For example, this is a proper syllogism:

  a=b
  b=c

  therefore a=c

The following, however, although apparently cognate, is an improper syllogism:

  a≠b
  b≠c

  therefore a≠c

Academics are very often guilty of making scientific statements about spiritual concepts 
based on the illogic of the latter type of syllogism, and supposing—or pretending—that 
they are based on the logic of the former type. Only a study of predicational relations can 
correct these errors.

Of course, we in no way suggest that the syllogism can represent empirical inference; 
indeed, it is a type of circular argument: the premise already contains the conclusion. Hence 
when we assert that “all men are mortal,” that “Michelangelo was a man,” and therefore 
that “Michelangelo was mortal,” we have already asserted the second premise when 
we put forward the universal proposition preceding it. Thus to prove that “Michelangelo 
was mortal” by deducing it from the proposition that “all men are mortal” is to assume 
from the very start that which we profess to be proving. Nevertheless, the syllogism can 
be a useful tool, because it is not merely a verbal transformation but a real inference 
from the evidence on which our universal proposition is based to a new conclusion. So 
long as our evidence is empirical, then, our syllogism is valid. That is, when our universal 
proposition is not an inarticulated major premise—a metaphysical presupposition—but 
rather a formula reminding us of past inductive reasoning, we are in the future entitled 
to infer from it. Scientists, for example, argue from particular cases to a general rule 
(induction), and then from the rule to some other particular cases (deduction); “What is 
called Formal Logic,” observed Mill, “is the logic of consistency.”434

It simply is not true that the empiricist must interpret all principles as “generalizations 
from experience.” Much of Science has for its subject-matter relations of ideas; relations 
that are valid independently of experience, although the ideas themselves are, of course, 

434 System of Logic (1843)
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derived from experience. Consider, for example, the Riemannian Geometry of Relativity 
and the Uncertainty Principle of Quantum Mechanics—they are principles generalized well 
beyond the limits of experiential spatial and causal relationships. It must be remembered, 
therefore, that there are not two, but three, basic types of scientific inference: induction, 
deduction, and hypothesis. Inductive and deductive arguments tend to include premises 
which are relatively precise and quantitative, but hypothetical arguments are often more 
unconventional. The hypothesis is essentially a process-argument based on inference 
from unexpected fact to possible explanation, with one fundamental requirement: if the 
explanation proposed were, arguendo, true, then the pertinent fact(s) would no longer 
be unexpected. Thus it becomes an “explanatory hypothesis.”

The logic of Science, then, like any other form of Logic, is essentially a doctrine of 
symbols, with the raison d’être of considering the nature of symbols which the mind 
utilizes for understanding Nature and conveying its subsequent knowledge. The three 
types of inference, but especially the hypothesis, utilize relations of symbols representing 
ideas derived from experience. This system of symbols is never “objective,” dependent 
upon any characteristic of facts themselves, but depends on our state of mind for the 
credibility of its propositions. Logically, this systemic cognition should not be restricted 
to empirical demonstration, but should also study the effect which hypothetical belief in 
certain (logical) premises produces with respect to conclusions accepted as absolutely 
proven.

In short, Science consists, theoretically, in first supposing and then testing hypotheses, 
and to question the qualitative nature of or impulse behind any logical hypothesis is 
itself questionable conduct. It is the possibility of a hypothesis being valid that makes 
it viable, and an estimate of its probability which justifies the degree of belief it evokes. 
In other words, our general thesis is that any rational hypothesis predicated upon the 
scientific doctrine of symbols can be assigned a magnitude of knowledge and belief. 
And this “probability of belief” cannot be identified with the degree of confidence with 
which particular Scientists happen to subjectively regard it, but must be identified with 
the confidence a culture-system ought to have in it existentially.

With a logical parallelism, the propositions of Science and Spirituality can be equationally 
linked, algebraically developed, and analytico-intuitively expressed. This is because the 
formation of hypotheses in both modes is essentially a matter of an imaginative leap 
rather than—as Positivists suppose—a special kind of inductive inference. And since every 
proposition is, logically, a species of identity—i.e., an equation—a parallel substitution of 
analogues is a valid type of inference, which is founded on the fundamental principle of 
Logic that in whatever relation a thing stands to another thing, in that same relation it 
stands to the analogue of that other thing.

The prejudice that presently prevents Science from thus engaging (true) Spirituality 
is derived from the oversimplified belief that scientific method advances by discovering 
“causes,” in the simple sense of necessary and sufficient conditions. In reality, however, 
Science never fully passes beyond hypotheses, which have a greater or lesser probability 
but always remain subject to more accurate hypotheses, e.g., Newtonian “absolute” space 
and time. The mystery of things-in-themselves always remains beyond our capacity to 
completely penetrate empirically. As Scientists, we are confronted with the less grand 
mission of discovering and systematizing regularities, constructing as many hypotheses 
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as is possible, which are compatible with the regularities and with each other; then 
we compare the hypotheses to construct overarching theories based on the coherent 
probability of regularities taking the form they do. Hence the hypotheses of Science are 
as susceptible to falsification as those of (true) Spirituality, yet it would not be useful in 
the former to wait until we have achieved empirical “certainty” and so it is not useful in 
the latter. Since certainty is, in Science, the hobgoblin of simple minds, Scientists should 
engage (true) Spirituality in accordance with possibilities and probabilities—Scientists did 
not give up on Physics just because “absolute space/time” was discredited; they should 
not give up on Metaphysics just because the “anthropomorphic god” was discredited.

The positivistic view of the Inductive Method rests on the presumption that Scientists 
somehow already possess a stock of possible “causes” of the effects into which they 
inquire. In other words, their ideology implies that Scientists begin with a finite number 
of prospective “causes,” as if there exists a list of potential candidates, so that they 
have merely the task of examining the facts and deciding between their respective 
qualifications. In this viewpoint, the Scientist’s mental attitude has nothing to do with 
the formal logic of the endeavor; scientific theory is simply a system of true or false 
propositions, not the domain of judgments expressing attitudes of mind. Where the 
“propositions” in this emphasis come from remains, necessarily, an inarticulated major 
premise of the Positivists’ syllogism.

In reality, the Inductive Method is far more organic—”evolutionary,” one might say—
and progresses from simplicity to complexity as an expressive development. We begin 
with “terms” as constituents of “inferences.” Our choice of terms delimits our potential 
propositions, and our choice of propositions delimits our potential inferences. Every 
fundamental term, i.e., concept, involves, a priori, a rudimentary assertion—every term, 
each a human invention, connotes certain apperceptual characteristics and denotes 
the perceptual possession of these characteristics. Even our definitions, apparently so 
“objective,” imply an axiom, since they assert the existence of the objects defined. And the 
more complex the predicates of our basic assertions, the more attitudinal our premises. 
In the positivistic worldview, Science works only with monadic and dyadic predicates, 
for example, ______ is an a, or ______ is the a of ______. But polyadic relations are 
of a higher order of magnitude, e.g. ______ has effect a on ______ when ______. The 
full recognition of polyadic relations is of crucial importance if any satisfactory parallel 
analysis of scientific and spiritual meaning is to be possible in the 21st Century.

The essential differences between inference and proposition in both Science and 
Spirituality is simply that the latter points out a logical relation whereas the former 
asserts it. Thus, for example, the proposition “If numina exist, then the universe is not 
meaningless” does not assert the universe’s meaningfulness; the inference “Numina 
exist and the universe is therefore not meaningless” asserts that the universe is in fact 
meaningful. The proposition and the inference point to the same logical relationship and 
have the same logical structure, but, contra Positivism, a spiritual proposition cannot be 
unscientific unless it is inherently illogical. Any conflict between Science and Spirituality 
has always and everywhere been based upon spiritual inferences, but positivistic thinking 
has ignored the distinction and overstepped the proper bounds of Science in asserting 
that spiritual propositions are a priori unscientific.

As the “Philosophy of Religion” gives way in the 21st Century to a Logic of Spirituality, 
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Science will learn to examine the necessary general laws of spiritual symbols as analogies 
for those of its own domain. The Logic of Spirituality will have a grammar based on the 
nature of meaningful spiritual symbols; a critical logic describing the characteristics of 
symbols in a scientific world; and a methodology to discover the laws by which symbolic 
principles generate other symbols.

What we are postulating, then, is a Boolean complementarity, wherein Science and 
Spirituality interact not as “facts” but as propositions. The father of modern Logic, the 
Englishman George Boole, in the first chapter of his landmark book An Investigation of 
the Laws of Thought (1854), explained:

Logic is conversant with two kinds of relations—relations among 
things, and relations among facts. But as facts are expressed by 
propositions, the latter species of relation may, at least for the 
purposes of Logic, be resolved into a relation among propositions. 
The assertion that the fact or event A is an invariable consequent 
of the fact or event B may, to this extent at least, be regarded as 
equivalent to the assertion, that the truth of the proposition affirming 
the occurrence of the event B always implies the truth of the 
proposition affirming the occurrence of the event A. Instead, then, of 
saying that Logic is conversant with the relations among things and 
relations among facts, we are permitted to say that it is concerned 
with relations among things and relations among propositions…. 
Now let those things or those propositions among which relation 
is expressed be termed the elements of the propositions by which 
such relation is expressed. Proceeding from this definition, we may 
then say that the premises of any logical argument express given 
relations among certain elements, and that the conclusion must 
express an implied relation among those elements, or among a 
part of them, i.e. a relation implied by or inferentially involved in the 
premises.

It seems logical to hold Spirituality to the same standards as Mathematics, wherein 
theory must be internally consistent but—unlike the theory of Science—need not 
necessarily correspond to factual demonstrability. Spirituality, like Mathematics, extends 
assumptions about theoretical concepts to levels of existence not always subject to 
empirical verification, and in this sense “numina” and “soul” are not essentially different 
from an “imaginary number” and a “hypersphere.” Thus there is no logical reason 
whatsoever that fundamental spiritual postulates cannot be written based upon empirical 
data, and a logical (and meaningful) structure of axiological metaphysics developed 
therefrom. “The ideal,” advised Whitehead in the Treatise on Universal Algebra (1898), 
“should be to erect a calculus to facilitate reasoning in connection with every province of 
thought, or of external experience, in which the succession of thoughts, or of events can 
be definitely ascertained and precisely stated.”

Of course it should always be remembered that the structure and function of spiritual 
propositions are not more or less like those of an expository essay. The essay, that is, 
may be parsed out as consisting of a series of topical assertions which are developed 
sequentially in the process of moving to the next assertion. Spiritual propositions, on the 
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other hand, do not have a true key to be found in the logical analysis of their statements, 
as if they were so many syllogisms. It is important, therefore, to think of a spiritual 
proposition as a kind of thematic structure, like music, moving forward, but harking back 
upon itself, one theme counterpoint to another. This essentially thematic quality of the 
structure of spiritual propositions will be discussed in detail in Volume 3.

The truth is, the negative limitation on meaningful result for Science, implied by our 
postulation of Spirituality, could represent a monumental advance in Academia. This is a 
simple application of the undecidability of the Incompleteness Theorem.435 Gödel proved, 
after all, that any system of axioms for analysis will always include propositions which 
are undecidable on the basis of those axioms. That is, any axiomatic system contains 
propositions that cannot, in principle, be demonstrated as either true or false. And if 
a proposition can be shown to be undecidable, it may logically be taken as true, even 
though unprovable, because there can be no exception to it. This is the metaempirical 
nature of true Spirituality.

We can, with a little cognitive ingenuity, conceptualize a logic matrix for a spiritual 
worldview, capable of supporting it with a small but nontrivial intellectual advantage:

If we believe in numina and they do not exist, we live a falsehood. If we disbelieve 
in numina and they do not exist, we live a truth. If we believe in numina and they exist, 
we live a truth. If we disbelieve in numina and they exist, we live a falsehood. So far so 
good, with simple logic. However, the remainder is more logically complex. If we believe 
in numina, do not know whether or not they exist, and we cannot know, then we possess 
our belief and cannot be proven wrong. If we disbelieve in numina, do not know whether 
or not they exist, and we cannot know, then we possess nothing and cannot be proven 
right. Similarly, if we believe in numina, do not know whether or not they exist, but can 
know, then we possess our belief and can be proven right; if we disbelieve in numina, 
on the other hand, do not know whether or not they exist but can know, we can neither 
prove a positive for which we do not search, nor prove a negative, and thus cannot be 
proven right or wrong. Logically, then, the intellectual matrix counsels a hypothesis of 
affirmation, which is empirically testable, rather than a priori negation, which is not.

After Gödel proved that some true statements cannot be proved to be true by the 

435 Gödel, 1931

 Believe Disbelieve

There are no numina - +

There are numina + -

We cannot know + ø

We can know + ø
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application of any formal system of rules, resulting in what Computer Scientists later called 
the “halting problem” (because algorithmic iteration would be incessant), Alan Turing 
recognized (1938) that human minds are capable of performing these “uncomputable” 
operations. Such supplementation of the formal system of Science with uncomputable 
deductive steps—Turing‘s “oracle” function—for apperceiving the theorematic truth 
of formally unprovable statements by Spirituality, utilizes the same type of intuition 
Mathematicians use in proving theorems.

In some fashion, a basis for further, meaningful dialogue on Spirituality from a scientific 
perspective will have to be instituted upon true double-blind procedures, because the 
expectations generated by Judeochristianity determined the outcome of such discussions 
previously due to bias that lingers today. Experiments must be divided up between groups 
of researchers not interacting, with one group proposing and preparing an experiment, 
another group conducting the experiment, and yet another group analyzing the data. 
Then genuine discourse about the results will be possible. So long as dialogue remains 
unscientific, with single groups making models, testing them, and analyzing them, bias 
will continue to dominate, and ultimately derail, all discourse useful in the 21st Century. 
“Science,” quipped Richard Feynman in The Character of Physical Laws (1965), “is what 
we have learned about how not to fool ourselves.”

The Greek word horizon, from which our English word derives, is based on a verb 
stem that means “to bound, divide, limit, confine, determine.” In everyday language, 
the most common use of “horizon”—as the Oxford English Dictionary informs us—is to 
designate “the boundary line of that part of Earth’s surface visible from a given point of 
view; the line at which the earth and sky appear to meet.” By analogy with this image-
case of a visual horizon, the term “horizon” may also be used to designate “the boundary 
or limit of any ‘circle’ or ‘sphere’ or view, thought, action; that which bounds one’s mental 
vision or perception; the limit or range of one’s knowledge, experience, or influence.” 
What emerges from even a cursory examination of these ordinary uses are two ideas: 
that a horizon is a boundary of some sort, and it is relative to certain conditions.

Our present interest is in the character and significance of certain types of horizons 
in the pursuit of culture-science. Here it becomes appropriate to distinguish two major 
types of such horizons: 

1. Those that determine the bounds of the phenomenological 
Psyche. 

2. Those that determine the limits of the Psyche as a maximally 
comprehensive, intelligible domain—the intelligible Psyche.

It is true that, as in any Science, the spheres of the phenomenological and the 
conceptual do not exist in sharply separated compartments. On the contrary, at any given 
stage of inquiry the psyche-as-understood is guided and to some degree controlled by 
what is experienced. Conversely, the character of the phenomenological Psyche leans 
upon some preferred conceptual schema. This is why although we do not accept the 
literal existence of angels, we can be sure that some Christians’ visions of angels while in 
heightened states of awareness are psychically real. “The angel,” Jung remarked 
somewhere, “symbolizes something new arising out of the deep Unconscious.” (Imagine 
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how profound Pascal’s “Night of Fire” would Super-symmetry

ESCHER’S CRAB CANNON (1965)

NATURE’S CRAB CANNON

BACH’S CRAB CANNON (1747)

(1) A short section of the Crab’s genome. The gene sequence is linked 
in a forward-backward configuration, called in Molecular Biology a 
palindrome; (2) The Crab Canon by J.S. Bach, in which a single theme 
is enmeshed with itself in a forward-backward configuration (in Musical 
Offering); (3) Illustration Crab Canon by M.C. Escher, in which figure and 
ground are recursive, creating a forward-backward configuration.

have been if he had not been indoctrinated 
with Judeochristianity!). Despite these 
obvious interconnections, there is an 
important distinction between the 
phenomenological Psyche and the 
intelligible Psyche, as well as important 
distinctions to be made with respect to the 
kinds of horizons that respectively limit 
each. The horizons that hold for the 
phenomenological Psyche and the 
intelligible Psyche have different 
properties and different criteria of 
identification. Things which are intelligible 
can be simultaneously wholly unknown; 
conversely, things which are known can 
be wholly unintelligible.

We must pose, therefore, the following 
questions: What determines a particular 
type of psychical horizon? Is it fixed or 
moveable? How does the presence of a 
horizon affect the attainment of reliable 
knowledge of the Psyche? What are the 
limits to making phenomenological knowledge intelligible? How do we best convert 
intelligibility to phenomenological knowledge? These are important questions before 
the science of Noödynamics, and the assistance of all scientific disciplines is needed 
to answer them. “Human life,” proclaimed Whitehead, “is driven forward by its dim 
apprehension of notions too general for its existing language.” On the other hand, some 
questions are too simple for analysis. For example, what is the one word all English-
speaking persons, no matter what the nation, pronounce incorrectly?436

It is time, we suggest, for the artistic imagination and the spiritual intuition to engage 
the complementary truths of Science in filling that silence with meaning, thereby 
represencing the homology of the Western character, which the philosopher Oswald 
Spengler named the Faustian Soul. Spengler derived this symbolic nomenclature from 
the central mythologem of the West—Faust, the philosopher who sells his soul to the Devil 
in exchange for unlimited knowledge, experience, and power.437 This legend intuitively 
expresses the fact that the Judeochristian God—an unbalanced and unnatural conception 
of an all-good deity, along with the irresolvable paradox that from pure good came the 
ultimate evil, Satan—cannot fulfill the innermost quest of the Soul of the West, and thus 
the character Faust makes a pact with his daemon, Mephistopheles, and in traversing the 
path between good and evil, moves toward true Selfhood, which is ultimately beyond 
good and evil. “What is done from love,” declared Nietzsche, “always occurs beyond 

436 “incorrectly”
437 The Decline of the West; 2 vol. (1918/20)
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good and evil.”438 This symbolism can today be transferred to the unbalanced nature of 
materialistic Science. Carpe millennium!

Science, that simple saint, cannot be bothered 
Figuring what anything is for: 
Enough for her devotions that things are 
And can be contemplated soon as gathered.

She knows how every living thing was fathered, 
She calculates the climate of each star, 
She counts the fish at sea, but cannot care 
Why any one of them exists, fish, fire or feathered.

Why should she? Her religion is to tell 
By rote her rosary of perfect answers. 
Metaphysics she can leave to man: 
She never wakes at night in heaven or hell

Staring at darkness. In her holy cell 
There is no darkness ever: the pure candle 
Burns, the beads drop briskly from her hand.

Who dares to offer Her the curled sea shell! 
She will not touch it!—knows the world she sees 
Is all the world there is! Her faith is perfect!

And still he offers the sea shell ….

What surf 
Of what far sea upon what unknown ground 
Troubles forever with that asking sound? 
What surge is this whose question never ceases?439

438 Thus Spoke Zarathustra (1892)
439 Archibald MacLeish, Dr. Sigmund Freud Discovers the Sea Shell
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Psychography

Trantorian Dream by Michael Whelan (1983) 
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5. Psychography: The Character of Western Culture

Very few biographies succeed in portraying the straightforward, 
serene, and regular progress of an individual. Our life is like the 
Allness in which we are contained, and it is put together in an 
unfathomable fashion out of freedom and necessity. Our intention 
is a foretelling of what we are going to do under any circumstances, 
but these “circumstances” affect us in their own way. The “what” 
of things lies in us, the “how” rarely depends on us, and we are 
not allowed to ask “why”. We are therefore justly advised to say 
“because”.440

5.1 Prelusion

The primal unity of Mankind, as opposed to “humanity,” lies in the cognate culture-
historical patterns of life; in the fact that all vital events of human “history” have occurred 
within the context of great culture-systems. For 60 centuries or so, i.e., approximately 
240 generations, all men and women whose lives have been significant to others have 
been members of one of these great civilizations, moulded by them, created in accord 
with their values, perceiving the universe with their eyes, understanding first and last 
things pursuant to the epoch of those civilizations in which they lived. The High Cultures 
of history have been the most creative, passionate, all-embracing, entropy-consuming 
endeavors in which it is possible for life on Earth to engage. To finally understand 
one another, therefore, and put an end to the Clash of Civilizations, we must learn to 
perceive and comprehend the history of culture-systems scientifically, with a perspective 
sufficiently free of our own valuations and presuppositions to enable us to grasp the 
architectonic pattern of Life.

Psychography as an academic discipline is new and has yet to complete the 
clarification of its methods, content, and scope. For those with an attraction to the 
foundation of ideation, however, its subject-matter is already intensely interesting. Fact-
minded and excessively analytical thinkers, of course, lack the imagination necessary for 
this field, and should probably avoid it. Defined, most simply, as the study of the role of 
existential paradigms in the emergence, development, and application of ideas, 
Psychography is admittedly a difficult craft. Intellectual history of the typical sort usually 
fails to apprehend the subconscious processes of cognition which over-analytic minds 
find intangible and thus tend to marginalize or ignore; yet all of the ideas, ideologies, and 
movements of History are the result of subterranean predispositions of collective 
character. While the details of scientific ideals, philosophical systemizations, and political 
theories are studied in minute detail because they are extensively documented in libraries 
and archives and can thus be grasped more concretely, the role of existential paradigms 
is usually dismissed in a vague phrase or two about the influence of authority, morality, 
class, economics, etc., on ideas. The need for imaginative and symbolic—though careful 
and precise—studies in Psychography is now recognized and is being addressed by the 

440 Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, My Life: Poetry and Truth (1811-33)



283

Noödynamics Institute. But much work 

The Faustian experience of Pure and Limitless Space manifests, phenomenally, 
as extended direction, time, history, destiny. Faust lives in the consciousness of his 
becoming, of an a priori intentionality, and thus not the Classical nude body but the 
Western portrait has been his art form ––not the rendering of bounding corporeal 
surfaces, but the representation of a Soul looking out through eyes, captures the 
world-vision at work. Hence these eyes are always focused upon past and future, 
leading the observer into the experience of the super-sensuous infinite. Great 
Faustian painters set out to represent not faces but “the motions of the mind” (Da 
Vinci). They do so by envisaging the life which the image is to represent––not merely 
physiology, but all the passion, dynamism, and fate-laden character of the person––
with such depth and insight that the result is a representation of the whole Being. 
The comprehensiveness of the Artist’s vision of the Soul beyond the face, and the 
livingness of the individual, is the measure of the beauty which the portrait possesses; 
that is, of the extent to which it belongs not to the physical but to existential reality.  
The bias of Classicism, depicting Western portraiture as less “natural” and/or “realist” 
than Hellenic statuary, is based on a kernel of truth: the Faustian aesthetic depiction 
is always more than nature, and metaphysical. Everywhere there is an intangible 
quality, even in bodies (from Michelangelo through Bernini to Rodin), which are used 
as highly expressive envelopes for time-commanding Souls––all is spiritualized in a 
lyrical, visionary, dematerialized manner.

The Face of Faust

Friedrich Nietzsche, Friedrich Hölderlin, Otto von Bismarck, Johann Wolfgang von 
Goéthe, Napoleon Bonaparte, Friedrich Schiller

must be done.
We can no longer restrict our study of 

Culture to philosophy, politics, economics, 
warfare, etc., because these cannot be 
fully understood without a comprehension 
of the existential paradigm of the Culture 
from which they derive. The ideas of Plato, 
Mohammed, and Bacon, and the deeds of 
Caesar, Meiji, and Napoleon cannot be 
understood apart from the unique mixture 
of ideas, impulses, values, and symbols that 
made up the paradigm of their Cultures, a 
paradigm quite different from all others. 
Nor, to come closer to ourselves in time, 
can the phenomena of 20th Century world 
wars be understood except in the context 
of a specific Era of a specific Epoch, within 
our unique psychographical paradigm. 
Ideas and deeds “make history,” but 
Psychography makes ideas and deeds.441

A Culture is differentiated from a simple 
society in that it becomes an actualized 
two-way cognitive system encompassing individual psyches in a collective consciousness. 
Expressive functions make this possible. Culture is thus a further integration of the 
connectiveness of social activity. It is only with the emergence of Culture that collective 
expressive experience takes form. The cognitive “mechanism” which makes this possible 
is a set of integrative recursive symbol-systems associated with the normative function of 
society. The basis upon which it is formed interrelates a complex of existential awareness 
and a new expressive consciousness. In this manner cultural expression creates the 
subject and object of experience. This is an abstracting process separate in function from 
the basic social function. It is a set of cognitive pathways which do not remain the same 
but are undergoing continuous change, and yet the characteristic essence is maintained. 
The fundamental structure is preserved through its initial genetic-cognitive formation 
and maintained through psychographical energy. The intricate feedback systems of 
information from all parts of a culture-system's embodiment modify the dynamic state of 
the whole but its basic character442 endures.

This system is one that has its innate component and its learned content. The innate 
paradigm carries the structural design of the cognitive system and how it will function. 
Structure and function are, of course, intimately related to each other, to some extent 
transforming each other in a dynamic relationship. Academia did not yet have concepts 
to characterize this type of emergent cognitive phenomena, and thus Noödynamics is 

441 See Volume 6
442 “The relatively permanent form in which human energy is canalized in the process of assimilation and 

socialization.”  —Erich Fromm (Man for Himself, 1947)
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proposed. Once this overall pattern is recognized, then the complex and holistic nature 
of culture-systems and their various junctional centers can be better understood. It is 
essential that the significance of the distinction between a practical-functional (social) 
and an integrative-emergent (cultural) collectivity be realized. Animals know; humans 
know that they know; High Cultures know that they know that they know.

The manifestation of culturally and historically signifying ideas and deeds within 
the existential paradigm from which they emerge, sui generis, is, then, the domain of 
Psychography. The separate disciplines, which as the History of Art, Comparative 
Religion, and the Philosophy of Science, etc., tend to study their past developments 
“unculturally,” treat them substantively and as if they arose, simply, from “humanity.” It 
must remain for the Psychographer, then, to show how these developments interact with 
and resemble each other in a patterned, symbolic, and subjective manner. There is a 
need for a discipline whose aim is to assess and, if possible, quantify the existential 
factors which influence Cultures as a whole and in different periods.

It logically follows, then, that few, if any, of the postulates of unilinear culture-studies 
are valid; they cannot stand the test of psychographical scrutiny: The great theories put 
forth in fields such as the Philosophy of Science, Comparative Religion, and the History 
of Art, et al., all turn out to be, at bottom, paradigmatic postulates: Assertions, fiats, 
and judgments of one paradigm based upon the assumptions of another paradigm. 
This is quite as true of allegedly “logical” structures such as Philosophy, Mathematics, 
and Technics as it is of the more overtly “metaphysical” ones. The inverse is true as 
well: Because of the failure to fully acknowledge our own existential paradigm, our own 
psychography, Academics have failed to recognize alien ideas and deeds within our own 
Culture-history—the reason these appeared and were accepted, became popular and 
influential, was related to factors other than the immanent predispositions of paradigmatic 
thought and feeling. No true Westerner, for example, would have described the process 
of Evolution in economic terms, as did Marx and Engels: Marx described Evolution in 
terms of a “division of labor,” and human expansion and exploration as the “opening up of 
new markets”;443 Engels proposed that proto-man's greatest attainment—the use of the 
hands—was crucial to the origins of Homo sapiens because of its usefulness in labor.444 
These alien ideas, it must be asserted, were not cultural at all—i.e., within the genuine 
existential paradigm—but were anti-cultural in nature: Using the abuses of the Industrial 
Revolution as a pretext, these ideas and the consequent deeds emerged and gained 
popularity as a point of departure from the West; as an agenda to deny and reject the very 
existence of the Culture through the endless nihilism of “dialectical materialism.” Even 
Nihilism must construct with reference to the existential paradigm, being unable to do so 
in a vacuum, and thus Marx did not proffer ideas but anti-ideas; his was a “philosophy” of 
negation, as was the Bolshevism it generated in response—both were unparadigmatic, 
and thus non-Western.

An intellectual paradigm equips us to know; an existential paradigm enables us to 
understand what we know. And just as to understand the past is to be able to live fully 
in the present, so to understand Psychography is to be able to live fully in the Culture. 

443 Letter to Engels (1862)
444 The Part Played by Labor in the Transition from Ape to Man (1895-6)
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To be experientially acquainted with the paradigmatic heritage of Western Culture is to 
be an encultured person, and to be an active participant in Civilization and History. “The 
transcendental psychophysical background corresponds to a ‘potential world’ in so far 
as all those conditions which determine the form of empirical phenomena are inherent 
in it,” explained Jung.445

This appetitive behavior achieving stimuli-situations based upon inherent releasing-
mechanisms of response, represents phylogenetically programmed behavior-patterns 
channeling motivations and attaining terminal situations as part of unitary behavioral 
function-structures Ethologists have termed “drive-activities”; in this case, culture-specific 
drive-activities.446 The linear sequences of psychographical processes acquire the epoch-
making system characteristics which make history remarkable by the “invention” of 
feedback loops enabling chains of events to modify the effects of initiating and sustaining 
links. Thus all expressions which subsequently promote the exemplar are reinforced 
systemically in survival-purpose aims. Psychographical processes cannot evolve in 
human organizations without complex centralized nervous systems—i.e., organizations 
lower than a High Culture (tribes, nations, religions, etc.)—because any system capable 
of subsuming patterns of knowledge to feedback loops amenable to adaptive behavior-
modification obviously requires and predicates, a priori, various complex and highly 
organized subsystems based on culture-specific drive-activity.

If a reification may be forgiven, we may say that a Culture's system knows what it 
is doing. There is a cognitive-like process at work. The idea of “character” makes 
comprehensive this governing cognitive-like process. The term “character” implies a 
bundle of qualities, traits, and patterns of behavior, and if we add here a concept of 
active force, then Psychography may be understood as a science of the forming 
principle in culture-systems. Psychographical qualities are the underlying (and ultimate) 
infrastructures of culture-systems, giving shape and purpose to Civilizations. They are the 
cultural force in historical form, patterning culture-historical developments and revealing 
Mankind's essential nature.

It seems obvious that individual humans are not genetically programmed for 
specific psychographical behavior. Psychographical symbolism is not hardwired. Rather, 
psychographical behavior simply emerges within the culture-system as a result of much 
simpler, lower-level psychographical rules. Hence psychography is an emergent property, 
meaning it is behavior that occurs in the culture-system despite not being programmed 
into any member of the system. Individual humans are sociobiologically programmed 
to cooperate and to pursue goals, but the characteristic result of these interactions just 
emerges, with unpredictable outcomes. Psychography is thus a form of what is called 
“distributed intelligence,” and one thing distributed networks do particularly well is 
establish patterns.

“Almost without exception,” wrote Schopenhauer, “Philosophers have placed the 
essence of Mind in thought and consciousness; this ancient and universal radical error 
must be set aside. Consciousness is the mere surface of our Minds, which, as of the 
surface of the Earth, we do not know the inside but only the crust. Under the conscious 

445 Mysterium Coniunctionis (1956)
446 c.f. Heinroth, 1930; Lorenz, 1965
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The Course of Empire, Consummation by Thomas Cole (1833-36)

Intellect is the conscious or unconscious Will, a striving, persistent, vital force, a 
spontaneous activity, a Will of imperious desire.”447 This recognition of a natural Will 
underlying the rational Intellect was essentially vindicated in Darwin's schema of a 
Nature in which the Intellect is effectively a tool utilized by the organism as a whole in its 
struggles to survive in and adapt to its environment. Psychography is an extension and 
expansion of this concept from individual to Collective Consciousness.

The recognition that the Will is a deeper force than the Intellect has left a powerful, 
if not mainstream, stamp on Academia ever since Schopenhauer (e.g., Nietzsche, Sorel, 
Bergson, Spengler, Jung, Hesse, Adler, et. al.). One of the primary causes of the decadence 
of our Civilization is an existential enfeeblement resulting from excessive rationalization at 
the expense of creativeness and vitality emerging from the living spontaneity of Instinct, 
Intuition, and Will. As is explored in Volume 6, this dis-ease can be traced back to the 
Enlightenment and its triumph of Rationalism over Naturalism, Reductionism over Holism.

Excessive intellectualization has paralyzed the Will-to-Power of the West, resulting 
in the weary mediocrity of our nurture-driven bourgeois Materialism. From a healthy 
skepticism which challenged all beliefs, the dismissal of Will led to the nihilism that saps 
Western Man's capacity for belief per se. The only solution lies in a new psychographical 
primitivism which will lead civilization back to culture, society back to community, ego 
back to Self. The genius of a High Culture consists not in scientific and philosophical 
logic so much as in existential Will-to-Power tempered by reason, which was, after all, the 
original definition of the Latin word for genius (Greek: daemon).

447 The World as Will and Idea (1819)
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High Culture, of course, requires intellect for its accomplishments, and the intellectual 
element in the West is unsurpassed. But intellect, although the highest faculty, is such 
because it is, evolutionarily, the latest; in other words, it is the latest “layer” developed 
upon other elements of culture-character. Psychography acknowledges, appreciates, 
and strives to enhance and further develop the holistic being of Western Culture, which 
consists of all layers. The multilayered character of a High Culture produces the dithyrambic 
dance of existence in the World. Contemporary sociologists and historians tend to agree 
that a proper understanding and explanation of the theories and practices of members 
of a society must rest upon some comprehension of the categories of thought pertaining 
to that society. If categories of thought are continuous across extensive cultural and 
historical distances, then this comprehension presents no special problem.

If, however, different cultures and historical epochs are so divided from us as to 
render some of their ideas and ideals incommensurable with our own, then substantial 
conceptual and methodological problems are presented to the Academic. At best, the 
ingroup will have difficulty identifying and gathering data about a strange society. At 
worst, there will be no hope of truly understanding and explaining the theories and 
practices of such a society.

 A culture-system's psychography is “the individuality of a civilization, its recognizable 
character, its identity which is maintained through the successive stages of its existence,” 
to which the great archeology scholar Henri Frankfort referred in discussing the 
phenomena, drawing attention to a certain “consistency in its orientation, a certain 
cultural ‘style’ which shapes its political and judicial institutions as well as its morals. I 
propose to call this elusive identity of civilization its form. It is the form which is never 
destroyed, although it changes in course of time.”448

As the founder of Cultural Ecology,449 Julian Steward, observed in Theory of Culture 
Change (1955), social systems emerge out of collective patterns which, in turn, are 
determined by the methodological adaptation of a people to their natural environment. 
Although there are morphological similarities of social change across cultures, the 
exigencies of differing settings, both a priori and a posteriori, result in “multilinear 
evolution.”

In the broadest sense, Psychography as conceived by the Noödynamics Institute is a 
collective personalism;450 that is, a way of knowing that makes the essential “character” 
of a culture-system the key to understanding all of its myriad forms of expression—
scientific, spiritual, artistic, philosophical, religious, technological—as quite “personalized” 
manifestations of an existential substrate. In this sense, all products of Civilization are 
ultimately psychographical in form. To exist as an expression of High Culture is to exist as 
the expression of a collective “Self,” or some structure-function of experience of a holistic 
entity. Psychography, per se, is the unitary field of conscious experience for a culture-
system; its complex unity—multiplex—as Being-in-the-World. Civilization, per se, is the 
“body” of a psychographical culture-system, which serves as the interface between a 

448 The Birth of Civilization in the Near East (1951)
449 q.v. Volume 2
450 c.f. Goethe & Schleiermacher, 1799; Grote, 1865; Whitman, 1868; Renouvier, 1903; Dreyer, 1905; Stern, 

1906; Bowne, 1908; Calkins, Gilson, Hocking, Maritain, Mounier, Schiller, Rashdall, Ulrici, Berdyaev, 
Howison, et al.
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culture-soul and its environment.
As a psychographical entity, a culture-system experiences—and thus expresses—itself 

as a self-identical process of becoming, especially in history. Psychography is active—in 
knowing, in identifying, in response to stimuli; in other words, it is self-determining and 
purposive—teleogical with regard to values. No individual from one culture-system can 
truly experience any others’ psychography directly; yet every individual can experience 
his or her own culture-systems' psychography and may glimpse that of other systems 
indirectly. A culture-system, then, is a complex unity of consciousness, which identifies 
itself with its History, determines itself by its Will-to-power, is purposive and value-seeking, 
autonomous yet a member of a species, and manifoldly expressive.

As should be obvious, Psychography naturally embodies Historicism: The idea of 
History as a process above and beyond individual human actions; a Will which influences 
individuals and is embodied in history as Destiny. This is an exciting concept, because 
one of its implications is the stimulation of interest in history as cultural biography. People 
are rarely interested in History so long as it remains of only positivistic or story-telling 
value; to be elevated to the dignity of a discipline equal to scientific and philosophical 
fields, History must be recognized as revealing significant truths about Culture, Mankind, 
and Nature. Men like Hegel, Nietzsche, Rickert, and Spengler saw history as nothing 
less than Deity's manifestation in the World—the organic unfolding of great purpose. 
Understanding this purpose is the raison d'etre of Psychography.

The Noödynamics Institute is not asserting that all historical events are systemic or 
purposive, or that the patterns of History can be determined metaphysically, without 
reference to actual events. Rather, the Institute asserts that the phenomena of History 
are the outward expression of existential impulses and archetypes, and that these form a 
recognizable, consistent, and necessary pattern of Being and Becoming. We should study 
events and periods, but we should do more: We should “live into them,” as Spengler said, 
to discover their inner character. As demonstrated in Volume 6, Spengler revealed that 
there is a single objective pattern into which the history of all High Cultures fit, an idea 
we find relevant to our tasks.

Interestingly, Academia in the West has implicitly accepted the assertion of Thucydides, 
in the opening of The History of the Pelopponnesian War, that before his time nothing 
of importance had happened in the world. Academics would fervently deny this but it 
remains an inescapable fact at the heart of their skeletal frame of history wherein the 
abstraction “humanity” has developed since neolithic times through the ancient societies 
of Asia and Europe into modern times through a relatively straight, advancing path, 
foreshadowed in Sumeria and Babylonia, related somehow to Egypt, and attaining real 
foundation in Classical times—picking up, along the way, art and philosophy from the 
Hellenics, engineering and law from the Romans, and religion from the Hebrews.

In this schema, fully accepted implicitly when not openly celebrated, the history 
of civilizations such as the Hindu, Chinese, Japanese, Moors, Persian, Olmec, Mayan, 
et al., are treated as mere branches off the main trunk of “progress”—not “history” at 
all but, essentially, relegated to the fields of Archeology and Anthropology. This is a 
necessary element of orthodox History, without which it becomes incomprehensible as a 
discipline. If these “aberrant” civilizations be included in History per se, the plot created 
by modernism gives way to a series of self-contained cycles, eradicating the “progress” 
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mythos.

The Course of Empire, Destruction by Thomas Cole (1833-36)

Psychography is a challenge to modern ideas not because there is a lack of evidence 
to suggest it—indeed, evidence is overwhelming—but because it implies that cultures 
have a self-contained existence. Modernism is loath to grant significance to this 
conception because it debunks unilinear, melioristic historiography—the consequent 
image of History is therein not that of a long march forward, culminating in Liberalism, 
that is, in us and our attitudes. Rather, History becomes something grander and more 
beautiful—the polycentric story of incessant birth and youth, senescence and death, with 
all the attendant triumph and tragedy; in a word, History in-itself.451

To preserve the modern fiction of endless Progress, it is necessary to ignore the 
history of the vast bulk of Mankind. To admit that there is meaning in the other High 
Cultures, that they had a life and personality of their own, is to admit that historical life, 
like significant individual life, has the structure not of comedy but of tragedy; that the 
great and monumental High Cultures that presently are granted only tangental existence 
in our historical schema, like great men and women, were driven not by platitudes but by 
creative ideas which can never be completely fulfilled nor attain in spacetime the eternity 
that lies at their core. Every High Culture has been in its own way the living argument of 
these principles. We are here reminded of the line of the Swiss romanticist poet Conrad 
Ferdinand Meyer in a tribute to Michelangelo: “Sculptor Deity, strike! I am the stone.”452

Ultimately, the psychographical nature of culture-systems allows for conceptually 

451 q.v. Volume 6
452 In the Sistine Chapel 
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diverse “worlds” that are genuinely inequivalent in a sense which symbolically resembles 
the complementarity of Quantum Mechanics. In other words, culture-systems actually 
emerge and evolve in the context of coarse-graining perceptual experience. Our use 
of metaphor to describe the dynamics of culture-systems should not be deemed overly 
vague, as the construction of metaphors of this kind has much in common with the 
construction of a model—a formal scientific model is fully developed in Volume 6, based 
primarily upon the scientific examinations of Volume 2. Metaphors and models based 
on nomic isomorphisms may facilitate one’s grasp of a set of descriptive regularities or 
theoretical principles for a new domain of inquiry by exhibiting a parallel with descriptive 
principles from a more familiar domain. Considering the great heuristic value of structural 
and functional metaphors, it is natural that in attempting to frame a new theory we let 
ourselves be guided by inferential subsumption under comprehensive general principals 
of human development and the life sciences. Both metaphors and models cause a kind of 
recombination of meanings, enlarging implications, activating new trains of association, 
and shifting contextual conceptions to catalyze a broader and deeper understanding of 
principal subjects. 

A worthwhile scientific theory explains empirical regularities by exhibiting them as 
aspects of more comprehensive underlying regularities, which have a variety of other 
testable aspects as well; i.e., which also imply various other empirical regularities.  Such a 
theory thus provides a systematically unified account of many different empirical factors. 
In  a sense, Psychography introduces a typological aspect into the strictly classificatory 
system of Culture Morphology, adding a supplemental ‘ordering’ principle. The advantage 
of ordering in addition to classification is its allowance for subtler distinctions. Furthermore, 
typological ordering may take the special form of a useful qualitative procedure for 
investigators.  Typological conceptions not only allow for a precision and fineness of 
distinction unparalleled on the levels of mere classification, but they also provide a basis 
for the use of theory in terms of functions or structures connecting several morphological 
variables.  In historical research, after all, the objects and/or events under study are often 
found to resist tidy pigeonholing, because those characteristics of the subject-matter in 
the given context have ambiguous traits or those of overlapping classes.  

The supplement of Morphology with Psychography thus enables the investigator to 
better recognize transitional forms and borderline cases.  Each culture-system provides 
a set of alternative coarse-grained images of Mankind, Nature, and the Cosmos, and 
individuals therein conceive the World accordingly—the “World” of one culture-system 
is thus actually different from the “World” of any other culture-system. Naturally, there 
is always some degree of agreement in the conceptualization of phenomena, based 
on similarities in humans and the environment, and thus culture-systems can share 
ideas and even understand each other to some extent. But a large quantum of what 
is conceptualized in one culture-system is ontologically unique and as such cannot be 
fully apprehended by others. Only through a metaconceptual knowledge such as that 
sought by the Noödynamics Institute will all culture-systems attain any appreciation of 
the full range of perceptual experience of others. This reality is what Spengler referred to 
as the “World-as-History.” In his introduction to The Decline of the West (1918), Spengler 
explained:

The World-as-History, conceived, viewed, and given form from 
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out of its opposite, the World-as-Nature—here is a new aspect 
of human existence on this Earth. As yet, in spite of its immense 
significance, both practical and theoretical, this aspect has not 
been recognized, much less presented. Some obscure inkling of 
it there may have been, a distant momentary glimpse there has 
often been, but no one has deliberately faced it and absorbed it 
with all its implications. We have before us two possible ways in 
which Mankind may inwardly possess and experience the world 
around him. With all rigor I distinguish (as to form, not substance) 
the organic from the mechanistic world-impression, the content of 
images from that of laws, the picture and symbol from the formula 
and system, the immediately actual from the constantly possible, the 
motives and purposes of imagination ordering according to a plan 
from the motives and purposes of experience dissecting according 
to a scheme….

We share Spengler’s almost religious belief that History, with its investigation of all 
fields of human experience, all of the interests and passions of the past, and the rise and 
fall of civilizations, is the queen of disciplines and the great teacher of teachers. Spengler’s 
contributions to the Philosophy of Culture are of such enduring importance to the nascent 
new paradigm that his name belongs in the class of the most brilliant, inventive, and 
insightful Philosophers, the class that also includes Descartes, Locke, Leibniz, Berkeley, 
Hume, Kant, Dilthey, and Wittgenstein. A virtual prophet of the 20th Century, he laid the 
foundations for a post-modern science of culture-systems—he is the Philosopher of our 
era. He was a charming figure of an earlier age, an autodidactic polymath who was almost 
a statue pointing back to the Renaissance. Spengler’s consciousness attained a level of 
awareness that provided an overview of the mysteries of higher human existence. In this 
sense he was an alchemist, albeit a scientific one, who continually glimpsed the golden 
thread which binds effects to causes and causes to a unity of happenings. He perceived 
culture-systems as wholes, through which the apperceptions of the human mind weave 
larger meanings and thus more coherent worlds.453

Kierkegard observed that though life must be lived forward, it can only be understood 
backward, and thus the student of the Spenglerian hypothesis will want to know with what 
intellectual preconceptions Spengler began his task; what compelled him to undertake 
it; and finally, how much confidence can be attached to the final product. We leave this 
backgrounding to Volume 6, and here only utilize the hypothesis obliquely. It is an idea 
that Spengler left open at the peripheries and which will be updated and modified in 
the volumes which follow, re-emerging in Volume 6 more strengthened, enriched, and 
rejuvenated by a century of discoveries which followed publication of Decline of the 
West. 

One of the most cogent criticisms that can be levelled at historical studies of the 
last couple centuries is the extensive collection of data in the absence of organizing 
principles of theory.  This is yet another application of the flawed idea of reductionism, 
the view dominant in the West since the Enlightenment: that effective understanding of 

453 The work of this greatly under-appreciated genius is fully explored in Volume 6
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The Course of Empire, Desolation by Thomas Cole (1833-36)

a complex system can be attained by investigating the properties of its isolated parts. 
The Spenglerian Hypothesis, to correct this error, introduces the principles of culture-
historical holism and monism: culture-historical holism recognizes that the whole of an 
epoch or era is greater than the sum of its parts; that events can be deeply understood 
only within the context of the larger culture-historical processes of which they are part. 
Culture-historical monism recognizes that events within a civilization are infused by a 
single psychographical élan.  Hence it is the culture-systems so formed which from the 
point of view of the Noödynamicist, are the basic units of world-history.

The number of valid reasons for praising Decline of the West—scientific, spiritual, 
artistic, philosophical, technological, mathematical, political, ethical—would double the 
size of this volume, but the relevant reason herein is the fact that its main theme is the 
organic nature of Culture. It is almost impossible to overestimate the importance for 
the 21st century of Spengler’s demonstration that history is not linear but cyclical; not 
melioristic but polycentric. With Decline of the West, once and for all time, an objective 
and scientific element enters into the comprehension of High Cultures. Without this 
element, ‘culture’ is merely instrumental to various sociopolitical aims; empowered by it, 
it acquires an authority based on the scientific understanding of the culture-system as an 
evolutionary ascendance of humans to a higher level of being.

It was Spengler’s fate to stand on the threshold of the West’s final era, constructing a 
passageway to new vistas he would never see. As is apt to be the case with any thinker 
who has opened up extensive new horizons of thought, Spengler was in no position to 
personally explore all of the ramifications and extrapolations of his own discovery. He 
rose to fame during a period of great interest and amazement in archeological finds 
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around the world. Previously unknown and long-dead civilizations were being uncovered 
everywhere, it seemed. An artifact, to Spengler, was never just an artifact, because it 
told, in its form and function, the story of an organic being whose every other artifact 
(and expression) could be expected to be in homologous accord with the one under 
review. No item was too small for its significance to escape him as it might relate to 
the demonstration of the existence of expressiveness therein. Any artifact, to Spengler, 
was not an isolated fragment of a civilization, shaped once and forgotten, but rather a 
page from the continuous biography of a culture-system. It is in the lights and shadows 
of this vast, unfolding timescape that we find Spengler like a modern Faust poring over 
the heaped artifacts recovered from these excavations. And Spengler, with his gift for 
recognizing precise leitmotifs, with his exquisite sense of the essence behind forms, 
was providing the framework necessary to Historiography before the field could be 
developed scientifically.

It was necessary for Academia to discover one great principle, one supreme 
generalization capable of drawing together a multitude of otherwise dispersed and 
disparate facts, before Science could meaningfully cast its light upon the concepts of human 
History and Culture. Spengler reaped the rewards of that discovery—disparagement and 
charges of “mysticism”—or, even more bitter, feint praise and sympathetic disdain. Despite 
the obvious brilliance and insight of Decline of the West, it was cleverly relegated to the 
domain of literature, and in the end a conspiracy of silence surrounded it in Academia. 
If it had not been for the success of the book outside of Academia, his idea might have 
suffered an even worse fate than it did—mostly ignored for almost a century— and been 
totally, irretrievably, forgotten.

As has happened many times before and after in the history of thought, an idea 
became the victim of sociological influences and political events and its re-emergence 
was delayed accordingly. Nevertheless, one cannot help feeling that this unshakable, 
destiny-driven mind which gazes remotely out of the bust by Fritz Behn that has come 
down to us, has already weighed academic acknowledgement against the vital force 
that creates and impels culture-systems in their great life-cycles, and turned away from 
the affairs of men to some nobler inner source of satisfaction. It is the visage of one 
whose vision has penetrated life so deeply—like that of Nietzsche—that mere mortals 
have ceased to interest him. And here we stand, regenerate Spenglerians; we cannot do 
otherwise.

Spengler’s sensitivity to the pulse of culture-historical process and the feeling for his 
own time had ripened within him in the course of his various studies of culture and history. 
He did not participate in this life thoughtlessly and deracinated, as did the majority of his 
fellow fin-de-sieclers, for he knew about the true origins and development of the West; 
was conscious of it as an organic entity, subject to a lifespan, created and destroyed by 
nature’s inexorable life-cycles.  By delving into a prodigious quantity of facts and, in myriad 
highly specialized fragments, colligating them to give them meaning as components of 
a comprehensive pattern of historical development, Spengler disclosed an enormous, 
exhilarating area of scholarship previously overlooked. There is so much passion and 
luminosity in almost all he wrote that its vividness sometimes obscures the meanings 
he intended to reveal. Spengler’s ideas have been controversial from inception and, as 
was (and is) to be expected, have been the subject of much (frequently harsh) criticism, 
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yet many scholars have, sometimes grudgingly, admitted their awed admiration for his 
erudition and overall vision. His schema is built upon an insightfully constructed basis of 
very subtle concepts which are capable of being applied systematically and universally.

Having stated as much, however, we must add that Spengler was as much a poet 
and a romantic as he was a philosopher and historian—though even when grandiose, 
very few of his claims are ill-founded—and thus much of his work lacks the scientific 
rigor and logical method required by academic standards. It is only natural that some 
elements of Spengler’s schemata have been found to be defective in light of decades of 
subsequent research and scholarship; but there is a deeper problem. Many Academics 
have experienced the uneasy sense that perhaps many of the patterns Spengler claimed 
to discover in history reflected the propositional organization of his hypothesis rather than 
the historical organization of the events adduced to underpin it; that perhaps “culture 
morphology” is no more than an artifact of the coherence of Spengler’s preconceptions 
rather than reflecting a genuine systems view of culture-expression.

These concerns are well-founded and understandable. But the proper response to 
partly mistaken syntheses is not to abandon making syntheses, but rather, to glean the 
errors and, correcting them, generate better ones. Moreover, a synthesis as sweeping 
and grand as Spengler’s was, as a first serious attempt, bound to contain errors here and 
there, some of them quite significant, as did the syntheses of Copernicus, Newton, and 
Darwin. Taking the awe-inspiring vision and brilliant insights of Spengler’s hypothesis as 
a propaedeutic, the Noödynamics Institute strives to amend its shortcomings and expand 
its scope in the light of almost a century of subsequent research and scholarship.

The Spenglerian Hypothesis is simply too majestic, and too relevant to our time and 
our circumstances, to be lost over the insufficiencies of an initial proposal, especially 
since it yields indispensable insights into the essence of Culture and reveals areas of 
further research and scholarship inconceivable without it. We Academics owe it to the 
worth of the subject to retain the hypothesis; to correct and amend and refine it with 
knowledge  from  every  discipline , until  it has  acquired  the  features  of coherence , 
factual accuracy, explanatory power, and relevance worthy of Western scholarship. 

The conception of Spengler, with his insightful and detailed study of culture and 
history, necessarily implicates the Social Sciences, revealing new connections and 
hitherto hidden facts of structure and function which must be taken into account in 
considering the nature and development of mankind. But results that depend upon 
human intelligence, creativity, and sensitivity sometimes work slowly, and a century 
hence most culture-historical studies are still strutting or shambling along the old familiar 
paths, and so there is still much work to be done which is a direct sequence of Spengler’s 
monumental beginning. Like another Alexander, Spengler left behind a realm rich and 
extensive enough for many bold heirs.

Spengler’s loftiest and most essential mission in life was to unify knowledge. Having 
experienced his epiphany that civilizations are organic, Spengler now understood that 
unifying knowledge meant developing a new organic philosophy. His subsequent work—
his search for the whence and wherefore of civilizations—was his attempt to reveal the 
underlying unity of civilizations using the principles of high history and culture. Such a 
philosophy inexorably produced what we call psychography.

One of the factors that makes possible the cumulative development of knowledge in 



295

Science is the use of theoretical constructs 

Wayfarer above the Sea of Fog by Casper Friedrich (c. 1818)

that are not completely defined when first 
utilized. A complete definition of the 
constructs of the Spenglerian Hypothesis 
will be the product of a period of empirical 
and theoretical work during which new 
information will be assimilated into the 
definitions of the constructs and into the 
theory itself. Much of this work is 
undertaken in the subsequent volumes of 
this text.

We have worked obsessive-
compulsively for two decades to bring 
Spengler's monumental insight to a level 
of exegesis commensurate with the 
intellectual integrity of Western Academia 
at its best. The result must be judged with 
the passage of time and the influence 
the work exercises upon diverse fields 
of learning. It is descriptive and symbolic 
through and through, written in a language 
which seeks to present relations and 
entities illustratively instead of proffering 
rationalized axioms reducible to logical definitions. We have written for readers who are 
capable of living into the images and concepts, difficult as this always is, particularly 
in the presence of the great enigma—felt profoundly by Spengler—at the core of the 
subject, which defies dissection but embodies intuitive penetration. “Those who make 
definitions,” Spengler observed, “do not know Destiny.”454

The Spenglerian Hypothesis can be remarkably advanced and refined by what we 
have learned in the century since Spengler wrote Decline of the West, in such fields 
as psychology, biology, cognitive theory, and especially general systems theory, as 
Volume 2 will demonstrate extensively. This nascent understanding has far more than 
simple scholarly importance. The research and scholarship being initiated by the 
Noödynamics Institute promises to bring about remarkable, wide-ranging advances in 
our understanding of Culture as a factor of human social organization and in relations 
between culture-systems. The application of these advances will extend beyond 
understanding the extraordinary expressions and artifacts of High Cultures; it also holds 
promise of improving higher academic functions: enriching spirituality, enhancing art, 
heightening sensitivity to the application and proper limits of technology, and altering for 
the good geopolitical attitudes, just to name a few.

The primary problem most 20th Century Academics seem to have had accepting 
Spengler’s hypothesis is the abstract categorical representations of historical phenomena 
currently deemed to be particular; but this was merely a failure (of breadth and depth) of 

454 Preface to the revised edition of The Decline of the West (1922)
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perspective. The Spenglerian schema is simply an application of a distinction commonly 
used by philosophers in the form of tokens and types. A token is any particular specimen 
of any general class; and all specimens are described as the several tokens of that single 
type. Hence according to Spengler’s schema, the “renaissance” of the Hellenic Culture 
at the time of Homer, r1, the “renaissance” of Rome at the time of Augustus, r2, and the 
“renaissance” of the West circa 1400-1600, r3, are tokens of the Renaissance type, R.

Spengler’s schema simply gives abstract definitions of the “typical” contents of cultural 
phenomena and these abstract definitions help us to identify cognate phenomena 
which fit into the categories where they may have previously been overlooked or 
misunderstood. There are many types of cultural phenomena producing a variety of 
discrete representations, which can be usefully and insightfully classified with the help 
of the abstract synthetic definitions of the Spenglerian Hypothesis. We always learn 
something when we apply new categories.  It focuses our attention on certain aspects of 
human activity that might otherwise go unnoticed or underappreciated, and so long as 
we remain critical of our own procedures we will gain fresh insights into the varieties of 
experience.

Spengler was the Historian of the 20th Century who fully and deeply realized that 
the mechanistic schema of “causes” and “effects” is greatly exaggerated in the field, 
creating a “natural science,” in disguise, predicated upon materialistic ideology—much 
of “history” has been written based on a faulty causality, as if night causes day because 
the one is always followed by the other. What should concern us, as Academics, is not 
merely what events happen and when, per se, but what they signify; what they reveal by 
happening. This is the “morphological relationship” of Spengler’s philosophy, signifying 
the inwardly binding force that connects all branches of a High Culture. Viewed from this 
morphological standpoint, even the everyday facts of historical life assume “a symbolic 
and even a metaphysical character”—henceforth phenomena such as the “crusades” of 
early Islam, the “renaissance” of Murasaki Shikibu, the Byzantine “humanism” of Romanus 
I, the Hellenic “enlightenment” initiated by Socrates, the “Napoleonism” of India’s Maurya 
Dynasty, as symbols, can be made uniformly understandable and appreciable. The 
discipline of Culture Morphology is fully explored in Volume 6, but the World-as-History 
schema has bearing on the introductory themes of this and all subsequent volumes as 
well. Spengler wrote:

That there is, besides a necessity of cause and effect—which I may 
call the logic of space—another necessity, an organic necessity in 
life, that of Destiny—the logic of time—is a fact of the deepest inward 
certainty, a fact that suffuses the whole of mythological religions and 
artistic thought and constitutes the essence and kernel of all History 
(in contradistinction to Nature) but is unapproachable through the 
cognition-forms which the Critique Of Pure Reason investigates.

In moving from the initial intuitive examination of Psychography to the more concrete 
exploration of pattern formation, it becomes clear that the essential character involved 
seems to require referral to some cognitive entity, and this is difficult for some to accept. 
To understand the deep significance of Psychography, we need to know in detail how a 
conceptual unification in Noödynamics is to be accomplished. To all outward appearances, 
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Science is an entirely different thing than Spirituality, Art, Philosophy, Religion, and 
Technics, and the challenge of noödynamic unification is to find a way of comprehending 
these modes as intimately connected on a deeper level. The explanation, according 
to Noödynamics, is that the different modes are not existentially but only expressively 
different. This differentiation is a culture-historical development from what begins as an 
organic symmetry, a phenomenon which physicists attempting a “grand unification” of 
physical forces call symmetry-breaking. Noödynamics represents the grand (re)unification 
of mental forces.

There are, in the world of High Culture, six modes of expression. These modes 
function in different ways, but the Noödynamics Institute strives to create a unified 
theoretical structure in which these very different expressive modes emanate from a 
single underlying existential reality. This unified theory must, obviously, be useful in a way 
that appeals to specialists in the field of each mode. It is not sufficient simply to cobble 
together the modes, as has been tried so often in the past from so many directions, and 
claim that unification has been established. What is required is a level of understanding 
which subtends each mode with some uniquely intrinsic elegance and symmetry, and 
then some morphological explanation for the generation of the different modes. Such 
symmetry-breaking is what Culture Morphology, introduced in Volume 6, entails, and at 
the root of this unified theory is Psychography, introduced here.

Culture is a continuum of interacting traits and the process of interaction has its own 
principles and dynamics. Scientific explanation is a quest for determinants, for casual 
relations, for distinctions between constants and variables and between dependent and 
independent variables. The homologous relationship between expressive behaviors is 
both constant and variable. How is this homologous variation to be explained, if not 
psychographically?

We cannot explain the variations of expressive behavior, which we may represent 
by E1, E 2, E 3, E 4... E n, in terms of the constant Culture, C. Variables cannot be explained 
in terms of a constant. How then can these differences-with-similarity be explained? 
Expressive styles vary within a culture-system during the course of time because they 
entail morphological variations on a psychographical theme. They are to be explained 
in terms of different phases of a single typology, psychography, P. We may set forth this 
argument in a series of formulas:

 C x P1    E1
 C x P2      E2
 C x P3      E3
 C x P4       E4

C stands for Culture; E1, E 2, E 3, and E 4, for different forms of expression, and P1, P2, 
P 3, and P4, for Psychography. The expressive behavior in any particular instance is, of 
course, a compound made up of two distinct but related elements, cultural systemics 
on the one hand (C) and typological dynamics (P) on the other. Since, however, Culture 
appears as a constant factor in all of our equations, we may eliminate the terms entirely 
from a consideration of variations of expressive behavior. Thus we cancel out the C and 
rewrite our equations thus:
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 P1      E1
 P2    E2
 P3    E3
 P4    E4

As the Culture develops and the expressive forms vary, so does the typology vary 
but pursuant to the constant. The expressions are simply the response of the typology 
to a particular set of morphological stimuli. E is a function of P. Variations of expressive 
behavior are functions of a psychographical variable under the constraint of a cultural 
constant, and thus the earliest cathedral and the latest rocket evoke a cognate world-
sense in Westerners. These homeotic transformations have what Wittgenstein called a 
“family resemblance,” in the sense that members of a family can be recognized as such 
by outsiders even though each is individuated based on unique features. In a set of 
things a, b, c, and d, a may resemble b, b resemble c, and c resemble d, and yet a may 
not resemble d. But where there is no fundamental or overarching property upon which 
to base a rigorous definition, the “family resemblance” may assist in classification. 

The empathic Academic who observes a sufficient number of artifacts created in 
the culture-system or period concerned will gradually arrive at an intellectual intuition 
of the indwelling essence that distinguishes them from all others, just as cetaceans are 
distinguished from fish.  Indeed, if the Academic’s culture-historical senses are sufficiently 
sharp and his or her insight sufficiently profound, it will be possible to grasp not only 
common stylistic features, but also the higher unity that links them with other cognate 
manifestations such as ethics, jurispurdence, economics, and marriage.

The field of Psychography must be kept clear of all metaphysical assumptions and 
must remain independent of qualitative judgments about the phenomena observed. Our 
task is not to discover the causes of particular effects, but simply to establish normative 
regularities. To make psychographical deductions from regularities concerning culture-
historical phenomena does not include any assumption about the nature of the content 
under investigation. Nevertheless, psychographical phenomena lend significant support 
to the noödynamic theory that a culture-system is a living entity; a superorganism. Like 
an organism, the parts of the culture-system do not arise independently and then get 
assembled, but emerge as the result of interactions within the developing system.  And 
like an organism, a culture-system is a structural and functional unity resulting from self-
generating and self-organizing dynamics, in which the parts exist for and by means of 
one another in the expression of a particular nature. Finally, as Psychography reveals 
so clearly and distinctly, like an organism a culture-system seems to have agency. “An 
organism has conscious mental states if and only if there is something that it is like to be 
that organism—something it is like for the organism,” the eminent philosopher Thomas 
Nagel famously proclaimed.455 There is certainly something that it is like to be a Westerner.

One has failed to grasp the nature of Psychography if one measures it by the yardstick 
of the Inductive Method. The “science” here is a Human, not a Natural, science, and thus 
even if all culture-historical knowledge includes the applicability of general regularities in 
particular objects of examination, psychographical research does not endeavor to 

455 “What is it Like to Be a Bat?”, Philosophical Review, 83, 1974.
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discover the concrete phenomena as an 

Shackleton’s Endurance frozen in the bay, as seen from inside an 
Antarctic glacier.

Icy Halls of Cold Sublimity⁕

* Fridtjof Nansen, Arctic Explorer

instance of a general rule in the manner of 
the Natural Sciences. Its ideal is, rather, to 
understand the phenomena per se in their 
unique cultural and historical 
concreteness—though of course every 
individual case can serve to corroborate a 
normative regularity from which further 
phenomena may be better understood. 
Nevertheless, regardless of general 
principles involved, the essential aim of 
Psychography is not to attain knowledge 
of a “law”—e.g., how and why culture-
systems develop ontically—but to fully 
and deeply understand this or that culture-
system in the world. Psychography is, 
then, a field of Hermeneutics.

Furthermore, we concede that our 
choice of the intuitive term, culture-soul, 
can aggravate this situation. But the 
relationship between Psychography and 
its consciousness can be made more 
palatable by thinking explicitly of an 
intrinsically organized Collective Consciousness that subconsciously builds a model of 
itself from a series of internal impulses and external responses. This closure of pattern-
formation effectively internalizes the impulse-response continuum, resulting in the 
emergence of a homeopathic collective self-identification. The “character” in this view 
is a subprocess of the entire culture-system. When hypotheses are used for purposes 
of explanation, they serve as premises in a deductive argument whose conclusion is a 
description of the entity/event to be explained.

The three phases in the scientific test of a given hypothesis consist in (1) the 
performance of suitable systematic observations and the subsequent acceptance of 
reports stating the results obtained; (2) confronting the hypothesis with the accepted 
observation reports to ascertain whether the latter constitute confirming, disconfirming, 
or irrelevant evidence with respect to the hypothesis; and (3) accepting, rejecting, or 
modifying the  hypothesis on the strength of the evidence constituted by the accepted 
observation reports.

A deductively developed system of this form can constitute a scientific theory since 
it has received an empirical interpretation that renders it relevant to the phenomena of 
experience.  Such interpretation is given by assigning a meaning, in terms of experimental 
evidence, to certain terms of the formalized theory. This criterion is even in accord 
with the operationalist maxim that all significant terms of empirical science must be 
introduced by operational definitions. Thus theory formation and concept formation are 
here interrelated.

The reason subjectivity reigns within objectivity is simply the intransmissible character 
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of sensations—because transmission of sensations is impossible, the world's objectivity 
is based on the lack of intersubjectivity. In other words, the sensations of others are 
forever inaccessible to us and thus we have no means of truly comparing one sensation 
called “green” to another sensation called “green.” Consider, for example, that a fern 
produces on one subject the sensation a and on another subject the sensation b, while a 
dandelion produces on the first subject the sensation b and on the second the sensation 
a. Since subject one shall always call green the sensation a and yellow the sensation b, 
while subject two will always call the first yellow and the second green, the two subjects 
can never even discern that they are experiencing different sensations from the same 
phenomena—they will point at ferns or dandelions, state the experience of sensations a 
and b or b and a, and deem the experiences to be “objectively” the same. Epistemology 
recapitulates Psychography.

Because the quality of sensation is impenetrable from without, objectivity must 
be recognized as devoid of quality—objectivity is purely a matter of relation. It is an 
exaggeration, but one based on a grain of truth, to suggest that universality is only a 
differential equation. The relations between sensations, alone, have universal “objective” 
value. The harmonious combination of relations formed by unconscious impressions is 
what is common to all culture-systems. That which we sense as “beautiful,” for example, 
is thus not because it possesses any inherent quality, but because it stimulates an 
association of impulses that corresponds to aesthetic appreciation. A culture-system, 
then, is a system of internal relations, and it is in the relations themselves that an objective 
understanding of Psychography must be sought.

All so-called “objective realities” are groups of sensations whose reality is predicated 
upon a subject-object bond. This bond is, as has been shown, a relation; and this bond 
alone is the basis of truth. No cultural expression—not Art, not Spirituality, not even 
Science—reveals the true nature of external things; each teaches us the relations of 
things. In fact, if some Judeochristian God, omniscient and such, knew the true nature of 
things, he would be unable to relate as much in a manner comprehensible to humans. 
Nay, we may strengthen this assertion: We cannot even truly understand the question 
implied. We are beset by paradox at every turn—the conception of “things-in-themselves” 
is a category of synthetic a priori judgment; we are Determinists as an act of free will; 
empirical objectivity is predicated upon the intransmissibility of subjective experience; 
and so on.

Any mode of expression, any perceptual faculty, is “true” to the extent that it offers 
into evidence true relations between subjects and objects. Existentially, two statements 
such as “The Earth rotates about the sun” and “It is most convenient to suppose that the 
Earth rotates about the sun,” have one and the same meaning—to a High Culture without 
Astronomy they have no meaning at all. Noödynamics is obviously (and necessarily) based 
primarily upon a coherence theory of truth, but it also satisfies the other two principle 
criteria, the correspondence theory and the pragmatic test of truth. The knowledge that 
reveals true relations is richer in content than the knowledge which does not, but only in 
relation to a seeking consciousness. The unasked question has no answer. All that is not 
thought or felt or in some manner sensed is nothingness; to declare that there are true 
answers to unasked questions is therefore an affirmation which can have no meaning—
truth is a relationship.
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Modern academic philosophical thinking too often overlooks the fact, first made 
explicit by Kant, that man's a priori Being is organically connected with his apperception 
of the world. What the Gods hath joined together, let no man put asunder. It is the 
chief aim of the Noödynamics Institute to keep this ontological connection in view. 
The guiding principle of Kantian philosophy in action is the fact that every existential 
difference must make a difference in worldview; thus every theoretical difference is a 
priori, and must logically manifest in a practical difference; and hence the best method 
for discussing points of practice is to begin understanding what theoretical ideals would 
give rise to such, and what existential principle would underly these. Kant achieved a 
real Copernican revolution, and Spengler did likewise. In exploring cultures and history, 
Spengler suggested, we should proceed precisely along the lines of Copernicus’ and 
Kant’s hypotheses: “Failing of satisfactory progress in explaining the movement of the 
heavenly bodies on the supposition that they all revolved round the spectator,” Kant had 
explained about Copernicus, “he tried whether he might not have better success if he 
made the spectator revolve and the stars remain at rest.”456 Just as Kant showed that 
our environment appears to us not as it is “in itself” but as our categories of cognition 
construct it, so Splengler explained that our paradigmatic view of history and the world is 
formed by innate conceptions of the culture-system.

Psychography begins with the premise that cultural expressions are the products 
of Mankind’s cognitive power. Wherever there is a culture-system, the primary 
psychographical power of cultural expression is at work, and every culture-system is 
motivated to attain the general goals towards which this inherent power of mankind is 
directed. This does not exclude the fact—but rather justifies it—that the comparison of 
culture-systems calls for a criterion of universality according to which they are individuated. 
There are, then, undoubted differences in the character of the various culture-systems; 
but there are no preconceived criteria that we force upon the variety of the phenomena 
studied; rather the criterion recognizing the inner nature of cultural expression itself and 
its rich psychographical variety. Thus the normative interest we have in our comparison 
of the character of culture-systems does not interfere with our a priori acknowledgement 
of the individuality—and that means the relative equality—of each culture-system.

It is well-established that Spengler taught that every culture-system should be 
perceived as a particular way of collectively engaging the world, and he examined the 
“inward form” in which the psychographical process of cultural expression is, in each 
instance, differentiated. Behind this view there lies not only a Kantian philosophy, which 
emphasizes the part played by the formative consciousness in understanding the world, 
but also the metaphysics of a collective existentialism. This is expressed in the concept 
of a “cultural morphology,” to which the phenomenon of Psychography is related.

We must remember that most of Academia tacitly adopts Locke's version of personal 
identity—merely a chain of particular memories. This is the only concretely verifiable part 
of its significance only for automatons. But whereas, as Berkeley, Hume, and Kant made 
clear, we can never know things in-themselves, but only though our act of perceiving, it is 
foolish to accept the Lockean dictum that all ideas about personal identity beyond chains 
of memories are devoid of intelligible meaning. Locke's forte was Politics, not 

456 Preface to the 1787 edition of The Critique of Pure Reason.
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Battle of Verseris by Peter Paul Rubens (1618)

abstract Philosophy. As Berkeley demonstrated, the only “reality” we know of the world 
is our sensations of it—in other words, Being is primary. Thus, our Lockean chain of 
particular memories is secondary—the memories are of sensations, of apperceptions, 
which are primary. We come back, then, again, to Descartes: We think in a Faustian 
manner, therefore we are Western.

In a crucial Kantian sense, psychography as a discipline recognizes the Laws of Nature 
as purely phenomenal and the Laws of Culture as purely noumenal—the former consist of 
the data of sensory perception organized by the categories in the unitary consciousness 
of the latter. The task of the Noödynamics Institute is the ultimate intellectual unification of 
such knowledge, through the convergent lens of  psychographical insight. The analytic-
synoptic methodology this implies, holds that the truths of manifold expressiveness are 
to be found by first grasping the essential quality of all the parts and then consulting the 
common experience as a whole. In a psychographical context, the arrows of intelligibility 
must eventually point back from diversity to totality. This method appeals to empirical 
coherence as its primary criterion and thus preëmpts (superficial) charges of “reification,” 
but its ultimate appeal to a total psychographical unity of consciousness as the final 
verifier or falsifier of theories will make it problematic nevertheless. In the end, however, 
the “matter” of materialists and the “reason” of rationalists will be found to be less 
coherent than the psychogenetic ground of being as the essence of mind and matter.

It is not difficult to comprehend the concept of Psychography, but extremely difficult 
to understand the principles of this knowledge; to formulate the fundamental empirical 
precepts upon which the rational mind relies for ideation. What is important to recognize, 
a priori, is that Psychography is not a worldview, but a pre-worldview. It is the noumena of 
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the phenomena; the first act of Being-in-the-World which forms our sentient awareness of 
our environment. The Cogito, as a phenomenon perceivable in-itself (an-sich), precedes 
all other phenomena because it is through the lens of our individuated consciousness 
that we perceive a World in the first instance. In other words, Psychography recapitulates 
Ontogeny.

As a rule a culture-system's physiognomy expresses more than its language; it is 
the monogram of its deepest thoughts and aspirations. “The initial word of each our 
destiny,” wrote Joseph Conrad, “is graven in imperishable characters upon the face of a 
rock.”457 This psychographical thematology is the key to understanding one of Proust's 
most brilliant yet enigmatic propositions: “A book is a huge cemetery in which the names 
are effaced and can no longer be read on a majority of the tombs.”458 As will be explored 
fully in Volume 6, the system-dynamics of High Culture represent a polymorphism—the 
same essential factor has variable formal expressions. This culture-system polymorphism 
is also subject to Natural Selection.

5.2 The Psychographical Paradigm

The psyche is the world’s pivot: not only is it the one great condition 
for the existence of a world at all, it is also an intervention in the 
existing natural order, and no one can say with certainty where 
this intervention will finally end. It is hardly necessary to stress the 
dignity of the psyche as an object of natural science. With all the 
more urgency, then, we must emphasize that the smallest alteration 
in the psychical factor, if it be an alteration of principle, is of the 
utmost significance as regards our knowledge of the world and the 
picture we make of it.459

As has been revealed in ever finer detail from Kant through Jung to the most organic 
theory of cognition,460 Being is emanating through our consciousness of Existence and 
as such is shaping it. Heidegger explained that the concept of a phenomenon is that 
which shows itself in-itself, and the concept of a noumenon is that which announces itself 
through something which shows itself in-itself.461 To grasp this convoluted conception, 
we might fall back on an old adage: Where there is smoke, there is fire. The example of 
smoke and the intuition of fire fill the roles of that which shows itself in-itself and that which 
announces itself, but does not show itself, through something which does show itself. In 
this analogy, the smoke, which is something empirical, becomes symptomatic of fire, 
whether the fire is actually observed or not. In a leap of cognitive insight, the secondary 
thing, the mere effect, becomes a sign of the primary thing, the cause. This association 
between smoke and fire exists in consciousness before any actual encounter, before 
any causal relationship is actually experienced, albeit only abstractly. Psychographical 

457 Lord Jim (1900)
458 Remembrance of Things Past, vol. 7, (1927)
459 Carl Jung, On the Nature of the  Psyche (1954)
460 See Cognitive Theory, Volume 2
461 Being and Time (1927)
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phenomena signal and reference in just this manner; empirical things are symptomatic 
for existential things, even when their nature appears disparate.

The intricacies with which the Collective Unconscious462 of a culture-system perceives 
reality require examination if History and Nature are to be fully understood, because they 
are not just percepts, but constructs as well. Just as one may have never experienced a 
fire, yet immediately make the association between smoke and fire in a first encounter, 
as well as the leap from the cause to the effect, so too can one learn and then make 
through conscious awareness the association between historical phenomena and their 
psychographical noumena in the course of academic study. Encultured Academics can 
make the quantum leap from the material forms to the spiritual essence within, through 
acts of cognition based upon a hermeneutic-semiotic knowledge of culture-science.

Psychography, despite the dogmatic virulence of its antagonists, is actually more 
metaphysically viable than all universalist—materialist, reductionist, logical-positivist, et 
al.—ideologies, due to its qualitative recognition of cognitive process. Everything that 
is known—experienced  or expressed —is known by, for, in, and of a culture -system  on 
some  level . All  knowledge  is mental  and  as  such  is inextricable  from  an  a priori 
consciousness . Nature , the World , the Cosmos , are systems  of objects  in or for 
consciousness , and consciousness  is for itself  before  it is for objects . All space, 
time, motion, causality , contingency , energy, substance, sensory qualia, values, truth, 
reality, inter alia, are actual or potential experiences of consciousness . The idea that an 
entity can know non-mental objects non-mentally is incoherent—whereas every entity is 
before  it knows , its knowing

 
is inevitably  a function  of its being . In simplest  terms , 

everything we see “out there” is in part a reflection of what we are “in here.”
Academia can teach students the facts of history, but until it teaches the meanings 

of culture-history, students will continue to lack a sense of purpose; will still fail to 
experience history as culture-biography. This void in contemporary Academia extends 
into all domains, including Science, Spirituality, Art, Philosophy, Religion, and Technics. 
The conceptual teachings of Psychography address this emptiness with models based 
on culture-science and thus play a significant role in a holistic, monistic, and organic 
understanding of Mankind and the generation of worldviews. Then students may study 
cultures and histories with the knowledge that in facts and events may lie hidden impulses 
not revealing themselves in-themselves; that apparently unrelated phenomena may hold 
the key to cognate noumena.

Reality is a continuum, to be apprehended by the true Self. As Kant noticed, reality 
flows through immediate experience, as an awareness that originates in Being and 
projects itself as an ordering force into the World. When we grasp Psychography 
experientially, what we find is an indivisible continuum of becoming that is difficult to 
describe. Academics tell us that history is a sequential series of years, but we experience 
it as a life; i.e., as subjectivity.

The Noödynamics Institute uses a coherence theory of truth as an operational 
principle of ontology. This asserts the identity of Knowledge and Culture. Truth is that 
which satisfies the culture-system. Truth and Culture are ultimately the same. A doctrine 
of degrees of truth asserts that everything true is culturally coherent to some extent. 

462 See Psychology, Volume 2
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The Fall of Phaeton by Peter Paul Rubens (c. 1605)

Some “facts,” to put it bluntly, are more true in one culture-system than in another. 
The truth of Psychography is a given for the Noödynamics Institute. The ultimate truth 
is found empirically; i.e., in experience—Psychography is experience as experienced. 
The status of truth, therefore, is that of experiential contents and purposes self-fulfilled. 
In Psychography, truth is self-identity and self-existence. It is a wholeness wherein 
the different component elements of existential truth find satisfaction in their mutual 
significance. Psychography is ben trovato.

Psychography presupposes a metaphysics dominated by a qualitative pluralism. That 
is, there is only a single appropriate élan vital within any culture-system, but there are many 
equally autonomous and equally “right” culture-systems on Earth at any given time, all 
of which are uniquely individual and informative. As diverse participants in the Weltgeist, 
each represents a significant way of engaging Nature. The many are dependent upon but 
not identical with the species that creates and sustains them, contra modern singularistic 
superstitions, and may in fact qualify as a sub-species: Homo sapiens culturam.

Psychography is, in the final analysis, a new Axiology, based on internal prehension 
and external monism—making possible for the first time Geopolitics463 as a normative 
science, i.e., based on a true Philosophy of Culture. Thus Psychography promises to 
bridge the present world-historical gap between subjective standards and objective 
norms of value.

The pattern of organization of a culture-system, which identifies the expressive 
modalities and their relations to one another, equally unites the whole and constitutes 

463 Ratzel, 1897
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its identity. Culture per se, which actualizes itself and is immanent throughout the 
spectrum of expressiveness, and which sustains the continuity of the manifold in which 
it is embedded, is the element of identity. Culture is a systemic whole subtending the 
conscious awareness of specially organized human minds. The common notion that 
there is an indefinite number of cultural expressions and artifacts within any civilization, 
unrelated in any systemic manner except for the fortuitous coincidences of history and 
geography, is an inheritance of 20th Century reductionist-materialism with little currency 
in the 21st Century. The culture-system is a polyphasic unity, whole and holistic, even 
though it differentiates itself into many different forms, which are indeed “culture,” but 
which are nothing other than its manifestations and diverse particular exemplifications. 

The Noödynamics Institute adopts a psychographical theory of the history of 
Culture, after Spengler, because without such, cultural history cannot be adequately 
or meaningfully understood. As is demonstrated in the various chapters of Volume 
2, the concept of Cultural Evolution receives substantiation from every major field of 
Science. High Cultures emerge spontaneously, develop new and unique personalities, 
and participate in a Nature that is not finished evolving—and assist it. A profound and 
striking concept, Psychography transforms the rather monotonous and mechanistic 
homogenous meliorism of orthodox Historians and Cultural Anthropologists into a true 
feeling for the wondrous character, power, and freedom of a High Culture in an evolving 
world. Transcending the “tentacles of cold, prying thought” (Nietzsche) and basking in 
the invigorating light of pure expressiveness, Psychography reveals a Life—even in these 
darkening times—that is rich, vital, and inexhaustible.

The psychodynamic theories depicting existence as merely a process of satisfying 
a “pleasure-principle”464 find no support whatsoever in the historical record. Our annals 
are filled with stories of great ideas and deeds, not the enjoyment of the senses (which, 
of course, includes the avoidance of displeasure). From the pleasure-principle point of 
view, character is nothing more than the habitual modes of reducing psychological and 
physiological tensions. But according to the phenomenological theory of Psychography, 
humans are not primarily interested in equilibrium; they are, in fact, continuously orienting 
toward disequilibrium—their primal motivation looks forward into the future, not down 
into the present, toward self-actualization465 and world-fulfillment (with pleasure as a 
side-effect).

Observing the multihued foliage of the entwined branches of world-history has 
effectively blinded us to the fact that the leaves and branches originate in separate 
trees that are rooted in significant places, apart but interrelated. Civilizations are organic 
structures with networks of externalized points, but all relation must ultimately be traced 
back to the roots. Without a firm foundation, reticulation is dysfunctional, as we see in 
the world today. Only when High Cultures are known for what they really are can they 
enjoy an integration of functions. Only when we acknowledge that every High Culture 
perceives the world uniquely can the Cultures of the world finally see and understand 
each other. Culture develops through the expansion of a holistic pattern that is integrated 
and coherent from the beginning, and through the individuation of partial patterns within 

464 Schopenhauer, Freud, Rappaport, McGregor, Murelius, Knickerbocker, Buhler, Elkin, inter alios.
465 q.v. Nietzsche, Jung, Horney, Fromm, Goldstein, Maslow, Carl Rogers, inter alios.



307

the unitary whole. Cultures are, in short, cybernetic entities.
An awareness of the dominant psychographical complexes and dynamics of culture-

systems can extraordinarily enhance our knowledge of what civilizations are doing and 
why, an informed recognition and understanding that can provide a crucial, irreplaceable 
perspective on the shifting geopolitical dynamics of Earth. The comprehension of a 
psychographical complex can serve as a window into a culture-system; indeed, even a 
door and a pathway, because Psychography per se serves as an impermeable boundary 
that effectively places limits on cross-cultural understanding. Only a critical awareness 
of this boundary, and an act of imagination to intellectually transcend it, can open the 
horizon of our noödynamic world.

It is not “humanity” or “equality” or “democracy” or any other abstraction that is the fact 
of historical significance. It is psychography that counts now. It was not the Renaissance 
or the Enlightenment but the Faustian Soul that created Science and Technology and 
conquered the world and even opened up the heavens, and this psychography derived 
its strength not from doctrines but from a Self. The Academic of the new millennium 
does not traffic in highfalutin phrases and abstractions. The Faustian pact is always in 
his or her mind's eye. The Noödynamics Institute does not confuse the logic of history 
with the logic of formal systems. It is immersed in a life-course, and thus is not limited or 
deluded by didactic principles. The Academic of the new millennium is guided by Ethics, 
not Politics. He or she acts on the same principles as the great praxeological thinkers of 
all ages. From the world-shapers of history we derive the catechism of success, and it 
will be found to be in utter contradiction to the pseudo-morality of the 20th Century. The 
king is dead; long live the king!

As the world around us has made appallingly clear, with overwhelming symbolism, 
Politics and Ethics are poles apart. Yet for decades now, Politics rather than Ethics has 
dominated the sociological trends of Academia. The pervasive ideology of “political 
correctness” in Western Academia—and only Western Academia—does not admit any 
glossing over in the 21st Century. It has not been truth nor justice nor fairness nor even 
common human decency, but special-interest self-centeredness, that was the fact of 
political correctness throughout the latter-half of the 20th Century. With the advent of the 
Noödynamics Institute, however, it is henceforth intellectual integrity that counts. Once 
more unto the breach, dear Academics, once more, or close the wall up with our Western 
dead!

The face of Destiny remains obscured, but somehow it will bear the features of Faust: 
to be inspired or trampled by him is the fate of every Westerner. The Noödynamics 
Institute is a conduit of this impulse, full of trust and understanding, a vehicle for every 
man and woman compelled by a higher calling. All significant expression will henceforth 
emanate from Faust and in the end will return to him. Our happiness, if we are to know 
any in the trials and tribulations, triumph and tragedy to come, consists in sharing in the 
rich, expressive atmosphere surrounding Faust. Everything significant and full of Destiny 
must henceforth adopt faustian form. We must transform Faust into all our expressions 
and each of our expressions must be transformed into Faust. Science, Spirituality, and Art 
must begin to overlap in this continuum. Faust stands before us, bringing all expressions 
reborn in resplendent forms, even if he has hid his face amid a crowd of stars.

Despite the underlying ethos throughout Indo-European history, each culture-cycle 
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nevertheless possessed its own primary 

Tower of Babel by Maurits Cornelis Escher (1928)

symbol, its own outer expression of this 
ethos, its own individuated character. Thus 
the poet Ralph Waldo Emerson said that 
“the man is only half himself, the other half 
is his expressions.”466 This is the key to 
Francis Bacon's enigmatic claim, “There is 
no exquisite beauty without some 
strangeness in the proportion.”467

Jung demonstrated again and again 
that archetypes which are not penetrating 
into the realm of ego-consciousness have 
more effect on our lives than those that 
have, and it is therefore reasonable to 
suggest that modern humans are more 
affected by archetypes than humans 
of the past who, fully aware of them, 
embodied them with willful intentions. It 
is also plausible that, for this reason, the 
more complex and advanced a culture-
system becomes, the more its primordial 
archetypes tend to reassert themselves, 
albeit in seldom-recognized forms. 
Certainly it is logical to conceive the modern myth of the Scientist as a represencing of 
the ancient myth of the Alchemist, that medieval seeker of ultimate truths, transmuter of 
substance, brewer of elixir vitae, in whom all the essential aspirations of the West were 
originally personified. Surely the similarities between the incessant and some might say 
monomaniacal quest of contemporary Physicists for the vaunted but elusive Theory of 
Everything, and the frenzied and ritualistic quest of their metaphysical forebears for the 
Philosopher's Stone, suggests that both forms of behavior originate in the same archetype 
of limitless knowledge and experience, the same transcendental rites of Faust. 

Undoubtedly the distortedly romantic interest in personalities such as Einstein is 
similar to the incantatory admiration of the mythical practitioner of the Dark Arts, that 
sacred and profane figure of medieval imagination, both attractive and fearful, hidden 
away in his secret laboratory peering into the riddles of the Universe. Faust always has 
been, and always will be, potently in our midst, our chanson de geste for the transmutation 
of the dross of matter into the gold of meaning. In her monumental Philosophy in a New 
Key (1942), American philosopher Suzanne K. Langer explained:

The embodiment of mythology in poetry is simply its perfected and 
final form; because it has no subsequent higher phases, we regard 
this formulation as the “true” mythical imagination. And because the 

466 The Poet (1844)
467 Bacon's “strange beauty” was the source for the term “strangeness” in Quantum Chromodynamics 

(Gell-mann, 1963).
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symbolic forms stand forth so clearly as pure articulations of fantasy, 
we see them only as fictions, not as the supreme concepts of life 
which they really represent, and by which men orient themselves 
religiously in the cosmos.

Faust attributes to the evolutionary law of becoming the ineffable meaning of Existence 
and imagines a Rubicon at the first step of every worthy undertaking. He is austere, 
stoical, driven: a dreamer of Danteän challenges; simultaneously haughty and humble 
like all ideological extremists. His vision is cold and piercing as the Morning Star. His 
whole life is contained in two words: knowledge and experience. He marks out a straight, 
ascending path through all that is most improbable in the universe; his conscience is 
bound up in his attainment, his religion in his Destiny; and he is a Scientist as others are 
Shamans. Woe to any who get in his way! He would pluck out his own eye if it offended 
the quest for limitless knowledge and experience; he would nail his body to a cross if its 
inertia could thereby be transcended by the Soul. And he would perform these horrific 
acts of self-slaughter with that sort of interior Shakespearean satisfaction that springs 
from embattled virtue. His life is ever one of privation amidst plenty, self-denial within 
self-abundance, and isolation at the center of infinitude—all roads lead to dissatisfaction 
as surely as they once lead to Rome; a relentless seeker, fiercely compelled, a marble-
hearted adventurer, Parsifal united with Von Braun. Non stare in dimidio rerum.

This persona mirabilis, framed in the prodigality of Nature—a being darkly wise 
and rudely great (Pope)—has a body by Michelangelo, hands by Titian, and eyes by 
Rembrandt, all immersed in the iridescence of Vermeer’s light, and is uniquely Western. 
“I am become a name,” pronounces Tennyson's famous Faust:

For always roaming with a hungry heart
Much have I seen and known: cities of men 
And manners, climates, councils, governments,
Myself not least, but honored of them all —468

The Classical Culture, for instance, which is so often considered to be the precursor 
to our own, nevertheless had a character ultimately unique from the Faustian character. 
Ethically, Hellenic arete, Roman gravitas, and Western will-to-power are similar but subtly 
distinct concepts, and essentially reflect the spiritual concepts of the Hellenic gods, 
the Roman genius, and the Western christos.469 If man is the “measure” of all things 
(Protogoras), then he cannot be the creator of all things. Nothing could be further from 
the Faustian élan than the two primary dicta of Hellas: “Nothing in excess” (meden 
again) and the “Golden Mean.” Because the Classical worldview was fate-laden, and the 
Western worldview is destiny-driven, the former had a eudaemonistic and the latter a 
teleological code of ethics. In a world dominated by fate, all that can really be pursued is 
happiness. In a world infused with destiny, happiness is really inconsequential, perhaps 
even counterproductive. “Virtue will not have assent to do with ease,” admonished 
Montaigne in his Essays (1580-8); “It seeks a rough and thorny path.”

468 Ulysses (1842)
469 See Gothic Christianity, Vol. 3
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The Hellenic Culture built its shrines with pillars that were decoratively topped with 
capitals, designating the upper limits; the Roman Culture built its shrines with arches that 
were rounded, designating their horizontal nature (even the dome is a three-dimensional 
arch); the very first thing Western Architects did was to snap this earthbound arch and 
add towers to express the vertical aesthetic of a new culture-system. “Infinity suspended,” 
Goethe called it. 

The Roman arch was fundamentally distinct from the Gothic arch in that it was static, 
like the Hellenic column:470 the circle-based arch spreads the stresses of the structure 
to negate them, and this is further accentuated by the fact that the Romans invented 
concrete. The Gothic arch, on the other hand, communicates force from part to part, in 
an overall elastic tension, so that every visible line becomes not static but dynamic: the 
load of the walls and roof is transferred through the arches to the flying buttresses, which 
communicate it into the Earth. This dynamism made the pointed arch unthinkable for the 
Classical Cultures, even at the zenith of their sciences and technologies; yet the design 
was immediately recognized in the West before either Engineering or even Mathematics 
existed to postulate the concept—it was pure intuition and vision.

The Faustian Culture topped its shrines with spires, which taper off imperceptibly into 
infinity, designating the lack of upper limits. Even in modern skyscrapers (of which non-
Western versions are mere imitations), not merely their immense height, but the use of 
the window as architecture, is peculiarly Faustian. In it can be felt the will to emerge from 
the interior into the boundless realm of Pure and Limitless Space. Spengler wrote:

The Soul—this enigmatic something which we feel when we hear 
the word used, but of which the essence baffles all Science, the 
divine spark in this living body which in this divinely cruel, divinely 
indifferent World has either to rule or to submit—is the counter-pole 
of the Light-world about us, and hence Man's thought and feeling 
are very ready to assume the existence of a World-Soul in it. The 
more solitary the being and the more resolute it is in forming its own 
world against all other conjectures of Worlds in the Environment, the 
more definite and strong the cast of its Soul.471

Myron's Discus Thrower, who is about to exert tremendous effort, is as calm as if at 
rest; Rodin's Thinker, who is merely contemplating, is as intense as if in competition. 
Great Western sculptors recorded in their works—perhaps intuitively and unconsciously—
the merging of one movement into another, which is why they always present more 
vitality when viewed directly instead of through photographs. The mind scans the 
sculpture and finds—again, intuitively and unconsciously—that the proper relations of the 
parts are inexact, creating a unified cognitive sense of a succession of movements as a 
visible fact. This is the real Faust, with his double-seeking gaze, simultaneously seeing 
the world into a distance impossible to others, and looking inward to unimaginable 
depths. When he walks and talks in the world, only half of him is visible; the other, more 

470 How is it that the Hellenic Culture, the unsurpassed master of Geometry, built thousands of column-
and-beam structures without once imagining the arch?

471 Man and Technics (1931)
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real half is behind a veil—primeval, Faustian Freedom
chthonic, darkly instinctual, beautiful and 
cold like stone, yet secretly filled with 
resplendent life. And all around him is a 
suffusing, silent emptiness, aether-like 
space, lonely as death.

Faust's outward élan is always but 
surface; his truest essence remains 
withdrawn from vulgar eyes, like the sap 
of a mighty oak in the winter—like a tree 
he does not die. He waits. The hidden 
dark streams and voices that roar beneath 
the surface are always ready to burst forth 
anew. To the Hellenic Culture, rest was the 
natural state of things; to Western Culture, 
motion has always been perceived as 
the natural state. (Hobbes even tried to 
explain sensations, desires, and behavior 
as effects of the human as a body in 
motion.) Slow and steady wins the Hellenic 
race, not the Western race—a minimum of 
escape velocity is required for that.

The idea that one isolated force, as a 
principle—e.g., inertia or centripetal motion—could impute the same efficient cause to 
different formal causes was unthinkable to Hellenic Culture. Objects in uniform motion did 
not remain in uniform motion until acted upon by an external force, but immediately came 
to a full stop when no force was applied. What is so often depicted as “superstition” or the 
lack of an inductive method is really paradigmatic—the West's worldview produced its 
methodology, not vice versa. Aristotle could never have discovered gravity in a hundred 
lifetimes, even with the works of Kepler and Galileo, for the same reason we cannot 
see the ultraviolet patterns of flowers that mere insects understand perfectly—thus his 
“quintessence” explained circular motion in the heavens bodily.

Every volume of Aristotle, an astounding polymath, relates this same bracketing 
distinction, made clear by Aquinas’ addition of a “first cause” to Aristotelian cosmology: 
the very concept of a first cause implies an efficient cause independent of a formal cause, 
and thus it did not exist for Aristotle any more than colors exist for bats. Instead, Aristotle 
was compelled to imagine not a first cause but an original stillness: the “Unmoved Mover.” 
No two concepts in the history of philosophy—the Unmoved Mover and the First Cause—
could possibly represent a more radical difference in the perception of existence.

Since the Renaissance, we have so venerated Classical Cultures in name while 
intentionally misunderstanding them in theory, that our entire historical imagery is 
falsified, twisted beyond recognition. Hence much that we know about Rome would have 
been loathed by Hellenics, and vice versa, yet we have so altered the images that we 
miraculously produce an organic continuity between the two. This systemic distortion 
is required if the West is to be, beginning with the Renaissance, also tacked onto this 
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culture-historical monstrosity with no counterpart in reality. We dare not perceive things 
too accurately or have too direct knowledge of them, lest we render unthinkable the 
myth of “progress” through a unilinear history of “humanity.”

Two of the most influential “Hellenistic” influences since the Renaissance, George 
Chapman's versions of Homer—the Iliad (1598-1611) and the Odyssey (1614-15)—are in 
fact thoroughly de-Hellenized: Chapman Westernized Homer, creating Faustian heroes 
out of Greek legend; he superimposed Western Ethics onto Hellenic ideas; and he even 
transformed Hellenic polytheism into the Natural Theology of the West. Keats famously 
set in verse how Chapman made him truly feel Homer for the first time—this is because 
Chapman had presented the Faustian Mythologem in Homeric form. Most of our post-
Renaissance aesthetic tributes to Hellenism—including Lessing, Herder, Goethe, the Pre-
Raphaelites, et al.—are based upon this quite unHellenic interpretation of Homer's verse: 
The Hellenic Hero as Renaissance Man.472

Obviously, Prometheus (“fore-thinker”) and Lucifer (“light-bearer”) resemble Faust 
(“fist”), but are nevertheless quite distinct. Prometheus stole the gifts of civilization from 
the Gods and brought them to humans, and for this was exiled and tormented by Zeus. 
Faust creates the gifts of civilization for himself and is exiled and tormented by himself. 
Lucifer was the exemplary non serviam, the rebel who was willing to subjugate himself to 
God but not to God's creation, humans. Faust refuses even to subject himself to God—he 
is the eternally self-creating human. Faust is the special type of philosopher who sees 
beyond merely individual appearances to the holistic impulse of Life itself, in an effort 
to affirm and extend it despite personal cost; who seeks in contemplation, as George 
Bernard Shaw wrote in Man and Superman (1903), “To discover the inner will of the 
world, in invention to discover the means of fulfilling that will, and in action to do that will 
by so-discovered means.” In his Dedication, Goethe wrote:

 And I am seized with long-unwonted yearning
Toward yonder realm of spirits grave and still.
My plaintive song's uncertain tones are turning
To harps aeolian murmuring at will.
Awe binds me fast; tear upon tear falls burning,
My stern heart feels a gentle, tender thrill;
What I possess, as if far off I'm seeing,
And what has vanished, now comes into being.

Byron certainly had Faust in his heart when he wrote the end of the poem Prometheus       
(1816):

Thou art a symbol and a sign
To mortals of their fate and force;
Like them, man is in part divine,
A troubled stream from a pure source;
And man in portions can foresee
His own funereal destiny;

472 Similarly, one of the greatest masques, Pleasure Reconciled to Virtue (1618) by Ben Jonson, used the 
legend of Hercules to present Renaissance Ethics.
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His wretchedness, and his resistance,
And his sad unallied existence;
To which his spirit may oppose 
Itself—and equal to all woes,
And a firm will, and a deep sense,
Which even in torture can descry
Its own concentered recompense,
Triumphant where it dares defy,
And making death a victory.

The existential principle associated with Faust is awakened and catalyzed in the 
reader in unexpected ways, both liberating and exalted. The common experience of 
overwhelmingly intense, even terrifying convulsions of consciousness, descents into the 
underworldly unconscious, volcanic eruptions from the instincts, imaginative visions, and 
profound, visionary, viscerally felt numinous transformations all come together for the 
spiritual understanding of the West. The extremity of passion experienced and acted 
upon by Faust, the epiphanies and enchantments and enthrallments of his experiences 
of his Self and its place in the World, push the boundaries of human capacity—this is 
why Faust is simply inexplicable, or even merely a devil, to outsiders. The overarching 
momentiousness of Faust's life seems to correspond with considerable accuracy, both in 
its specific meaning and its transpersonal potency, to the dynamic tension constellated 
by the principle Heidegger depicted as humans’ “thrownness” into an “uncanny” world-
vector. Like Byron, Shelley had Faust at heart when he concluded the play Prometheus 
Unbound (1820):

To suffer woes which hope thinks infinite;
To forgive wrongs darker than death or night;
 To defy power, which seems omnipotent;
To love, and bear; to hope till hope creates
From its own wreck the thing it contemplates;
 Neither to change, nor falter, nor repent;
This, like thy glory, Titan, is to be
Good, great and joyous, beautiful and free;
This is alone life, joy, empire, and victory.

This archetype473 has for a millennium continuously dived into the sea of Western 
Culture headfirst through the uterus:

Eternal riddles, grim and dreadful vipers.
Forever self-begetting, self-consumed,
You waste my heart by winding and uncoiling
In circles intertwined and ever new.
I cannot banish you, I cannot crush you,
My laboring soul no respite from you knows.
Ah, woe to him who must accept your challenge!

473 Jung, 1919
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The thinker's brow with deep-etched lines is furrowed,
And doubt is all the prize he'll wrest from you.
No! That fell snake-bite doubt shall now no longer
Gnaw slowly on at my grief-sickened heart,
No longer still the burning wound envenom,
 I will be whole in the full light of truth.
Distant the goal as stars, yet I'll assault it,
Since vainly striving I can ne'er attain. . . .
Oh you, in dread and darkling veils enveloped,
Spirits surrounding me, obey my will,
The firm and rock-like will that summons you.474

As Jung pointed out, the archetype of the Self is essentially “nameless, ineffable.”475 
But this unconscious Imago dei offers manifestations which are indistinguishable (to the 
ego) from Faustian imagery.

Faust’s essential commitment to the empowered intellect, the penetrating character 
of his mind, his intensely polemical personality and words, his extraordinarily dynamic 
and sometimes destructive sense of sovereign selfhood—even in thrall to the Devil—
that become the culture-historical focal point upon which his vast existential struggle 
and titanic transformation centers, are as if the enactment of a Shakespearean tragedy. 
No more dramatic examples can be imagined than those offered by Science, wherein 
the individual struggles of pioneers brought forth, over and over again, new cosmic 
epiphanies, opening a radically new world to the collective imagination, first with 
Copernicus, Kepler, and Galileo, then with Newton and Leibniz, then with Darwin and 
Wallace, then with Einstein and Minkowski, then with Bohr, Heisenberg, Dirac, DeBroglie, 
and Schrödinger, and finally with Bell and Aspect. Essential to this ever-renewed epiphany 
was a characteristic theme of the sudden dissolution of previously established structures 
and boundaries—the unmoving Earth, perfectly circular orbits, media of propagation, 
distinctions between human and animal, between space and time, between wave and 
particle, between subject and object, between being and nothingness.

The term epiphany is appropriate here to invoke and signify a sudden, life-changing 
revelation concerning the essential nature of things. The term precisely entails the 
unexpected, illuminating, awakening element of a liberating imagination capable of 
plumbing the hidden inner depths of meaning and reality. The pioneers of Science 
suddenly experience a beatific vision, “Deity,” not merely as a supernatural entity but 
as a powerful metaphysical category present in the workings of the Cosmos. The 
resulting works collectively reflect an ever-shifting worldview that is always seminal and 
provocative to the common-sense thought of the civilization.  Pervaded by the character 
of Faust, scientists have been our true clergy.

Accordingly, the culmination of Science cannot be “Science for Science's sake,” nor 
merely great new strides in knowledge and its application, Technology. Rather, the 
scientific endeavor culminates in the understanding of the meaning of the Quest. In 
existentialist terminology, it could be said that Science culminates in the realization of the 

474 A. Chamisso, Faust: An Attempt (1804)
475 Psychology and Religion (1944)
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scientific explorer as, per se, an expression 

The cathedral of the oceans, the R. M. S. Titanic, was the largest 
moving object ever created.  Faust was “King of the World”—it 
matters not how long:

In a solitude of the sea
Deep from human vanity,
And the Pride of Life that planned her, stilly couches she.
Steel chambers, late the pyres
Of her salamandrine fires,
Cold currents thrid, and turn to rhythmic tidal lyres.

—Thomas Hardy
From The Convergence of the Twain (1912)

of the Culture-soul. “We choose to go to 
the moon in this decade, and do the other 
things,” declared Kennedy with faustian 
èlan, “not because they are easy, but 
because they are hard.”476 Sub specie 
aeternitatis.477

The Classical Culture taught that 
its deities sat atop Mount Olympus; 
Faustian Culture taught that Deity—be 
it in the Asgard of Norse Paganism or its 
Christianized version, Heaven—resided 
in another dimension. While no member 
of the Classical Culture is known to have 
attempted to scale Mt. Olympus in search 
of the realm of the Gods478—Prometheus 
had to bring its gifts down into man's 
proper place—the Faustian Culture not 
only scaled the loftiest peaks and plunged 
the murkiest depths in pursuit of Truth, but 
launched the Hubble Telescope479 into 
space so as to escape the limitations of 
the human-sustaining atmosphere, and 
with this great faustian eye not only gazes upon billions of light-years, but peers back 
in time in search of the ultimate truth. The Faustian Soul, alone in history, discovered an 
archimedean point. In the words of Spengler:

 A Will-to-Power which laughs at all bounds of Time and Space, 
which indeed regards the Boundless and Endless as its specific 
target, subjects whole continents to itself, eventually embraces the 
World in the network of its forms of communication and intercourse, 
and transforms it by the force of its practical energy and the gigantic 
power of its technical process.480

The recognition of the vast difference in worldview between the Western and Classical 
Cultures is not subjective, but can withstand objective scrutiny, quite simply, by comparing 

476 Rice University, Houston; September 12, 1962
477 “With reference to eternal implications.”
478 Only pre-Classical giants attempted such feats in Classical myth, such as Ephialtes and his brother, 

who piled Mount Pelion atop Mount Ossa so as to invade the Heavens; they were consequently cast 
into the underworld. The Hebrews likewise condemned the giant Nimrod, who dared design the Tower 
of Babel so that he might attain the Heavens. (Genesis, 11: 4-6)

479 Even the use of technology reveals the difference in character: the engineer Hero of Alexandria (1st 
Century C.E.) invented the steam engine during the Roman Renaissance—but it was only used as a 
novelty for opening and closing temple doors. With this same device, the Faustian Soul conquered 
vast expanses of wilderness and initiated the Industrial Revolution.

480 Man and Technics (1931)
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the Hellenic Culture to another time-oriented culture-system, for example ancient Egypt. 
The Egyptian Culture was even more time-obsessed than the West, as is seen not only 
in its architecture and meticulous recording of dates and names, but also—and most 
potently—in its mummification of the dead. Just as the spirit, or Ka, was immortalized, 
so even the Egyptian body was immortalized by this infinity-oriented High Culture. Over 
against this, we find the Hellenic Culture, living in the very shadow of Egypt, deliberately 
forsaking the rich stone architecture of the Mycenaeans on their own landscape, and 
reverting to wood—hence the absence of architectural remains from the period 1200-
600 B.C.E., which we speciously name a “dark age,” and our overemphasis—based on 
this existential void—on the later periods.481

We find it difficult to imagine doric columns made of wood, due to our preference for 
the ubiquitous marble column, but for half of its life this is exactly how Hellenic Culture 
built them. This was an intentional negation of time, which is demonstrated by the fact 
that the Hellenics ignored not only the past, but also the future—there is not a single 
example, in the thousand years from the Trojan War to annexation by Rome, of a Hellenic 
project revealing the slightest concern for the future generations. In fact, the road and 
water systems left by the Myceaeans were allowed to fall into disrepair from the very 
beginning. 

Over against this, the Egyptian was possessed of an overwhelming eternity-sense, 
to such an extent that where in Greece was found an image of time that was static, as 
if the relationship between past and future and the present was not even periodic but 
rather polar, in Egypt we find the opposite, as difficult as it may be to conceive, wherein 
the image of the present was a negation, as if past and future were the whole of life's 
texture, and the present merely a thin border between the two immeasurable stretches. 
Thus where Hellenics built nothing with a desire that it should last, the Egyptians built 
everything with this desire—many scholars did not even believe Troy had existed until 
Schliemann found it in 1870, yet we can still recognize the physical faces of Pharoahs 
thousands of years after they were entombed.

The depiction of the West as a continuation of Classical Culture has no foundation 
in fact, especially since even the concept of “classical” culture is a verbal usage, and 
ultimately meaningless, because the Hellenic, Roman, and Byzantine cultures—typically 
depicted as diverse manifestations of one and the same civilization—were in actuality 
as different from each other as they were different from the West. We suppress vital 
elements and admire shattered fragments in order to support our myth. Could anything 
be less Roman than Alexander's adventures in Persia and India? Or anything less 
Hellenic than the usual practice in Rome of crucifixion and Caesar's ritual strangulation 
of Vercingetorix? And how was Byzantium—separated from Hellenic life by over half a 
millennium—the “Eastern Roman Empire” when its people did not wear togas, follow 
Roman law, or even speak Latin? One of Rome's most revered heroes, Julius Caesar, was 
assassinated because it was feared he would make himself King, yet most of Byzantine 
history was ruled by Theocracy. Romans considered the Hellenic Olympics childish; 
Hellenics would have deemed Roman gladiators ghastly; Byzantines perceived both as 
blasphemous. 

481 Wood (hylé) was such an important substance in early Hellenic history that Aristotle literally adopted it 
as his word for “matter” in his Metaphysics.
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Ironically, the only cultural neighbor that has truly influenced the West and with 
which the West has genuinely shared ideas, is the one with which we claim no affinity—
Arabian Culture. We are not permeated with Arabian ideas, but Arabia has been the 
only alien society that has appreciably influenced the life of the West. Christianity has 
always been nominally more “Islamic” than “Judaic,” and the mathematics of Arabia has 
been intimately  incorporated  into that of the West. With no group of people  has the 
West been so deeply akin as with Arabia circa 1250-1750. The Hajj was an aspect of 
our Pilgrimages  and the Crusades ; Muhammed  was a better exemplar  than Moses or 
even Jesus; the thought  of Avicenna  and Rumi moved us more than that of Hesiod 
or Ovid. All of our most formative years, from the High Gothic beginning to the end of 
the Baroque  (i.e., 1250-1750), were spent in contact  with this great alien, and our last 
great struggles for a territorial imperative—e.g. Lepanto and Vienna—were against this 
respected  but repelled  competitor . Indeed , it has been the intimate  contact  with this 
historical  entity , whose  religious  authority  Reformation  Christians  have  felt  to be in 
some measure  incontestable , which has generated  in recent centuries  such a sense of 
looming danger and, most recently, open hostility.

5.3 The Faustian Mythologem

The first known literary work on the Faustian Mythologem is the German Faustbuch 
(1587), thought to have been written by Johann Spiess. But Spiess was actually the 
publisher of the work, not its author—he only wrote the preamble; the author remained 
anonymous. The Faustbuch is centered on the life of an actual German astrologer and 
alchemist, a Doctor of Divinity and University Professor, who died around 1540. But Le 
Miracle of Theophile, by Rutebeuf—a 13th Century Faust story—dispels the fable about 
this culture-romance (Bildungsroman) being based on a 16th Century German biography, 
rather than vice versa. 

The Abbot of St. Evroul (ca. 1050) used to tell the story of a sinful monk who, when the 
Devil came to collect his soul, was instantly redeemed by God because he had transcribed 
beautiful folios with such devotion, a denouement almost identical to Goethe’s. The 
Malleus Maleficarum (1486) told of Faustian pacts and Pope Innocent VIII’s (1432-1492) 
papal bull Summis Desiderantes denounced them. One of the worst popes of all time, 
Rodrigo Borgia, Pope Alexander VI (1492-1503), was said to have sold his soul to the 
Devil for a pontificate of eleven years.482 Thus the Faust-myth is as old as the West. 

In fact, the German alchemist and magician referred to in the Faustbuch was actually 
a man named Georg Sabellicus, who used “Faust” not as a name but as a title. Thus when 
the cleric Johannes Trithemius went to visit the notorious conjuror “Johann Faust” in May 
1506, in the town of Gelnhausen, he was given a card introducing this historical Faust 
as “Georg Sabellicus, Faust the Younger.” The original Faustbuch was not even written 
in German, but was a Latin manuscript lost to history, which Spiess published in German 
through his Frankfurt press.483

482 I Diarii, Marino Sanuto, vol. V (1879-1902)
483 There are three stones in Prague called the “Devil's Pillar,” which legend says were a large pillar upon 

which the Devil intended to slay a medieval priest who had sold his soul. When the deal was broken, 
the Devil, enraged, broke the pillar, leaving these remains.
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So thoroughly did medieval Westerners Faustian Mythologem: Chronological Survey
1000-1570 Folk-legends of Faust
1570-87 Tales are collected into manuscript
1587 First Faustbook
1592 Dutch Faustbook
1592 English Faustbook
1592 Christopher Marlowe’s Tragical History of Doctor Faustus
1598 French Faustbook
1608 Marlowe’s Doctor Faustus performed in Graz
1626  Faust drama in Dresden
1651 Faust drama in Prague
1661 Faust drama in Hanover
1666 Faust drama in Lüneburg
1668 Faust drama in Danzig
1679 Faust drama in Munich
1684 William Mountfort’s farce Life and Death of Doctor Faustus
1688 Faust drama in Bremen
1696 Faust drama in Basle
1698 First mention of a German puppet-play
1724 Pantomime at Drury Lane
1728 English puppet-play
1730 Faust ballet in Vienna
1759 Lessing’s Faust fragment
1770 Last popular Faust drama in Hamburg
1776-8 J.F. Müller’s Situation aus Fausts Leben and Fauste Leben Dramatisiert
1790 Goethe’s Faust fragment
1791 F.M. Kliger’s Fausts Leben, Thaten und Hollenfahrt, in Russia
1797 Friedrich von Soden’s Doctor Faust
1804 A Chamisso’s Faust, An Attempt
1808 Goethe’s Faust  I

Ⅰ1814 Franz Schubert’s Gretchen at the Spinning Wheel
1815 E.A.F. Kingermann’s Faust. Ein Trasverspiel in Fünt Aken
1816 Louis Spohr’s Faust
1817 Lord Byron’s Manfred
1817 Goethe’s Helena Act
1829 C.D. Crabbe’s Don Juan and Faust
1832 Karl von Holtei’s The Drama of Doctor Johannes Faust
1832 Goethe’s Faust II Ⅰ
1836 Lenau’s Faust. Ein Gedicht
1839 Ludwig Wolfram’s Faust
1842 W. Nümberger’s Faust Ein Gedicht
1846 Hector Berlioz’s Damnation of Faust
1848-63 Robert Schuman’s Scenes from Faust,  Szenen Aus Goethe’s ‘Faust’,and Faust
1851 Heinrich Heine’s Doktor Faust. Ein Tanzpoem
1854 Franz Liszt’s Faust
1854 Hector Berlioz’s Faust Symphony
1855 Wagner’s Faust Overture
1859 Charles Gounod’s Faust
1862 F.T. Vischer’s Faust. Der Tragödie Dritter Theil
1868 Arriga Boito’s opera Mefistofele
1892 Christian Grabbe’s Don Juan and Faust
1919 Ferdinan Avernarius’ Faust. Ein Spiel
1946 Paul Valéry’s Mon Faust
1947 Thomas Mann’s Doktor Faustus

believe in this culturgen484 that in 1470 an 
actor playing the Feu de Sainte Barbe 
actually made a counter-pact declaring 
that the Devil's bargain he made during his 
performance was not real, “but only in the 
manner of the play, and that on that 
account… should not have any claim on his 
soul.”485 This is the Ars Notoria of Gothic 
sorcery.

The Faustbuch popularized the myth 
as Literature, and translations spread 
across Europe with a speed unparalleled 
in history—arriving in every nation of the 
West in just five years. (German verse, 
1588; English, 1592; Dutch, 1592; French, 
1598, et al.) Faust was denounced by King 
James I in his Daemonologie (1597). The 
complete text of the so-called Urfaustbook 
and myriad other Faustiana were published 
in J. Scheible's Das Kloster (volumes 2, 3
, & 5) in 1846.

An English translation (1592) of the 
Faustbuch inspired the English poet and dramatist Christopher Marlowe to write The 
Tragical History of D. Faustus sometime during the last six years of his life. Marlowe's 
play, published posthumously in 1604, incorporates more of the medieval myth of Faust 
than is found in the semi-historical Faustbuch, develops the story with a Western tragic 
distinction, and is credited, along with Marlowe's other works, with empowering English 
blank verse line with a new vigor and range of expression which greatly influenced 
his Elizabethan contemporaries. Perhaps based on a personally-endowed manuscript, 
Shakespeare mentioned the story of Faust in The Merry Wives of Windsor.

Goethe's dramatic poem Faust (Part I: 1808; Part II published posthumously in 1832)486 
incorporates the myth’s theme of Western Man's insatiable yearning to overcome all 
limitations, and draws on an immense range of mystical, mythological, philosophical, 
political, and other cultural sources. Containing a vast array of poetic styles—epic, lyric, 
dramatic, as well as operatic and balletic elements—and a broad range of theatrical 
styles—Shakespearean tragedy, medieval mystery, Renaissance masque, and Commedia 
dell'arte—the poem is one of the supreme achievements of Western Art.487 Because he 

484 Lumsden & Wilson, 1983
485 in Religion and Devotion in Europe ca. 1215-1550, R.N. Swanson, 1995
486 Goethe wrote an Urfaust before 1775, but it was not discovered and published until 1887. This was 

likely due to the fact that Goethe had learned the danger of his mythically powerful literature via his 
immensely successful Sorrows of Young Werther (1774), which inspired a wave of suicides, including 
several among his friends.

487 Translated into Russian by none other than Pushkin himself, which Goethe acknowledged personally 
by sending the poet the pen with which most of Faust had been written.
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was a true polymath, a veritable Renaissance Man—scientist, poet, dramatist, novelist, 
painter, theatre director, publisher, lawyer, diplomat, fire chief, and mining commissioner—
Goethe's poem is much more than a re-telling of an ancient mythologem, however; it is a 
commentary on the Spirit of pan-Europa:

I have, alas! Philosophy,
Medicine, Jurisprudence, too,
And to my cost Theology,
With ardent labor studied through.
And here I stand, with all my lore,
Poor fool, no wiser than before.
Magister, Doctor styled, indeed,
Already these ten years I lead,
Up, down, across, and to and fro,
My pupils by the nose—and learn
That we in truth can nothing know!
That in my heart like fire doth burn.
 ………………….

No dog in such fashion would longer live!
Therefore myself to Magic give,
In hope, through spirit-voice and might,
Secrets now veiled to bring to light,
That I no more, with aching brow,
Need speak of what I nothing know.
 ………………….

In thy dear light, ah, might I climb,
Freely, some mountain height sublime,
Round mountain caves with Spirits ride,
In thy mild haze o'er meadows glide,
And, purged from knowledge fumes,
Renew my Spirit, in thy healing dew!
 ………………….

And dost thou ask why heaves thy heart,
With tighten'd pressure in thy breast?
Why the dull ache will not depart,
By which thy Life-pulse is oppress'd?
Instead of Nature's living sphere,
Created for Mankind of old,
Brute skeletons surround thee here,
And dead men's bones in smoke and mould.
 ………………….

To bear my breast to every pang—to know
In my heart's core all human weal and woe,
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To grasp in thought the lofty and the deep,
Men various fortunes on my breast do heap,
And thus to theirs dilute my individual mind,
And share at length with them the shipwreck of Mankind.488

This Mythologem is the most extraordinary case of dynamic inspiration in the West, 
and its effect on Literature has been unparalleled as well, for the three most influential 
masters—Dante, Shakespeare, and Goethe489—were fully faustian. “But when all is said 
and done,” wrote Wilbur Urban in Language and Reality: The Philosophy of Language 
and the Principles of Symbolism (1939), “it remains true that poetry is covert metaphysics, 
and it is only when its implications, critically interpreted and expressed, become part of 
philosophy that an adequate view of the world can be achieved.” It was the unquestioning 
belief in its fearful assumptions which made the Myth such a dynamic force across Europe. 
This faith was derailed temporarily by Enlightenment rationalism—e.g., Lessing's A Szene 
aus Faust490 in 1759—but came back with a vengeance shortly thereafter. Faust could be 
banished to Hell over and over again—but his Legend defies damnation. 

The contemporaries and successors of Goethe saluted him, as indeed he deserves 
to be saluted, as one of the greatest in an age of the great. Certainly, if a criterion of 
greatness is to be cited and praised by those whom all agree to call great, Goethe has 
every claim to the title. We can write of his delicacy of touch and of the freshness of his 
style, dwelling upon his warmth of tone, his accurate psychology and his elevation of 
mind, in which the contemplation of truth is reflected in the astuteness of his judgments 
and the accuracy of his expression. “Goethe and Goethe alone could represent Faust 
surrendering himself to the Devil,” wrote Jakob Hoffman, “but Faust has to struggle out 
of the Devil's clutches again; the second part of the Tragedy demands that, and so does 
the deep inner meaning of this glorious Legend.”491

Goethe, who brings almost all of the cultural ideas of the West to bear on his dramatic 
narrative, often ironically and humorously, builds a towering and broad-based structure 
out of all the materials in the European world, and the secret of the structure is the 
Western tragic view of life. Not only is the great overarching pattern the tragedy of 
an unquenchable yearning, but every constituent act is a small tragedy with its parts 
welded together with Spirituality and Art. In this dramatic pattern, Faust is the prototype 
and presiding spirit of all things deeply Western. The poetry of Faust has never been 
matched, but every great endeavor has been an imitation of it. The Noödynamics Institute 
conceives its psychographical assignment as the attempt to make others understand the 
mysteries that the tragic story of Faust presents.

Many Fausts were given life at the turn of the 18th/19th Centuries, but Goethe was 
acknowledged as the Master. A professor of aesthetics, Aloys Schreiber, who wrote a 
silly Scenes from Faust's Life (1791), dedicated the work to Goethe in these touching lines:

Oh, be not wrath that I with thee

488 Part I
489 see Dead Poets Society, Volume 4
490 Literaturbrief #17
491 Faust: A Tragedy by Goethe (1833)
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Should dare tempt the self-same goal!
No wreath upon my brow thou yet canst see;
But one small leaf of thine contents my soul.

Like the other works of Goethe and his time, Faust is the work of a mind in the highest 
degree orderly, penetrating, and sensitive, an enlightened and romantic mind aware of 
the ethical issues in human action, and a reverent mind aware of the powers that operate 
through culture and history on human affairs. But it is first of all a work of mythopoiesis, 
and it is only from the ever-ambiguous expression of a mythos that we may divine 
the underlying idea and theme. The work shimmers with implications that are lost to 
modernity. Yet even we cannot fail to see in it a long, great reach toward truth by an artist 
who was formed by the dominant trends of our epoch and who perfectly represented it. 
Fortune reigns in gifts of the world, not in the lineaments of Nature.492 

The entrelacement is so subconsciously powerful that many have felt themselves 
called to contribute to it—over fifty versions came after Goethe—but few of them 
were chosen.493 These autological expressions are the foundation of Western culture-
experience, and thus demand not just talent but some genius of vision, beyond the 
scope of the modern mindset. “Faust rejects as a temptation the possibility of salvation,” 
Thomas Mann enigmatically declared.494

The ultimately spiritual nature of the work is often underestimated due to the bold 
dramatic form. Nevertheless, an unexpected awakening to a new reality awaits the 
encultured, often with profound metaphysical implications. Goethe's cosmological 
epiphany, astonishing for its esoteric nature and mythic dimension, far surpassed simple 
poetic inspiration and imaginative genius—this is archetypal psychology raised to the 
status of philosophy. The stunning, life-changing power of Faust has been sensed by 
great hearts and minds for over two centuries—there are more things in heaven and Earth, 
Goethe learned from Shakespeare, than are dreamt of in our philosophies. This highly 
symbolic, experimental mode of drama first raised the tragic dimension of existence to an 
exalted status; Goethe first fully embraced this reality in a spiritually redemptive narrative, 
creating the very icon of the West. Joseph Campbell, in The Hero With a Thousand 
Faces (1949), wrote:

Myth is the secret opening through which the inexhaustible energies 
of the cosmos pour into human cultural manifestation. Religions, 
philosophies, arts, the social forms of primitive and historic man, 
prime discoveries in science and technology, the very dreams that 
blister sleep, boil up from the basic, magic ring of myth.

492 As You Like It
493 Lesser versions were written by Weidmann, Schreiber, Schink, Schöne, Pfizer, Hango, Rosenkranz, 

Hoffman, Braunthal, Schmid, Schilf, Benkowitz, Grillparzer, Kinggmann, Vkoss, Grabbe, Heine, Lessing, 
Vischer, Schiff, Schmitt, Seidel, Seybold, Tieck, Travtmann, Vogl, Vogt, Mountfort, Thurmond, Dammas, 
Baggeson, Baumbach, Glassbrenner, Czilsk, Dehnike, Engel, Fellner, Fitger, Gutzkow, Komerek, Ha-
milton, Happing, Jacobson, Jahn, Keim, Keller, Leuburg, Linde, Lowe, Luize, Manitius, Mecklenburg, 
Moolling, Moeser, Platen, Scheerer and others.

494 Doktor Faustus (1947)
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In History symbols acquire emotive Lady Faust

 Joan of Arc at the Coronation of Charles VII (1854) by Jean Auguste Dominique

expansion and intensity in the process of 
being expressed over and over again. The 
enmarveling power of psychographical 
symbolism is exactly in the way symbols of 
this nature are forces under and behind 
the culture-systems themselves. They 
cannot lose their primary character as 
representatives of the underlying Being of 
the culture-system—they are living forces 
in-themselves. The total Collective 
Consciousness of a culture-system tends 
to be made up of a whole complex of 
forms of psychographical symbolism, so 
much so that we often find the emergence 
of counter-symbols, deuteragonistic 
principles to spur the aspirations of the 
principle. The psychographical symbol, 
because it tends, like ripples on a pond, to 
expand in all directions, naturally produces 
opposites, like Mephistopheles. 
Psychographical symbolism flows and 
ebbs, like Life itself, to the edge of the 
pool whose center is a Soul.

Mephistopheles and Faust. The dialectics in the West over the past century has been 
an encouraging and dismaying spectacle to the world. Mephisto had his say in the World 
Wars; Faust had his say in the Space Programs; in the Welfare State, Mephisto has held 
sway; amidst the Information Age, Faust has found a way to be heard. The Pure and 
Limitless Space has been seen trembling in the depths of the abyss and on the serene 
peaks of the roof of the world; penetrating into the heart of matter and extending over 
the limits of the life-system. Knee-deep in salted Earth and human gore, Faust remains a 
magnificent spectacle, full of charm and promise—eyes full of flashing light and fathomless 
expanses; steel-hard logic bearing a melancholy to inspire Rabelais and Cervantes with 
Tragedy. Damnation casts a very long shadow, but Faust is an unbreakable instrument 
of Destiny, capable of shaking the foundations of Fate. Mephisto long ago grabbed the 
crown, but Faust maintains the halo: He remains greater than his misfortune. “The web of 
our life is of a mingled yarn, good and ill together,” explained Shakespeare. “Our virtues 
would be proud if our faults whipped them not, and our crimes would despair if they were 
not cherished by our virtues.”495 

Faust awakens the chthonic powers of the West, its underlying Will. It opens the 
underworld of the Western experience in an evolutionary evocation of the culture-
system’s ceaseless struggle for meaningful existence in a world of inertial matter. Goethe's 
appropriation of certain mystical doctrines, his conception of the Kantian synthetic a priori 

495 All's Well That Ends Well
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as the ground of experience, and his exaltation of aesthetic experience, make Faust 
scripture to the encultured. The tense counterpoint between Faust and Mephistopheles, 
energy and mass, is brought into a dramatic dialectical development with sustained 
potency. This direct interaction of instinctual and spiritual drives verges in intensity 
on violence, alternating between shadowy descents and luminous ascendencies. The 
archetypal gestalt of chthonic depths and titanic power compels sudden revelations and 
shifts of awareness with volcanic elemental potency. “Behind every exquisite thing that 
existed, there was something tragic,” observed even so bohemian an aesthete as Oscar 
Wilde. “Worlds had to be in travail, that the meanest flower might bloom.”496

Faust, though often fearsome, is never hideous. Candor, conviction, courage, a sense 
of duty, acceptance of a hard fate, are things that, when taken to extremes, can be 
horrible, but—even though terrifying—remain inspiring; their majesty, peculiar to heroic 
figures, persists even in terror. They are virtues with a single vice—reductionism. The 
pitiless, sincere extremism of a fanatic in acts of transcendence preserves the radiance 
that inspires veneration, lost on acts of greed, accumulation, or creature comfort. Faust in 
earnest personifies truth, light and ascendence, in their theological function as destroyers 
of material inertia—the “dark Hindu half of nature.”497 He is surrounded and supported by 
celestial depths of authority, logic, adventure, ethical righteousness, the life of the spirit, 
all the stars in the firmament. Faust challenges Order, lends aid to the Absolute, hurls 
forth the thunder of Infinity, avenges the Mind in a realm of Matter. Faust stands erect in 
a halo of glory, a trace of spiritual defiance in his every physical victory. Standing high-
minded and resplendent, Faust displays in its fullest glory the metaphysical sublimation 
of the physical; the fearful shadow of the superhuman deeds he accomplishes makes 
visible in his ferocious animal body the ineffable flashes of his ethereal demigod Soul. 
Lonely in a crowd, tragic but indignant, he crushes the great No with his heel, treading 
underfoot gravity, inertia, matter, entropy, even c—radiant, exultant, smiling in the face 
of Nothingness; there is an incontestable granduer in this Rodinic atlas supporting the 
Heavens with the shoulder of his intellect. Vexilla regis mundi prodeunt. Faust, alone of 
all humans, has tasted of the fruit of the tree of wisdom; as Milton put forth in Paradise 
Lost (1667):

And O fair plant, said he, with fruit surcharged,
Deigns none to ease thy load and taste the sweet,
Nor god, nor man; is knowledge so despised?
Or envy, or what reserve forbids to taste?
Forbid who will, none shall from me withhold
Longer thy offered good, why else set here?
 O fruit divine,
Sweet of thyself, but much more sweet thus cropped,
Forbidden here, it seems, as only fit
For gods, yet able to make gods of men:
And why not gods of men, since good, the more Communicated, 
more abundant grows,

496 Picture of Dorian Gray (1891)
497 Melville, 1851
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The Author not impaired, but honoured more?

The deeply metaphysical awareness of the anomalous in his own nature, the sense 
of an undertow of the infernal cutting beneath the bank and shoal of the supernal, is one 
of the things that make Faust's plight so compelling, and causes us to be more deeply 
involved in his mythos than in others. Most heroes are in the great hands of the Gods; 
Faust is a force of Nature. “This whole act’s immutably decreed,” proclaims Melville's 
Faust, “ ’twas rehearsed by thee and me a billion years before this ocean rolled. Fool! I 
am the Fates’ lieutenant; I act under orders.”498 Captain Ahab, the most faustian character 
in American literature, symbolizes the inextricable tragedy and triumph of our primal 
mythologem.

That the great whale does not truly represent evil in the world, or hatred, or any 
other such thing, but is an amoral, metaphysical symbol of Nature's bold indifference to 
Mankind and, therefore, the enormity of Faustian destiny in the maw of fate, is found in 
the obvious fact that it is white rather than black—the color of purity and nobility and the 
holy of holies. “Is it,” Melville's innocent Ismael asks, “that by its indefiniteness it shadows 
forth the voids and immensities of the universe, and then stabs us from behind with the 
thought of annihilation, when beholding the white depths of the Milky Way?” We have 
here the profound insight of all Religion before the moralizing pedantry of Judaism, and 
its two reformations, poisoned the human mind:

Oh, lonely death on lonely life! Oh, now I feel my topmost greatness 
lies in my topmost grief. Ho, Ho! From all your furthest bounds, pour 
ye now in, ye bold billows of my whole foregone life, and top this one 
piled comber of my death! Towards thee I roll, thou all-destroying 
but unconquering whale; to the last I grapple with thee; from hell's 
heart I stab at thee, for hate's sake I spit my last breath at thee.

Faust has a muscular arm but a skilled hand; he strikes hard but beautifies. Even 
when abused, even corrupted and astray, like most of the 20th Century, his power almost 
always retains enough providential light to prevent complete degradation. His eclipse 
is never an abdication. If he be mad, his madness hath the oddest frame of sense;499 
“though this be madness, yet there is method in it.”500 Lessing first sketched a “Faust 
without evil,” and in his 17th Literaturbrief asserted that Faust's relentless spirit of inquiry 
and empowerment is justified before Deity, his pact with the Devil notwithstanding. The 
Austrian-Jewish composer Gustav Mahler used this denouement in his Symphony No. 8, 
the monumental “Symphony of a Thousand,” with eight soloists and a double choir.

A conjunction that would be preposterous in relation to any other Soul—brilliant and 
brutal—is and always has been all too justified in the West. The penetrating power of the 
faustian intellect, its temptation to destructiveness, gets along alarmingly well with an 
inner spirituality and bold enthusiasm which has taught all the Gods how to aspire. 
Whoever wants a concrete demonstration of the Faustian Soul should look carefully at 

498 Moby-Dick (1851)
499 Measure for Measure
500 Hamlet
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Late Gothic painting: what sublime 

Faust Before the Magic Mirror by Rembrandt (1652)

barbarism! How Gods and Demons live 
comfortably in one realm! How orderly 
and chaotic this whole psychical projection 
is! Faust wears his flesh like a garment: in 
all experience, it represents inescapable 
inertia. Like Leonardo da Vinci, he is 
annoyed by excessive consistency and 
rarely finishes anything. Faustian 
profundity is often merely an aesthetic 
Chaos Theory. Faust gazes haphazardly 
into the Abyss not despite the fact, but 
because of the fact, that it simultaneously 
gazes into him. Quia nominor Faustus.

Goethe, like Milton, simply mingled, in 
Shelley's words from Defense of Poetry 
(1840), “the elements of human nature as 
colors upon a single pallet, and arranged 
them in the composition of his great picture 
according to the laws of epic truth, that is, 
according to the laws of that principle by 
which a series of actions of the eternal 
universe and of the intelligent and ethical 
beings is calculated to excite the sympathy of succeeding generations of mankind.”

Why should we apologize for the nature of Faust? This demon of the dark is also 
archangel of the dawn. He has little compromise in him—he creates or he destroys. His 
destiny is an inescapable dilemma. So what? Faust is life when he is not death. Cradle 
and grave, temple and tomb. Of all the entities Nature has created, Faust is the one that 
sheds the most blood but also the most light. There is no theodicy for Faust; only The 
Odyssey. As Marlowe’s Faustus declared: “Hell strives with grace for conquest in my 
breast.”

To the sentimentalist there may be something odd in the character and demeanor of 
this man engaged in ruthless ambition and beholden to the Devil. The dignity of Faust 
is never in doubt, but observe that this dignity is not the sort associated with modern 
moralists. It is not incompatible with a cynical and artful wit, nor with a sort of fighting 
alertness: witness his reaction to Walpurgis Night. Nor is it incompatible with a definite 
savagery. A literal thirst for blood exists below the surface of Faust's demeanor, and this 
primitivism is all the more evident by contrast with the calm and rational Enlightenment 
hero. Against utilitarian ideals Faust becomes a tower of passion and fury. The whole 
myth of Faust gives us to understand that the nature of Mankind is darker than rationalists 
believe it to be. Faust recognizes his share of responsibility in his pact and his acts, yet 
he is not penitent in any Judeochristian manner, for he also recognizes that the powers 
controlling Destiny have, in a sense, chosen him as their instrument and exemplar. “There 
are heights of the Soul from which even tragedy ceases to look tragic,” proclaimed 
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Nietzsche.501

In Paradise Lost (1667), Milton's very faustian Lucifer proclaims the viewpoint of 
mankind cast out of heaven unto earthly existence:

All is not lost; the unconquerable Will,
And study of revenge, immortal hate,
And courage never to submit or yield:
And what else is not to be overcome?
That Glory never shall his wrath or might
Extort from me. To bow and sue for grace
With suppliant knee, and deify his power
Who from the terror of this Arm so late
Doubted his Empire, that were low indeed,
That were ignominy and share beneath
This downfall; since by Fate the strength of Gods
And this Empyreal substance cannot fail,
Since through experience of this great event
In Arms not worse, in foresight much advanc't,
We may with more successful hope resolve
To wage by force or guile eternal War
Irreconcilable to our grand Foe,
Who now triumphs, and in th' excess of joy
Sole reigning holds the Tyranny of Heav'n.

This viewpoint is the source of the pact. Mephistopheles for Goethe is not Satan, 
really, but satanic in the sense of the etymology of the Hebrew word: Adversary. At 
a purely intellectual level, Mephistopheles represents reductionism and materialism. If 
Faust is the original Renaissance Man, Mephistopheles is the first Positivist. As Scientists, 
we might perceive him as inertia—existentially, a force that makes Faust fail to be equal 
to his inmost idea of himself.

Effectively, the metaphor is a theological rejection of the non-Western concept of 
“evil” in lieu of a philosophical view of “bad.” “What is good?” asked Nietzsche in The 
Antichrist (1895). “All that heightens the feeling of power, the Will-to-Power, power itself in 
Mankind. What is bad? All that proceeds from weakness. What is happiness? The feeling 
that power increases, that resistance is overcome.” The double-edged reality reminds us 
of sonnet 48 in Philip Sidney's Astrophel and Stella (1591):

Soul's joy, bend not those morning stars from me,
Where virtue is made strong by beauty's might,
Where love is chasteness, pain doth learn delight,
And humbleness grows one with majesty.
Whatever may ensue, O let me be
Co-partner of the riches of that sight;
Let not mine eyes be hell-driv'n from that light;
O look, O shine, O let me die and see.
For though I oft my self of them bemoan,

501 Beyond Good and Evil (1886)
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That through my heart their beamy darts be gone,
Whose cureless wounds even now must freshly bleed,
Yet since my death wound is already got,
Dear killer, spare not thy sweet cruel shot; 
A kind of grace it is to slay with speed.

That the “pact” is not a shady business deal, but a deeply felt spiritual lifeview, is 
demonstrated amply in the versions of the mythologem wherein it is God rather than the 
Devil who empowers Western Man, for example that of the Renaissance humanist Pico 
della Mirandola in his famous Oration on the Dignity of Man (1486). God tells humanity 
that it was created at the end of creation in order to learn the laws of the universe, admire 
its greatness, and love its beauty. Mankind, he explains, is not bound to any environment, 
to any prescribed form of sustenance, or by the determinism of matter, but has the divine 
freedom of Will:

I have set thee... in the midst of the World, that thou mayst more 
easily behold and perceive all that is therein. I created thee a being 
neither heavenly nor earthly, neither immortal or mortal only, that 
thou mightest be free to shape and to overcome thyself. Thou mayst 
sink into a beast or ascend ever anew unto divine knowledge. The 
brutes derive from their mother's body what they shall carry with 
them as long as they live; the higher spirits are from the beginning, 
or soon thereafter, what they shall be forever. To thee alone is given 
a growth and a development which depends upon thine own Free 
Will. Thou bearest in thee the seeds of universal life.

In a sense the Pact emblematizes the metaphoric effects of time, its 24-year limit 
acknowledging the subjection of the physical world to process and the consequent 
vulnerability of all granduer. But it also contains a counterbalancing suggestion that the 
power of human creativity, and of imagination, can transcend the effects of time. The 
utmost reward of daring should be still to dare.502

Faust's intense thinking makes mankind a Prometheus, possessed of spiritual throes 
heaving his being up from its base and opening abysses in him, from which lightning 
bolts shoot up. When this underworld yawns beneath him, daemons beckon Faust to 
leap down among them in token of his intensity. At such times Western Man is not an 
agent of humanity, but a living principle of the Cosmos, for a time dissociated from the 
personality of the mind. The mind, which normally employs the body as its outer vehicle, 
spontaneously seeks escape from the inertial contiguity of that mortal coil of which, 
temporarily, it is no longer an integral. “But as the mind does not exist unless leagued 
with the soul,” observed Melville, therefore does Faust yield up “all his thoughts and 
fancies to his one supreme purpose; that purpose by its own sheer inveteracy of will,” 
forces itself “against gods and devils into a kind of self-assumed independent being of 
its own.”503

Faust is constantly trying to actualize his will-to-power to break through the barriers 

502 Frost, 1913
503 Moby Dick (1851)
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that divide the terrestrial from the spiritual, 

He who binds to himself a joy 
Does the winged life destroy
He who kisses the joy as it flies
Lives in eternity’s sunrise.

—William Blake
From Eternity

Nightwings by Robert Silverberg (Voyager, 1997)

Faustian Icarus
to draw upon elemental forces which he 
transforms into a higher order in the 
attempt to transcend the limitations of 
humanity. And it is this transcendent will-
to-power that propels mankind beyond its 
animality, that enables Faust to rise above 
his limitations even when he is defeated 
by them, that enables him to die, even, 
heroically. Even in failure (and death), 
Faust acknowledges the power of inertia, 
the concomitant inevitability of dissolution, 
the frailty of even his human body, while 
also asserting the triumphant spiritual 
values that give meaning to his life. His 
virtues plead like angels, trumpet-tongued 
against the deep damnation of his taking-
off.504 The “hostility of the elements” was 
portrayed by Joseph Conrad when he 
explained the sailor’s sense of the “anger 
of the sea”:

That truth is not so often made apparent as people might think. 
There are many shades in the danger of adventures and gales, 
and it is only now and then that there appears on the face of facts 
a sinister violence of intention—that indefinable something which 
forces it upon the mind and heart of a man, that this complication of 
accidents or these elemental furies are coming at him with a purpose 
of malice, and a strength beyond control, with an unbridled cruelty 
that means to tear out of him his hope and his fear, the pain of his 
fatigue and his longing for rest: which means to smash, to destroy, 
to annihilate all he had seen, known, loved, enjoyed, or hated; all 
that is priceless and necessary—the sunshine, the memories, the 
future,—which means to sweep the whole precious world utterly 
away from this sight by the simple and appalling act of taking his 
life.505

Faust is to the Occident what Dionysius was to the Mediterranean. Nobody is more 
scholarly than he, nobody is more devoted to creation and beauty than he, nobody 
seems to embrace life more fully than he does; but best not assume to know him totally, 
nonetheless; he has adapted to all sorts of piety, but when there is experience and 
achievement to be gained, he is wondrous at every kind of fury. Give him a cannon, 

504 Macbeth
505 Lord Jim (1899)
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and he will play at Austerlitz; give him a tank, and the earth will quake at Kursk. He is 
the resource of Bismark, and the support of Guderian. Does Russia defy Napoleon? He 
marches from Paris to Moscow. Is Russia in danger? He chokes every river from the Volga 
to the Rhine with his dead. Beware! His hair-raising rage is epic; his pen can become a 
sword in a wink. Take care! Out of the first Minutemen to come along, he will create the 
humiliation of a Trenton. When the clarion sounds, this denizen of the library or laboratory 
will arise; this intellect in spectacles and white coat will grow, his visage will be fierce, 
his breath will be a tempest, and a blast will go forth from his breast that could raise dust 
on the moon. It was thanks to Faust that the United States, ungrateful enfant terrible, 
conquered most of the world. Music is his supreme joy. Proportion his composition to his 
nature, and then you will understand. With the Marseillaise as his refrain, he overthrew 
the Ancien Régime; with the Brandenburg Concerto No.2 in his heart, he conquered the 
Solar System and beyond. We shall love this crooked Culture with our crooked hearts:

 With bridled rage and quiet power
Sure victory will crown your course,
You, of the North the youthful flower,
You, of the East the blooming force.
 Steel-mailed, lit by lightning flash,
Before this band the Empires break;
They come—Earth trembles at their clash;
They go—with thunder in their wake.506

The fact that the modern Faust feels uneasy, more and more bewildered, in no manner 
detracts from his greatness; it has absolutely nothing to do with his inherent character, 
but reveals a Soul that has lost its way. In his book Man for Himself: An Inquiry into the 
Psychology of Ethics (1947), psychologist Erich Fromm observed the problem which has 
burdened Western Man since World War II:

He works and strives, but he is dimly aware of a sense of futility with 
regard to his activities. While his power over matter grows, he feels 
powerless in his individual life and in society. While creating new 
and better means for mastering nature, he has become enmeshed 
in a network of those means and has lost the vision of the end which 
alone gives them significance—man himself. While becoming the 
master of nature, he has become the slave of the machine which his 
own hands built. With all his knowledge about matter, he is ignorant 
with regard to the most important and fundamental questions 
of human existence: what man is, how he ought to live, and how 
the tremendous energies within man can be released and used 
productively.

Psychography specifically and Noödynamics generally exist to solve this problem in 
the 21st Century. Faust the atheist, the totalitarian, the polluter, the archon of the Military-
industrial Complex—these are the impostures of the 20th Century, all of them plausible, all 

506 Goethe, Faust (1832)
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of them deeply misleading, and, worse yet, all making the simple direct appreciation of 
the mythologem impossible. There are, of course, those in these pursuits whose minds 
took fire from the mythoogem, but the original influence has been lost in modern fog. 
The bane of our time is Modernism per se, which splinters meanings and grinds purpose 
to dust. Academia has been particularly susceptible to this mephistophelian spirit. The 
cure for it is the rediscovery of faustian wonder in the mind of Mankind. The highest 
philosophic teaching that Faust offers is not doctrine, but dialectic, an approach to life in 
which ideas of grandeur animate persons in search of knowledge and experience:

Men called him but a shiftless youth,
 In whom no good they saw,
And yet unwittingly, in truth,
 They made his careless words their law.

And day by day more holy grew
 Each spot where he had trod,
Till after-poets only knew
 Their first-born brother was a god.507

The defilement of faustianism comes, like that of most noble visions, from over-
extension and degradation through dissipation. The powerful stream, originally life-
giving, coming from the heights, sprung from clear and pure mountain springs, looms 
over an overexpanded horizon, until the highest ideal, after a long drawn-out fall from 
precipice to precipice, after having stripped away surfaces and swallowed detritus from 
above, after having been swollen by a thousand affluents in the course of a triumphant 
progress, the river of this élan suddenly loses itself in the quagmire of the mob, like the 
Mississippi in a swamp. But Mother Nature loves this prodigal son, and will redeem him 
in the Second Religiosity. The great Faust of Melville, Captain Ahab, in a chapter entitled 
“The Symphony,” reveals this wonderfully:

Slowly crossing the deck from the scuttle, Ahab leaned over the 
side, and watched how his shadow in the water sank and sank to his 
gaze, the more and the more that he strove to pierce the profundity. 
But the lovely aromas in the enchanted air did at last seem to dispel, 
for a moment, the cankerous thing in his soul. That glad, happy air, 
that winsome sky, did at last stroke and caress him; the stepmother 
world, so long cruel—forbidding—now threw affectionate arms 
round his stubborn neck, and did seem to joyously sob over him, 
as if over one, that however wilfil and erring, she could yet find it 
in her heart to save and to bless. From beneath his slouched hat 
Ahab dropped a tear into the sea; nor did all the Pacific contain such 
wealth as that one wee drop.

A certain numinosity attaches to the Goethean legacy. The esoteric and mystical 
overtones suggest an enigmatic ground of being underlying our reality; a spiritual theater-

507 J.R. Lowell, from The Shepherd of King Admetus
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world of the human condition. Faust's 

“If ever there was a lady born, and set apart from the world’s vulgar 
mass by a certain gentle and cold stateliness, it was this.... Yet there 
was the womanly mixture in her; the tenderness, or, at least, the 
tender capabilities. For the sake of that redeeming quality, a man of 
generous nature would have forgiven all her pride, and have been 
content, almost, to lie down in her path, and let [her] set her slender 
foot upon his heart. All that he would have required was simply the 
acknowledgment that he was indeed a man, and a fellow-being, 
molded of the same elements as she.”

—Nathaniel Hawthorne, House of the Seven Gables (1851)

Faustian Anima

La Belle Ferronniere (1495-99) by /
 
Self Portrait (1559) by Sofonisba Angulssola

Leonardo Da Vinci                

status as the spiritual canon of the West, 
as de facto sacred scripture, has been 
underestimated only because of the 
Judeo-christian pseudomorphosis. In this 
post-Christian age Faust will finally 
become a form of spiritual disclosure and 
a vessel for the existential impulses that 
enchant Western life. This revelatory and 
transfiguring literature is capable of a 
sublime renaissance. Its especially 
dynamic-creative-aesthetic drive will 
unleash a titanic force for radical change 
and emancipation from banality.

The faustian impulse is a self-
perpetuating phenomenon, which likely 
explains the exponential acceleration in its 
manifestation over ten centuries: research 
in Electrophysiology has shown that 
during rest after a period of exploration, 
many cells in the critical brain region 
become active in synchrony.508 Such 
concerted activity likely simulates the 
hyper-stimulation which causes Long-Term Potentiation (LTP)509—a hypersensitivity of the 
neurons that lasts for several hours after stimulation ceases.510 This dual process would 
give rise to a third: the LTP causes the brain to “learn” the activity it has just undertaken 
in a hyper-active and extended manner, and it has been found that the more two neurons 
interact with each other, the better their communication becomes (“weighting”). In this 
manner, the information coming into neural networks can actually modify how those 
networks process information.511 In plainer language: the faustian archetype stimulates 
the brain by generating an exploratory impulse; the subsequent activity generates 
long-term hyper-sensitivity in the relevant neural networks; the consequent extra 
communication accelerates neuronal “familiarity,” causing the correlational assemblies 
to modify themselves so as to better accommodate the faustian archetype. This is a 
psycho-neurochemical-behavioral feedback loop; that is, a phenomenological factor. It 
brings to mind some of Walt Whitman's Poetry of Technics:

 When I heard the learn'd astronomer,
When the proofs, the figures, were ranged in

508 “Two-state Model Of Memory Trace Formation,” G. Buzaki, Neuroscience, #31 (1989)
509 Bliss & Lomo, 1973
510 “Long Lasting Potentiation of Synaptic Transmission in the Dentate Area of the Anesthetized Rabbit 

Following Stimulation of the Performant Path,” T.V.P. Bliss and T. Lomo, Journal of Physiology, #232, 
1973

511 The Organization of Behavior, Donald Hebb, 1949
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 Columns before me,
When I was shown the charts and diagrams, to 
 Add, to divide, and measure them,
When I sitting heard the astronomer where he
 Lectured with much applause in the lecture room,
How soon unaccountable I became tired and sick,
Till rising and gliding out I wander'd off by myself,
In the mystical moist night air, and from time to time,
Looked up in perfect silence at the stars.512

The prime symbol of the Faustian Soul is pure and limitless space. For the Classical 
Cultures, including the greatest ancient philosopher, Aristotle, space was finite, physically 
contained inside a large sphere, and outside of which there could exist nothing. But 
early Western thinkers like Nicholas Oresme, Nicholas of Cusa, Roger Bacon, and 
Giordano Bruno held space to be infinite, extensive in all directions without recourse 
to an explanation as to what lies beyond it; i.e., pure and limitless. Space is for Western 
Culture a spiritual something, rigidly distinct from the momentary sense-present; a 
distance always to be traversed, yet which always recedes beyond our horizon. This 
unending—unendable—quest is the agony and the ecstasy of the Faustian Soul. Thus 
does Psychography blend into an anthrotopology of sorts, which for the Faustian Soul 
represents a genuine spatiophilia. It is the prism through which all aspects of the world, 
from analytic to aesthetic, assume enhanced—indeed, enchanted—significance of 
spatiotropic responses. “To the extent that the archetypes intervene in the shaping of 
conscious contents by regulating, modifying, and motivating them,” wrote Jung, “they act 
like the instincts.”513 

Even in studies of newborns, comparing Western infants to Chinese and American 
Indian infants, this character-trait is found: Caucasian babies are more excitable, more 
difficult to pacify, more resistant to habituation, more aggressive, and more displeased 
when placed face-down in a bassinet.514 This is the consciousness that measures a 
“meter” as the distance light travels in 1/299,792,458th of a second; and a “second” as the 
period of 9,192,631,770 cycles of radiation associated with a change in the energy level 
of a cesium atom. This is the crown we wear and the cross we bear: a Will that looks on 
tempests and is never shaken, even to the edge of doom. “What is it, what nameless, 
inscrutable unearthly thing is it,” asks Melville's enigmatically faustian Captain Ahab; 
“What cozening hidden lord and master, and cruel, remorseless emperor commands 
me; that against all natural lovings and longings, so keep I pushing, and crowding, and 
jamming myself on all the time?”515

Why the soul of Western Culture—full of Angel's Metal516—is as it is, in its triumph 
and tragedy, is not a question we are equipped to answer. This homeophresis517 is our 

512 Leaves of Grass (1865)
513 The Structure and Dynamics of the Psyche (1960)
514 Freedman, 1980
515 Moby-Dick (1851)
516 Dryden, 1682
517 The tendency of growing organisms to persist along certain pathways despite environmental varia-

tions (Waddington, 1957)
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blessing and our burden: we must fulfill its impulses, and as in Hawthorne's enigmatic 
last chapter of The Scarlet Letter (1850), bear this special mark which the Gods have 
imprinted upon us. Oh Faust, stars hide your fires! “To the extent that a man is untrue to 
the law of his own being and does not rise to personality,” admonished Jung, “he has 
failed to realize his life's meaning.”518 For this reason, it is important to remember, as few 
do, that Faust's unquenchable thirst is for knowledge and experience:

Help, Devil! Make my torment's time too fleet,
What must be, let it happen, here and now!
Fain would I taste of Life's delights so sweet,
And then, for all I care, be damned and how!519

From a symbolic perspective, the psychographical archetype constitutes a kind of 
olympian or asgardian pantheonic principle, fundamentally governing the ever-developing 
qualitative dynamics of a culture-cycle. The nature of any historical phenomenon—whether 
a work of art, religious movement, or field of empirical analysis—must be perceived as 
reflecting and embodying the psychographical dynamics implicit in the culture-system. 
Since a psychographical principle cannot be defined as readily as it can be evoked, it 
is better to convey it through a wide range of examples that collectively illustrate and 
suggest the enduring intangible essence that is diversely inflected through myriad 
embodiments—any hope of a theoretic formulation which can eventually be reduced to 
an algebraic equation is futile. The great variety of psychographical expression is, we 
believe, not only characteristic of culture-systems but also essential to them—they are 
not deterministic but archetypal. The culture-system generates the underlying chordal 
structures of the life-melody, while encultured individuals generate the tempo and 
rhythmic structure of its manifestation—Psychography is the unique harmonic resonance 
of this participatory experience.

Whether the epiphany took the form of crusaders pushing outward or cathedral-
builders pushing upward, Dante’s beatific vision or Aquinas’ philosophical awakening to 
the transcendental quidditas, Galileo’s telescopic discoveries or Shakespeare’s dramatic 
revelations, Kant’s bridging of inner and outer worlds or Schiller's apotheosis of Nature, 
the archetypal theme of faustian epiphanic disclosure revealed itself with a luminous 
consistency throughout a millennium of culture-historical development. We can recognize 
a continuous diachronic unfolding of this unitary but variegated theme in one after another 
imaginative genius birthing new forms of the same essential idea. From Nominalism to 
Existentialism, Palestrina to Hovhaness, transubstantiation to complementarity, this same 
idea and aspiration was actualized in new ways in the lives and works of major creative 
figures, the developing impulse receiving decisively new formulation at every stage.

Since the full blossoming of our Voyages of Discovery (ca. 1500), the outer conquest 
of limitless space has been the hallmark of the West; the discovery and peopling of a new 

518 Development of Personality (1954)
519 Friedrich Vischer, Faust: Third Part of the Tragedy (1862)
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Faust: The Once And Future King

“The shape of his mouth was pride, and more: it was as if he took pride in being proud. The angular planes of 
his cheeks made her think of arrogance, of tension, or scorn — yet the face had none of these qualities, it had 
their final sum: a look of serene determination and of certainty, and the look of a ruthless innocence which 
would not seek forgiveness or grant it. It was a face that had nothing to hide or to escape, a face with no fear 
of being seen or of seeing, so that the first thing she grasped about him was the intense perceptiveness of 
his eyes — he looked as if his faculty of sight were his best-loved tool and its exercise were a limitless, joyous 
adventure, as if his eyes imparted a superlative value to himself and to the world — to himself for his ability to 
see, to the world for being a place so eagerly worth seeing.”

—Ann Rand;  Atlas Shrugged (1957)

Oswald Spengler; Isaac Newton by Godfrey Kneller; Peter the Great by Paul Delarouche; Lord Byron

world, Lewis’ and Clark's Corps of Discovery, the continual expansion westward,520 the 
creation of steamships and transcontinental railways, the popularization of automobiles 
by Ford, the defeat of gravity by the Wright Brothers at Kitty Hawk, the making of a new 
nation so that a great canal might remove the obstacle of Central America, the rocketry 
of Tsiolkovsky, Goddard, and von Braun, the lunar project initiated by Kennedy, the “one 
small step” of Armstrong, the Space Shuttle, the SETI program, the Hubble Telescope—
all attempt to capture limitless space. Goethe wrote:

Distance is like the future. A vast twilit entity lies before us, our 
perception is lost in it and becomes as blurred as our eyesight, and 
we yearn, ah, we yearn to surrender all of our Self and let ourselves 
be filled to the brim with a single, tremendous, magnificent emotion, 
but alas… when we hurry to the spot, when There becomes Here, 
everything is as it was before and we are left standing in our poverty 
and constraint, our Souls longing for the balm that has eluded us.521

This is the theme of pursuit in Shelley's Algstor (1816), Keats' Endymion (1818), and 
Byron's actual life (and death). Byron was born with the fever that killed him at Missolonghi. 
It is a dis-ease so subtle that merely to know its properties is infectious, often lethal. 

520 “For a transitory enchanted moment man must have held his breath in the presence of this continent, 
compelled into an aesthetic contemplation he neither understood nor desired, face to face for the last 
time in history with something  commensurate  to his capacity  for wonder". —F. Scott Fitzgerald  (
The Great Gatsby, 1925)

521 The Sorrows of Young Werther (1774)
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During the German Enlightenment, Lessing famously declared that if Deity were to offer 
him a choice between Truth or the perpetual search for Truth, he would choose the 
latter.522 This is the “ceaseless motion and incomprehensible bustle of Life” that Gustav 
Mahler tried to capture in his Second Symphony.523 “I must forever chase some fleeting 
target and I can only find the zest of Life,” wrote Schiller, “when I must capture it each day 
afresh.”524

And faustian élan is not strictly a male expression; for example, in Lady Faustus (1983) 
by the contemporary American poet Diane Ackerman, the same innate desire is given 
expression:

  I rage to know
 What beings like me, stymied by death
And leached by wonder, hug those campfires
  Night allows,
 Aching to know the fate of us all,
Wallflowers in a waltz of stars.

Countless women embodied and expressed the overwhelming faustian impulse toward 
overcoming, discovery, and unconstrained ascendent autonomy. They have identified 
themselves with the forces of becoming and worked incessantly for the exemplification 
of things uniquely Western. The life and work of such women—Hildegard von Bingen, 
Hedwig of Wroclaw, Jadwiga of Poland-Lithuania, Isabella of Castille, Elizabeth I, Catherine 
the Great, Victoria, just to name a few—was marked by creative originality and a certain 
spontaneous striving for heroic individuation. Mary Shelley's Frankenstein (1818) remains 
the most faustian novel ever written. The trajectory of these lives was characterized by 
unitary brilliance, and an unwavering commitment to liberating the full potentiality of the 
Self. Their constant quest for the new and unexplored, a striving for new horizons, was 
faustian and only faustian—Marie Curie, dying of leukemia due to her Nobel Prize-winning 
(1903, 1911) work in Physics, is iconographic. The 20th century empowerment of women, 
from the first modern feminist treatise, Virginia Woolf's A Room of One's Own (1929), to 
the last true feminist treatise, Betty Friedan’s The Feminine Mystique (1963), was but a 
self-conscious (and politicized) version of the feminine power Faust—the original femme 
fatal—has always embodied.

Lady Faust is a lithe, graceful figure who moves about the world with a delicate strength; 
every rhythm of the body and mind as softly forceful as music, and as inexorable—the 
Madonna,525 Joan of Arc, Eleanor of Aquitane, the Brontës, Amelia Earhart, Sally Ride—
she appears everywhere as one of those rare creatures whose every breath is made 
for achievement. Here is a Western wholeness, an undulant firmness of voice, manner, 
gesture, motion, actualization. “The eternal-feminine,” the conclusion of Faust proclaims, 
“Lures to perfection.”

The whole “adrenaline junkies” concept is purely and uniquely Western—human 

522 Die Erziehung des Menschen Geschlects (1780)
523 Letter to Max Marshwalk. Mahler set the conclusion of Faust to music in his Eighth Symphony.
524 Wilhelm Tell (1805)
525 q.v. Beauty From Ashes: Gothic Christianity, Volume 3
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stotting. Just another 23 hours, 56 minutes, and 4.1 seconds in the life of Faust. J.F. Müller 
wrote:

Why only five senses with such boundless feelings? Why so 
constricted the power to perform? ….I feel how the God flaming in 
my blood falters and yields to my mortal sinews and frame…. Adored 
Divinity, thou mirror of my Soul, what message is thine? Skill and 
intellect, honor and fame, knowledge, achievement, power and 
wealth; everything wherewith to be the Godhead of this World, in 
very truth the God! A voracious Lion roars in my breast, for I am the 
first and foremost of Mankind.526

Words in a poem, rhythm in music, perspectivism in oil painting, terrifying heights in 
architecture, the open-air heart-stopping acceleration of a motorcycle, the traversing of 
a quarter-mile of open track within the space of a heartbeat by jet-fueled dragsters, sky 
diving, hang gliding, bungee jumping, and even scuba diving—all are bridgeheads into 
the eternal realm of limitless space; perhaps Cervantes stated it in simplest terms: The 
road is better than the inn. As Spengler noted:

But this “I Will—I Will” which fills the Faustian Soul to the brim, which 
is the ultimate meaning of its Being, and controls every expression 
of its Culture in thought, deed, and standards, awakened also the 
consciousness of the “I's” complete loneliness in Limitless Space. 
Will and loneliness are the last resort to the same thing.527

The common psychographical spirit that unites these many disparate conceptualizations 
is easily recognizable and is clearly associated with the complex, ambient motif of Faust. 
These works are iconic in large part precisely because of the eloquent intensity with which 
they articulate and embody the profound and mysterious theme of the multivalent faustian 
archetype. Perhaps nowhere is Wilde's proclamation that “Life imitates Art far more than 
Art imitates Life” more true than in the West. Indeed, the very image of life in the West, as 
experienced and articulated by different individuals over the last thousand years, appears 
to have been profoundly affected by the active and constellated faustian imago. Whether 
in Science, Spirituality, or Art, in Philosophy, Religion, or Technics, it has been this archetypal 
dimension of experience that has given its depth of meaning and informed the shifting 
contours of the unfolding drama. “Life means for us,” wrote Nietzsche in The Joyful Wisdom 
(1882), “to constantly transform into light and flame all that we are or meet with.”

Contrary to popular assertion, Western Man is the only character on Earth to feel this 
impulse powerfully. Open any textbook about “humanity” and you will read about man's 
“natural curiosity,” his “desire for adventure,” his “unquenchable thirst for knowledge”—
where is the evidence that any culture other than the West feels this strongly? The truth 
is that most other Cultures do not feel it at all; anti-Western modernists have simply 
taken the most inspiring and redeeming characteristic of the West and projected it onto 
Humanity.

Contrary to popular jibberish about “humanity’s” innate curiosity, from 8,000 BCE 

526 Faust's Life Dramatized (1778)
527 The Hour of Decision (1934)
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until just over 500 years ago, humans did 

Lynn Hill scaled the 914 meter (3,000-foot) sheer wall of granite called 
El Capitan in Yosemite National Park, in 1988 and 1994. The hand-over-
hand climb, gripping mere ripples in the rock, took 23 hours and is 
regarded as the greatest rock-climbing feat of all time.

not even know (in the “Old World”) that 
land existed across the Atlantic. And they 
did not care. Since then, however, Faustian 
Man explored, discovered, mapped, and 
settled every nook and cranny in a manner 
never seen elsewhere—he (and she) has 
reached both poles, climbed the highest 
mountains and dived the deepest oceans, 
even walked on the planet's satellite. 
Faustian Man found molecules, then 
atoms, then nucleons, then quarks, and 
now gazes into the very fabric of spacetime 
itself. For all of history, the Milky Way was 
considered the Universe—after adding 
planet after planet to the Solar System, 
Faustian Man proceeded to turn the entire 
galaxy into a mere speck in a Cosmos 
teeming with at least 100 billion galaxies, 
peering so deeply into its origins that he 
has literally listened to, then photographed, 
remnants of the Big Bang itself.

The intensity of Faust bears no 
similarity to “humanity.” From 8,000 BCE until 1825, humans travelled no faster than the 
gallop of a horse, except on water. In 1825 Faust rode steam power at 12 miles528 an hour; 
in 1907, steam power took him to 150 miles an hour; in the 1950s Faust flew at Mach 1, 
then Mach 2, and Mach 3; on April 12, 1961, in the form of Yuri Gagarin, he travelled at 
17,560 miles529 per hour; in 1968, as Frank Borman, he travelled to the Moon at 25,200 
miles530 per hour—that is two thousand times faster in under two centuries. And after 
being a silent planet for all of human history, through the rise and fall of countless culture-
systems, Faustian Man has surrounded Earth with a continuously-expanding bubble of 
radiation with a current diameter of 180 light years, which has already reached millions 
of stars and their planetary systems, some of which may be inhabited by alien culture-
systems that may be responding at this moment. Tennyson's masterful Faust proclaims:

I am part of all I have met;
Yet all experience is an arch wherethrough
Gleams that untraveled world, whose margin fades
For ever and ever when I move.
How dull it is to pause, to make an end,
To rust unburnished, not to shine in use!
As though to breathe were life! life piled on life

528 19 km
529 28,250 km
530 40,545 km
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Were all too little, and of one to me
Little remains: but every hour is saved
From that eternal silence, something more,
A bringer of new things; and vile it were
For some three suns to store and hoard myself,
And this gray spirit yearning in desire
To follow knowledge, like a sinking star,
Beyond the utmost bound of human thought.531

In a little over a century, after 10,000 years of human history, Faust invented telephones, 
cameras, airplanes, jets, rockets, moving pictures, radio, television, computers, the 
internet, x-rays, lasers, radio-telescopes, electron microscopes. He invented tens of 
thousands of new chemical compounds, opened wide the atom, cracked and mapped 
the genetic code, generated Artificial Intelligence, and conceived Nanotechnology. He 
doubled the average human lifespan and conquered most of the world's diseases. The 
West has copyrighted an estimated three billion intellectual creations, and the World 
Wide Web adds more information to the Noösphere each year than all previous culture-
systems of all ages generated in the 10,000 years before—combined. Wonderful, 
inscrutable, appropriate, are the dispensations of Psychography. Faust knows what he is 
about. “To burn always with this hard, gemlike flame, to maintain this ecstasy, is success 
in life,” declared Walter Pater.532

As Whitehead pointed out, it is no coincidence that modern Science and Technology 
sprang, not from Hellenic Metaphysics, not from the Brahmin-Buddhist-Taoist East, not 
from the Egyptian-Mayan Astrological South, but from the heart of the Gothic West; that 
Galileo would hardly have taken so much trouble dropping objects and observing Jupiter 
if the reality, value, and order of things had not first been conferred by the Western 
Character. The noble, elegant, and self-correcting method of attaining Truth known as 
modern Science is a uniquely Western world-feeling—from Anselm, through Aquinas, 
Bacon, Descartes, Darwin, Huxley, Watson and Crick, the spirit is the same. So-called 
“humanity” does not share it. Even the sophomoric and often vulgar Scientism is a 
uniquely Western vice. Marlowe’s dark angel exclaims:

Go forward, Faustus, in that famous art,
Wherein all Nature's treasure is contain'd:
Be thou on earth as Jove is in the sky,
Lord and commander of these elements.

From the physics of Copernicus, Galileo, Brahe, Kepler, Huygens, Newton, Leibniz, 
and Hooke, to that of Riemann, Clausius, Poincaré, Rutherford, Michelson and Morley, 
Einstein, Becquerel, and the Curies, to that of Planck, DeBroglie, Schrödinger, Heisenberg, 
Dirac, Puali, Bohr, and Bell—the source of this tireless pursuit is the silence at the center 
of each of us seeking out the silence at the periphery of our boundless Universe: limitless 
space: “...if there were a ladder stretching from Earth to Heaven, made of swords instead 
of rungs so that I should be cut into a thousand pieces with every step I took, yet would 

531 Ulysses (1842)
532 Studies in the History of the Renaissance (1873)
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I still strive to reach the summit, so that I might behold the face of Deity but once more, 
after which I would willingly be damned again to all Eternity.”533

To call the West a mathematico-technological civilization is only another way of 
expressing the eminently scientific disposition of its Soul at this stage in history. Such 
dynamic syntax faithfully renders the positive directional energy of this character-
identified entity. The mathematico-technological spirit soars in everything Western: 
The imaginary number is an “I,” the International Space Station is an “I.” And the entire 
faustian élan, from the Calculus to Nanotechnology, is an excelsior—fulfillment of an 
“I,” identification of an “I,” justification of an “I,” by works and by faith, with an impulse 
toward the immortality of the “I.” For the West, ultimately, there is no distinction between 
Mathematics and Technics—and Will-to-power. This is the high symbolic importance of 
Psychography for us: the identity of Science and Will must come to expression in the 
mathematico-technological Columbuses and Napoleons of the new millennium, glutted 
with learning's golden gifts (Marlowe):

Consider Icarus, pasting those sticky wings on
Testing that strange lithe tug at his shoulder blade,
And think of that first flawless moment over the lawn
Of the labyrinth. Think of the difference it made!
There below are the trees, as awkward as camels;
And here are the shocked starlings pumping past
And think of innocent Icarus who is doing quite well
Larger than a sail, over the fog and the blast
Of the plushy ocean he goes. Admire his wings!
Feel the fire at his neck and see how casually
He glances up and is caught, wondrously tunneling
Into that hot eye. Who cares that he fell back to the sea?
See him acclaiming the sun and come plunging down
While his sensible daddy goes straight into town.534

Poet Edward Field's Icarus (1963) depicts the sad fate of the modern Icarus—the 
Faustian Soul—trapped in a world devoted to the utilitarian ideals of Daedalus; also of 
interest is the excellent song Flight of Icarus by the heavy-metal group Iron Maiden.

“Nothing is more awesome than man,” said the Hellenic Soul through Sophocles; 
“Nothing is more to be overcome than man,” proclaims the Faustian Soul. To previous 
Cultures, the admirable character of this myth was Daedalus; only to the West has it been 
Icarus.535 To the Hellenic Culture, Icarus was a symbol of hubris;536 to the Romans, of a 

533 18th Century Faust-Play from Augsburg, recorded in Das Koster, vol. v, J. Scheible, 1846-9
534 Anne Sexton, “To a Friend Whose Work Has Come To Triumph,” The Complete Poems (1999)
535 Listen to Franz Liszt's Preludes
536 “Nothing that is vast enters into the life of mortals without a curse,” proclaimed Sophocles.
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The Four Seasons - Spring by François Boucher (1755)

law-breaker;537 to the Byzantines, a blasphemer;538 but to the West, Icarus is a symbol of 
the very purpose of life.539 At the deepest level of the mythologem, Faust aspires to be 
with God:

With him, sublime, majestic, and eternal,
Fain had I lived in lofty amity;
To me He should reveal secrets supernal,
To me alone of all Humanity.540

In the oldest Faust myth, the hero dies demonstrating human flight. Thus in his 
Landscape with the Fall of Icarus, Pieter Brueghel depicted Icarus plummeting into 
the sea while all around him simply go about their business unperturbed. “For zeal is 
sacred,” announced Goethe, “it alone transforms Life into Eternity.”541 Thus it is that the 
West's Icarian martyrs—de Rozier, Lilianthal, Earhart, Noonan, Grissom, White, Chaffee, 

537 When a Roman garrison in Egypt murdered the son of a Proconsul sent to fetch them, Cleopatra, re-
straining her elation at the insult to “arrogant” Rome, arrested the murderers and sent them in chains to 
the Proconsul. The Proconsul sent the prisoners back with a message for the Queen: only the Roman 
Senate or its officers had the right to arrest Romans.

538 The word “iconoclast” can be traced to Constantinople, as a word literally meaning “he who destroys 
sacred images.”

539 Few people know that in Ovid's version, Daedalus was not only a craftsman, but also an engineer—he 
designed the robot Talos, which guarded the shores of Crete. Thus Icarus was the Technologist willing 
to push the envelope.

540 Woldemar Nürnberger, Josephus Faust (1842)
541 Wilhelm Meister's Apprenticeship (1795-6)
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Karamov, Dobdrovoiskiy, Patsayev, Volkov, Scubee, Smith, Resnik, Onizuka, McNair, 
Jarvis, McAuliffe, Ramon, Husband, McCool, Anderson, Brown, Chawla, Clark, Laika—
have no contemporaries in any other Civilization, past or present. “There is only one 
perfect view,” wrote E.M. Forster, “the view of the sky over our heads, and… all these 
views on earth are but bungled copies of it.”542 Shelley added his anagnorisis to the 
mythologem:

Art thou pale for weariness of climbing
Heaven and gazing on the earth,
Wandering companionless among
The stars that have a different birth
And ever changing, like a joyless eye
That finds no object worth its constancy?

A wonderful representation of the Faustian Soul's struggle to attain the Heavens 
while living in the World was portrayed in the book and movie October Sky (1999), an 
adolescent biography of NASA engineer Homer Hickam: the son of a coal miner in 
the Poverty Belt of West Virginia, Hickam was possessed by the Icarian archetype as 
a teenager in 1957, when the Soviets launched Sputnik. In the process of embodying 
the Icarian archetype, the welder who taught the “rocket boys” to work with steel died 
in a mine cave-in, the teacher who first inspired Hickam and friends died of Hodgkin's 
Disease at age 31, Hickam's father died of black lung disease, and when the mines 
stopped producing, the entire town was sold off. Overcoming all adverse circumstances, 
Hickam and three friends pursued their dream to build rockets, and won scholarships for 
their work. Hickam went on to train crews for Space Shuttle missions. Through one man's 
dream, despite death and great loss, an entire community ultimately reached into the 
Heavens. Faust's feet only hurt in tight shoes. Hickam wrote:

Even now, Coalwood endures, and no one, nor careless industry or 
overzealous government, can ever completely destroy it—not while 
we who once lived there may recall our life among its places, or 
especially remember rockets that once leapt into the air, propelled 
not by physics but by the vibrant love of an honorable people, and 
the instruction of a dear teacher, and the dreams of boys.543

The image of a star set up in the morning of the West by the remote Faustian Soul has 
been a mirror and a model for all things Western. Westerners have made myriad things 
out of it, and sometimes gone mad over it, especially when in these faustian minds the 
star became a window into infinity leading them onward and upward. There was always 
a sort of yearning to grasp at last that with the power to destroy, even to break the world 
like an egg. And always the calling, in terror and torment, of that long cacophonous name 
that sounds like laughter in Hell. In his (unfortunately) now classic book on the unique 
élan involved in human flight, The Right Stuff (1979), Tom Wolfe explained that it entails 
more than just courage:

542 A Room with a View (1908)
543 The Rocket Boys (1998)
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No, the idea here (in the all-enclosing fraternity) seemed to be 
that a man should have the ability to go up in a hurtling piece of 
machinery and put his hide on the line and then have the moxie, 
the reflexes, the experience, the coolness, to pull it back in the 
last yawning moment—and then to go up again the next day, and 
the next day, and every next day, even if the series should prove 
infinite—and, ultimately, in its best expression, do so in a cause that 
means something to thousands, to a people, a nation, to humanity, 
to God. Nor was there a test to show whether or not a pilot had 
this righteous quality. There was, instead, a seemingly infinite series 
of tests. A career in flying was like climbing one of those ancient 
Babylonian pyramids made up of a dizzy progression of steps and 
ledges, a ziggurat, a pyramid extraordinarily high and steep; and 
the idea was to prove at every foot of the way up that pyramid that 
you were one of the elected and anointed ones who had the right 
stuff and could move higher and higher and even—ultimately, God 
willing, one day—that you might be able to join that special few at 
the very top, that elite who had the capacity to bring tears to men's 
eyes, the very Brotherhood of the Right Stuff itself.

In the art of Vermeer, the pristine clarity of the perception creates a stillness that defies 
time. By contrast, the art of Rubens is a flood of motion that becomes the perceptual 
medium itself and even dominates the subject matter. The art of both masters, however, 
is highly symbolic in an existential sense, reflecting the dynamic potentialities of the 
Faustian Soul. Similarly, in the shadows of Caravaggio and the frozen movements of Rodin, 
there lurks a trace of that which defies conscious conceptualization. There are shadows 
which lengthen and deepen and movements which move ever closer to actualization, 
with every application of Cartesian Coordinates, for they symbolize that ineffable Infinity 
presiding between two points in Space and two moments in Time. In his seminal work on 
phenomenology and aesthetics, The Poetics of Space (1958), the contemporary French 
philosopher Gaston Bachelard wrote:

The two kinds of space, intimate space and interior space, keep 
encouraging each other, as it were, in their growth. To designate space 
that has been experienced as affective space, which psychologists 
do very rightly, does not, however, go to the root of space dreams. 
The poet goes deeper when he uncovers a poetic space that does 
not enclose us in affectivity.... Poetic space, because it is expressed, 
assumes values of expansion. It belongs to the phenomenology of 
those words that begin with “ex”.... In this activity of poetic spatiality 
that goes from deep intimacy to infinite extent, united in an identical 
expansion, one feels grandeur welling up. As Rilke says: “Through 
every human being, unique space, intimate space, opens up to the 
world....”

Vermeer's image of a young lady privately reading a letter or gazing out a window is 
a paradigm of the focus of collective existence into a personality. The scene is perfect for 
the perspectival world-window—an isolated point in Space and Time, represented by a 
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personality, through which is flowing the 

Joan of Arc by Michael C. Hayes (2010); artofmike.com

life-energies of a Society, while the viewer 
identifies with both the profound solitude 
of externalities and the subtle collectivity 
of internalities. There is no mundane world 
here, only a Soul pondering itself and its 
dynamic relationship to the World. In the 
Epistle to Man and Superman (1903), the 
Irish Nobel Prize-winning playwright 
George Bernard Shaw let Faust speak:

I tell you that as long as I can 
conceive something better than 
myself I cannot be easy unless 
I am striving to bring it into 
existence or clearing the way for 
it. That is the law of my life. That 
is the working within me of Life's 
incessant aspiration to higher 
organization, wider, deeper, 
intenser self-consciousness, 
and clearer self-understanding.

By contrast, Rubens' energy is massed 
against a perceptual system which fundamentally denies the fragmentation of Space 
and Time. Thus, in his art mystery is maintained by a predominance of motion as a life-
redeeming, entropy-denying mastery. As a complement to stillness and contemplation, 
movement and assertion are the prevailing modes. Objects cease to exist in themselves, 
having become transfigured into a process. There is no individuality here, only a 
Culture-soul engaging the World and manifesting the energies of Nature. Throughout 
all, interpenetrating every facet, is the fundamental thirst for endless knowledge and 
experience, and the symbol of Pure and Limitless Space. Spengler wrote:

Thus the Destiny-idea manifests itself in every line of a life. With 
it alone do we become members of a particular Culture, whose 
members are connected by a common world-sense and a common 
world-form derived therefrom. A deep identity unites the awakening 
of the Soul, its birth into clear existence in the name of a Culture, with 
the sudden realization of distance and time, the birth of its outer World 
through the symbol of extension; and henceforth this symbol is and 
remains the prime symbol of that life, imparting to it its specific style 
and the historical form in which it progressively actualizes its inward 
possibilities…. And therewith an old philosophical problem dissolves 
into nothing: this prime form of the world is inherent insofar as it is 
an original possession of the Soul of that Culture which is expressed 
by our life as a whole, and acquired insofar as every individual soul 
re-enacts for itself that creative act and unfolds in early childhood 
the symbol of depth to which its existence is predestined, as the 
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emerging butterfly unfolds its wings. The first comprehension of 
depth is an act of birth—the spiritual complement of the corporeal. 
In it the Culture is born out of its mother-landscape, and the act 
is repeated by every one of its individual souls throughout its life-
course.544

George Gordon, ‘Lord Byron’, the great poet-warrior of Romanticism, spoke of this 
symbol of Pure and Limitless Space:

When the moon is on the wave,
 And the glow-worm in the grass,
And the meteor on the grave,
 And the wisp on the morass;
When the falling stars are shooting,
 And the answer'd owls are hooting,
And the silent leaves are still
 In the shadow of the hill,
Shall my soul be upon thine,
 With a power and a sign.
Though thy slumber may be deep,
 Yet thy spirit shall not sleep;
There are shades which will not vanish,
 There are thoughts thou canst not banish;
By a power to thee unknown,
 Thou canst never be alone;

Thou art wrapt as with a shroud,
 Thou art gather'd in a cloud;
And for ever shalt thou dwell
 In the spirit of this spell.
Though thou seest me not pass by,
 Thou shalt feel me with thine eye
As a thing that, though unseen,
 Must be near thee, and hath been;
And when in that secret dread
 Thou hast turn'd around thy head,
Thou shalt marvel I am not
 As thy shadow on the spot,
And the power which thou dost feel
 Shall be what thou must conceal.
And a magic voice and verse
 Hath baptized thee with a curse
And a spirit of the air
 Hath begirt thee with a snare;
In the wind there is a voice
 Shall forbid thee to rejoice;
And to thee shall Night deny

544 The Decline of the West, vol.1
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 All the quiet of her sky;
And the day shall have a sun,
 Which shall make thee wish it done.545

Fyodor Dostoevsky was writing about this élan when he declared that Western Man 
is creative and destructive in equal measure, because he loves potential more than 
completion, distance more than proximity, relations more than function; the West loves 
the process of attaining, not the thing attained, and thus will never renounce destruction 
and chaos.546 “Man is a mystery,” the Russian master wrote elsewhere: “If you spend your 
entire life trying to puzzle it out, then do not say that you have wasted your time. I occupy 
myself with this mystery, because I want to be a man.”547

John Dewey reaffirmed Dostoevsky's perception of the West's primary symbol when 
he said that, “Not perfection as the final goal, but the never ending process of perfecting, 
maturing, refining is the aim of living.”548 From the Goldberg Variations to the Goldbach 
Conjecture; from Beethoven's Fifth to Hilbert's Tenth, this Self aere perennius549 has 
been “gnawed within and scorched without, with the unrelenting fangs of some incurable 
idea”550 resembling Pure and Limitless Space. The Aberdeen College astronomy lecturer 
Neil English has written:

Deep inside of every one of us there is a great, passionate longing 
to merge with the cosmos. In the still of the night, we watch the stars. 
We marvel at their fragile beauty. We feel a sense of loneliness for 
them. The stars hold a timeless elegance and grace made manifest 
by the contemplations of the human mind. We owe our entire 
existence to the refulgent stars, objects of great simplicity.551

The defiance of the moral overtones typically attributed to the Icarus myth is what 
truly characterizes the Faustian Soul. From aspirations of artists like the Dutch post-
impressionist Vincent van Gogh: 

Why, I ask myself, shouldn't the shining dots of the sky be as 
accessible as the black dots on the map of France.

To those of statesmen and magnates, such as the Englishmen Cecil Rhodes, founder 
of the Rhodes Scholarship:

I would annex the planets if I could; I often think of that. It makes me 
sad to see them so clear and yet so far.552

545 From Manfred (1816)
546 Notes from Underground (1864)
547 Quoted in Dostoevsky: His Life and Works, Konstantin Mochulsky, 1967
548 Reconstruction of Philosophy (1920)
549 “More enduring than bronze”
550 Melville, 1851
551 Cosmic Puberty: From Atoms to Consciousness (1999)
552 Last Will and Testament (1902)
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Pizarro Seizing the Inca of Peru by John Everett Millais (1846)

From the visions of poets, like the master, William Shakespeare:

I could be bounded in a nutshell and count myself a king of infinite 
space….

To those of historians and philosophers, like the Scottish Thomas Carlyle:

He is of the Earth, but his thoughts are with the stars.553

From the insights of novelists like American John Steinbeck:

When the night is dark—why, the stars are sharp pointed, and there's 
quiet. Why, you rise up and up! Every pointed star gets driven into 
your body, it's like that. Hot and sharp and lovely.554

To those of proto-existentialists like German Friedrich Nietzsche:

Does not empty space breathe upon us?555

From the medieval Gothic dark meanderings of the Italian Dante:

553 On Heroes (1841)
554 The Chrysanthemums (1938)
555 The Joyful Wisdom (1882)
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I came forth again remade, even as new plants renewed with new 
leaves, pure and ready to mount the stars.556

To the neo-Gothic prose of Thomas Hardy:

The poetry of motion is a phrase much in use, and to enjoy the 
epic form of that gratification it is necessary to stand on a hill at a 
small hour of the night, and, having first expanded with a sense of 
difference from the mass of civilized mankind, who are dreamwrapt 
and disregardful of all such proceedings at this time, long and 
quietly watch your stately progress through the stars. After such a 
nocturnal reconnoiter it is hard to get back to earth, and to believe 
that the consciousness of such majestic speeding is derived from a 
tiny human frame.557

Such is the positively spatiotropic Occident. The light of its cities is the thought of the 
Worldsoul. A heap of steel and concrete, if you like, but above all, a sentient creature. 
It is more than great; it is noble. Why? Because it ever strives, overcomes, becomes. 
Becoming—that is the seed of Divinity. Conquest is sublime when it is an act of growth. 
For the Occident, it was never enough To be; it had always To become—to become 
Mankind; to become World; to become Cosmos. Hence its fascination with approaching 
the stars. For the Starchild to exist, it was not enough that Dante should foresee it; that 
Shakespeare should preach it; that Goethe should announce it; that Goddard should 
calculate it; that Von Braun should prepare it; that Kubrick and Clarke should premeditate 
it; Gagarin and Armstrong had to dare it. In a short story entitled The Power of Words 
(1849), Edgar Allan Poe wrote:

Look down into the abysmal distances!—attempt to force the gaze 
down the multitudinal vistas of the stars, as we sweep slowly through 
them thus—and thus—and thus! Even the spiritual vision, is it not at 
all points arrested by the continuous golden walls of the universe?—
the walls of the myriads of the shining bodies that mere number 
has appeared to blend into unity?…—but it is here whispered that, 
of this infinity of matter, the sole purpose is to afford infinite springs, 
at which the soul may allay the thirst to know, which is for ever 
unquenchable within it—since to quench it, would be to extinguish 
the soul’s self.

The Nobel Prize-winning (1946) German-Swiss author and poet Hermann Hesse was 
referring to Purse and Limitless Space when he wrote:

Frozen silence… Darkness prevails on darkness,
One shaft of light breaks through the jagged clouds
Coming from nothingness to penetrate the depths,
Compound the night with day, build length and breadth

556 Purgatorio
557 Far From The Madding Crowd (1874)
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Prefigure peak and ridge, declivities, redoubts
A loose blue atmosphere, earth's deep dense fullness.

That brilliant shaft dissevers teeming generation
Into both deed and war, and in a frenzy of creation
Ignites a gleaming terrified new world
All changes where the seeds of light descend
Order arises, magnificence is heard
In praise of life, of victory to light's great end.

The mighty urge glides on, to move
Its power into all creatures' being
Recalling for divinity, the spirit of God's doing:
Now joy and pain, words, art, and song,
World towering on world in arching victory throng
With impulse, mind, contention, pleasure, love.558

The primary symbol of the Faustian Soul is obvious for those with eyes to see and ears 
to hear. Even Kalimari Bushmen once described Western Man to missionaries as a Soul 
possessed with an ever increasing longing “to walk with the moon and the stars.” And 
many hymn-writers themselves, despite ostensibly Judeochristian language, revealed 
the Faustian impulse to ascend the Heavens; for example, Philip Doddridge wrote:

But O when that last conflict's o'er,
And I am chained to earth no more,
With what glad accents shall I rise
To join the music of the skies!

Soon shall I learn the exalted strains
Which echo through the heavenly plains;
And emulate, with joy unknown,
The glowing seraphs round the throne.559

To the Faustian Soul, all limitation is itself the labyrinth from which it must escape, and 
to simply resolve that the heights attained by Icarus are unattainable, is quite literally, to 
resolve to stop truly living. Nought shall make us rue, if the West to itself do remain but 
true:

Give way! Fate wills it thus.
I must rise up.
Icarus! Icarus!
Full is the cup.560

The Flemish trio—painters Jan van Eyck, Pieter Brueghel the Elder, and Rubens—

558 The Glass Bead Game (1943)
559 The Rise and Progress of Religion in the Soul (1750)
560 Goethe, Faust II
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each depicted the faustian symbol of Pure 

Elisabeth of Austria by Jean Clouet (1570)

and Limitless Space in a different but 
potent manner: Van Eyck by juxtaposing 
very close and very distant objects; 
Brueghel by depicting men as anti-like 
figures upon vast panoramic expanses; 
and Rubens by the ordered-chaos imagery 
of captured movement and reflected light. 
“What can move us,” asked Goethe, “but 
the quiet hope that the innate inclination 
of our heart will not remain without an 
object?”561

The German philosopher, 
mathematician, and co-discoverer of the 
calculus, Gottfried von Leibniz, thought in 
terms of unlimited space when he defined 
a straight line as a circle with an infinitely 
large radius, and a point as a circle with 
an infinitely small radius (based on earlier 
ideas of Nicholas of Cusa).562 Compare 
this to Euclid: “A point is that which has 
no part,” and “a circle is a plane figure 
contained by one line such that all the 
straight lines falling upon it from one point among those lying within the figure are equal 
to one another.”563 The West not only defined a circle as the limit of a polygon with an 
infinite number of sides, but also thoroughly dynamicized it through the continuous 
function of Cartesian Coordinates: x²+y²=1.

150 years before the Wright Brothers, Europe's greatest composer, Johann Sebastian 
Bach, lifted Western Man toward the Pure and Limitless Space of the heavens with the 
Little Suite of his Magdalena Notebook. It was the Primary Symbol of the Faustian Soul 
latent within such musical masterpieces as Bach's Orchestral Suites and Concertos 
that inspired Aldous Huxley to declare that “after silence, that which comes nearest to 
expressing the inexpressible is music.” And so pure and limitless is the Space captured in 
Bach's Brandenburg Concerto No. 2—with its recursive structure, including melodies in 
the accompaniment—that in 1977 the West was intuitively compelled to return it to Space 
on the Voyager II, which now traverses the Universe.

Lewis Thomas quipped that we could send all of Bach's works on Voyager, but then 
added that this would just be bragging. The bold but constantly astonished Soul pursuing 
his Symbol—this “talent which is death to hide” (Milton)—is in the grandiosity of Corelli, 
Vivaldi, and Albinoni; the majesty of von Dittersdorff, Paisiello and Cimerosa; the courage 
of Beethoven, Tchaikovsky, and Verdi; and the intensity of Wagner, Bruckner, and Richard 

561 Wilhelm Meister's Apprenticeship (1795-6)
562 Letter to Bayle in Dei Philosophischen Schriften von G.W. Leibniz, vol.3, C.I. Gerhart, 7 vols., 1875-90
563 Elements, I
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Strauss. Tartini (1692-1770) is said to have dreamt that he sold his soul to the Devil, at 
which time the latter picked up a violin and played an exquisitely beautiful sonata which, 
when Tartini awoke, he immediately wrote down as his famous Devil’s Trill. Paganini was 
rumored to have sold his soul to the Devil, just to compose his 24th Caprice—so fiendishly 
difficult to play, that for a long time it was considered unplayable by anyone except its 
composer. Goethe spoke of Paganini's “mysterious power which everyone senses and 
no Philosopher explains”:

Godhead emerging too in me!
How, oh God, I have sought for Thee
And that which bid me seek
Wast Thou in me!564

The Rococo artistic and architectural style that was the culmination of the Baroque 
period, partly a reaction against rationalistic Classicism, with a feeling for the organic 
exuberances of natural forms, with its ingenious fanciful curved asymmetrical forms and 
elaborate ornamentation, characterized by lightness and delicacy, is a fractal symbol 
that literally overwhelms the senses and brings forth the intuitive recognition of Pure and 
Limitless Space.

Percy Bysshe Shelley was writing about the primary symbol in his Hymn to Intellectual 
Beauty and Mont Blanc (1818), wherein he refers to an ineffable force behind the limits 
of reality-as-known, which evokes both acquiescent reverence and willful overcoming.

Ralph Waldo Emerson was speaking of Pure and Limitless Space when he wrote that 
“The universe is represented in an atom, in a moment of time,”565 as was Walt Whitman 
when he declared that “every cubic inch of space is a miracle,” and Nietzsche when he 
referred repeatedly to “the Abyss.” “Eternity opens from the center of an atom,” Blake 
had proclaimed. Even John Muir, father of the Sierra Club, Spoke of the primary symbol 
of the West:

When we contemplate the whole globe as one great dewdrop, 
striped and dotted with continents and islands, flying through space 
with all other stars all singing and shining together as one, the whole 
universe appears as an infinite storm of beauty.

5.4 Music and Mountains, Painting and Ruins

In any kind of creative work, the creating person unites with the material, which is 
the outer Form of his or her inner Essence. Whether a carpenter crafts furniture566 or a 
musician composes a melody, whether the farmer grows wheat or the scientist constructs 
a hypothesis, in all types of creative work the worker and his object become one. This is 

564 Ferdinand Avenarius, Faust, A Play (1919)
565 The Oversoul (1841)
566 “My beloved country,” wrote D.H. Lawrence, “it had something to express even when it made that 

chair.”
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why faustian artforms at their purest, and especially Baroque music567 and Impressionist 
painting,568 are nothing but space, every note and brush stroke being used to subserve 
representation.

All notes in Baroque music possess a spatial quality, an emptiness of sorts, a distant 
meaning, purely as carriers of space. The extreme of this musical disembodiment of the 
world in the service of space is counterpoint (punctus contra-punctus), in which Faust’s 
inner and outer space are bridged in the dynamics of Soul against World. Before the 
virtuoso obsession of the Romantic Period; before the cult of dynamics of the Classical 
period, one could hear—devoid of crescendo and diminuendi—the chaste purity of 
Baroque music.569 This was the primordial art Balzac described as Nature in concentrated 
form. This is why nothing bad was produced during this century-and-a-half, despite its 
amazing fecundity. “In this Music there was a feeling as of Time frozen into Space,” wrote 
Hermann Hesse, “and above it there quivered a never-ending and superhuman serenity, 
an eternal divine laughter.”570

Of all the art forms, only Music completely fills the space in which it is played, making 
it resound as Pure and Limitless Space. Thus music has been Faust's primary form of 
aesthetic expression from the beginning. “All art constantly aspires toward the condition 
of music,” wrote no less an authority than Walter Pater.571 For all his diffident analytical 
genius, no other demiurge ever danced with such dithyrambic abandon to the highly 
stylized melodies of polyhymnia. Listen to the inspired precision of Rameau’s sonatas.

Music is the truest symbol of the faustian ethos at its purest, the Western cultural 
type, because it frees Art from every vestige of corporeality and becomes absolute 
temporality. The theme of aesthetic expression here transcends altogether any bodily 
images and attains a pregnant function—it exists in and by its own evolution only, as a 
ceaseless process of individuation and integration. In Music we hear the building up of a 
soul-history out of dynamic string-resonances and wind-tones. In it dwells the daemonic 
principle that is always striving to overpower with a secret rhythm; in all its forms there is 
a movement-quality and a predisposition towards distance and depth, and even death.

Only Music fully manifests the inexhaustible outflowing from within, experienced by 
Faust in a world that is not magnitude but relation. Music, as Art entirely immaterial, 
invades and pervades space without limit. Even in the depths of our modern decadence, 
we find Samuel Barber—an American!—expressing the gloomy fatalism of the mature 
Faust, by a melody combined with lamentation-gnawing tones in the instrumental 

567 A person's culture-empathy can be judged almost exclusively by the feeling for Baroque music.
568 Impressionistic painting began long before the genre which utilized the name. “Impressionism” can 

be seen in the Late Gothic landscapes of Jan van Eyck and Pieter Bruegel; in the Baroque “Middle 
Period” of Rubens; in the landscapes of Claude Lorrain (1600-1682); and then in the Rococco erotica 
of Francois Boucher (1703-1770). It is in the landscapes of John Constable (1776-1837), which served as 
a direct prelude for the actual method called Impressionism. This genre was subsequently taken to its 
limits by Pierre Renoir (1841-1919) and especially Claude Monet (1846-1926), after whose Impression, 
Sunrise (1872) the style received its name.

569 The interest in enharmonic transpositions, chord resolutions, colored modulations, rhythmic contracts, 
and tertian harmony, may be of interest to musical craftsmen, but the bourgeois appreciation of such—
the mock-praise of unenjoyable music, such as late Beethoven Quartets, Chopin, and Stravinsky—has 
no relation to Art; it is musical science, and no more enjoyable than the algorithms of Architecture.

570 Steppenwolf (1927)
571 Studies in the History of the Renaissance (1873)
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accompaniment, the Adagio for Strings 

Beethoven was the Napoleon 
of Classical Music.

Napoleon was Beethoven’s 
Fifth Symphony on horseback

The Cathedral at Rheims 
is the rhythm of a fugue 

standing still.

Bach’s Toccata and Fugue in 
D minor is the symmetry of a 

cathedral in motion.

(1936), with a form-language still capable 
of purity saturated with meaning. Hence in 
the midst of “Modern Art” nihilism—in 
architecture, painting, poetry, literature, 
sculpture, even fashion—we received, in 
Music alone, the last perfection of 
achievement, and Barber was not alone.572

Music has no intrinsic spatial character 
and therefore forms no part of the properly 
abstracted physical world—its noumenal 
and phenomenal natures are sensorily 
identical. In this manner Music is sensed 
in its own category of experience, the 
exquisite and continuous gradations 
of pitch and duration forming definite 
and complex combinations of sensuous 
elemental objectivity. Hence Music, due 
to its non-spatial character, presents 
the image of the most Pure and most 
Limitless Space. This reality was the basis 
of Schopenhauer's speculative assertion 
that Music replicates the entire world of 
sensation and in doing so becomes a parallel method of expression for the underlying 
substance of self, the Will: 

There's music in all things, if men had ears,
Their earth is but an echo of the spheres.573

In Music, the most uniquely Western of our artforms, the form-world is capable of being 
inwardly related to the contemplative vision of Pure and Limitless Space—the principle of 
straining movement volatizes concepts of force and acceleration into the purely spatial 
elements of capacity and intensity. The feeling of liberation from mass, which the highest 
moments of our Music give, sets free the sense of energized depth at the heart of the 
Faustian Soul. The passionate expansiveness of this art embodies the implicit space-
infinity of the Western world-feeling; the adamantine will to overcome all resistances 
of the visible. No rhythm could possibly radiate more spatial immensity and inwardly-
sensed depth. It creates a tension in the void, without limit, reminiscent of high peaks 
and distant frontiers. Therein, everything is dissolved in vertiginous indefiniteness—it is 
pure dynamics.

The most amazing example of this chaste purity is Johann Pachelbel's Canon in 
D Major. Despite being perhaps the most beautiful and sublime piece of music ever 

572 q.v. Pärt, Copland, Gorecki, Resphigi, Tavener, Hovhaness, even some Philip Glass, inter alios
573 Byron, from Don Juan (1819-24)
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composed, its constituent parts are startlingly simple; subjected to careful analysis, the 
work warrants no special attention. “Music is ambiguity as a system,” declared Thomas 
Mann.574 As a whole, however, the composition is the most majestic music Mankind ever 
imagined. The undulating thin notes—staggered in time and pitch, with diminution—
pierce the air with a stark quality akin to nudity, or starlight; the aural representation of 
Pure and Limitless Space; a virtual Music of the Spheres. 

The undulating tone-surface washes over the senses with a hint of revelation, when 
the rhythm feels like the Earth swinging on its axis. During such moments a melody 
shoots like a meteor, burning across an indigo sky, rushing down through the vault, 
brightening as it goes, bursting towards earth with the infinitude of the stars. Amid all this 
the harmony reveals the emanating voice of Faust, emotions running like quicksilver, an 
inner stillness anchoring the movement, subtle rhythm following a concise path over the 
senses and under the mind. Lovers of faustian music know the internal quietude of living 
twilight, when starry eyes and starry skies illuminate each other.

Indefinably pure and ethereal, in a word, winged, this succession of interspersed 
simple and sharp strains results in a melody one would swear obeys Kepler's laws, with 
a singular harmonic expressiveness that bespeaks emanation. This is a metaphysical 
beauty that can only come from heaven or hell, strong enough even to convulsively yank 
the chain of iron Will-to-power which binds Faust:

From harmony, from heavenly harmony
This everlasting frame began;
From harmony to harmony
Through all the compass of notes it ran,
The Diapason closing full in Man.575

Of course, post-Baroque music has also been quite faustian: Beethoven's Fifth 
Symphony (1815) and Strauss's Sunrise introduction to Thus Spake Zarathustra (1896) 
are extremely faustian, but in a more earthly, more imperative than aesthetic manner.

 Ring out, ye crystal spheres! 
 Once bless our human ears,
 If ye have power to touch our senses so; 
 And let your silver chime
 Move in melodious time;
And let the base of heaven's deep organ blow; 
And with your ninefold harmony
Make up full consort to the angelic symphony.576

The primacy of Music in the West distinguishes it from the Hellenic Culture in a 
significant way. To the Hellenics, this artform was never really more than an intellectual 
exercise, a mere craft intended to provide pleasure. Thus the creators of ingenious 
forms in bronze never used this talent to make even the simplest and most obvious 

574 Doctor Faustus (1947)
575 Dryden, from Song for St. Cecilia’s Day (1687)
576 Milton, from On the Morning of Christ’s Nativity (1629)
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improvements to their musical instruments, leaving them crude and few. The same 
people who proved so discerning and subtle in Philosophy, the other arts, and even 
athletics, lacked even a rudimentary concern for finer shades of sound. The rhapsodists 
prided themselves on singing quarter-tones accurately on pitch, yet never came close 
to recognizing the possibilities of tonal combinations—while developing Sculpture and 
Drama to the highest attainments.

This phenomenon is likely attributable to the Hellenics’ obsession with physical 
embodiment—Music has no real natural models; it is a purely abstracted artform, and 
the Hellenics focused primarily on physicality. Over against this, the West's obsession 
with abstraction makes Music the most potent artform because it is not obscured by 
meanings attached to represented objects; its meaning attaches to the form that is made 
in its image.

In Impressionist painting the objects receive and reflect light—the paintings do not 
reveal bodies, but light resistances in space. It is the impression of such resistances, 
like the emptiness in musical notes which cancel each other out, that this limitless space 
painting style holds. Every stroke of color and every chord of rhythm releases some 
surprising charm and continually feeds the faustian imagination with fresh elements of 
space-creating energy. The historical distance represented through pictorial devices 
dominates the fabric of spatial extension: perspectivist lines, dynamic brushstrokes, light 
and shadow, quivering color-tones, brown-tinged atmosphere (q.v. Michelangelo’s Last 
Judgment), blue-green depth.

The Painter has learned to confine his or her ideation to what can be expressed in Pure 
and Limitless Space. The painter's words are few and simple, matching in form the single 
stroke of a brush. There are no words from the mouth, only rhythms and tones of the 
mind-hand system with paint and brush. The thought involved is spaced between several 
brushstrokes, filling two-dimensional space with three-dimensional depth: light, shadow, 
texture, color, atmosphere, perspective—the grammar of an autonomous language. There 
is a substantiality in it; one cannot argue it from every point of the compass, like politics or 
theology. No theorist will ever separate the brush stroke from the creative impulse. Paint, 
like no other medium, gives itself to skill and to genius.

Every painted masterpiece traces the meaning and purpose of the culture-system's 
vast awareness, a soul embedded in form, each brushstroke and every dapple of color 
a secret hieroglyph worked carefully into a multilayered and multivalent message. The 
penetration of Pure and Limitless Space is here, the resonant echo of culture-historical 
significance half submerged in Nature and suspended, tentatively, in the vast Cosmos. 
Long, intertwined strands of Time are a part of such Space, knitted together in the works 
by chiaroscuro and hands—centuries before Einstein. Every event, every angle, every 
shadow, has been coaxed into form, brush and paint used to sculpt, chisel, compose, 
rhyme, harmonize, engineer, symbolize, whittle (e.g., Tintoretto, Hals, Titian’s last phase, 
Rubens at this stormiest). This level of refinement brought Artists to the edge of their 
skill, to the very extremity of possibility for the medium, but the essence of their creative 
works calls to whomever has eyes to see. Thus the use of the blue-green of twilight and 
the brown that does not exist in a rainbow, and of polyphony and “note against note”—to 
express incorporeality. 

The ethereal blues and greens, and especially the blue-greens, are the beckoning 
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colors of sky and sea, of the endless 

Woman Writing a Letter, with Her Maid by Johannes Vermeer (c.1670)

Even in the purely contemplative image, Faustian Art is dynamic: It presents 
us with a significant moment in time, a vital moment into which all the 
intentionality of agency — with all the motives and passions and interests 
of a moving history — have condensed themselves to form an intense 
consciousness of the present — a reduction of succession to an instant. Only 
in the domain of Western expression could the great curator and aesthetician 
Bernard Berenson assert: "Movement is the manifest indwelling energy that 
vitalizes the delimiting outlines of an artifact and the delineations of all the 
parts within these outlines." (Aesthetics and History, 1948)

horizon and remote peaks and depths. 
They are essentially atmospheric rather 
than substantial colors. They are cold, 
disembodied and clear, evoking 
impressions of distance and 
boundlessness. No other High Culture has 
been so obsessed with these colors. Blue-
green is a space-creating element in 
Western Art, an indefinite and nuanced 
tone-expression with an almost musical 
quality. This is the atmosphere into which 
the Faustian Soul plunges. Blue-green 
never presses in upon the foreground—it 
always draws us in and out into the 
remoteness. Blue and green, as thoroughly 
non-sensuous colors, are implicitly 
transcendental. The dusky green and blue 
are the colors of Destiny for us. The 
atmosphere of the danteän Pilgrim, of 
Hamlet and Faust, are akin to them, 
atmospheres of the purest spatiality and a 
Soul unconfirmed. This blue-green 
symbolism was last found in the orchestration of Wagner, Mahler, and Bruckner, intruding 
into the spatial dimension metaphysically, almost as though from another realm.

Hence the field of these arts is intuitively apprehended as infinite, dependent on the 
observer, who must assert his perspective, his domain, within the Pure and Limitless 
Space. The Canadian poet Charles G.D. Roberts wrote:

O Deep of Heaven, 'tis thou alone art boundless,
’Tis thou alone our balance shall not weigh,
’Tis thou alone our fathom-line finds soundless,—
Whose infinite our finite must obey!
Through thy blue realms and down thy starry reaches
Thought voyages forth beyond thy furthest fire,
And homing from no sighted shoreline, teaches
Thee measureless as is the soul’s desire.
O deep of Heaven! No beam of Pleiad ranging
Eternity may bridge thy gulf of spheres
The ceaseless hum that fills thy sleep unchanging
Is rain of the innumerable years.
Our worlds, our suns, our ages,—these but stream
Through thine abiding like a dateless dream.577

577 The Night Sky
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The Prime Symbol is the reason that Westerners so often seek out high mountaintops 
for the sake of the limitless range of vision they afford—this is the unique faustian craving 
to be alone with endless space. “It is not the mountain we conquer,” said Edmund Hillary, 
“but ourselves.” Mountaineer and poet Geoffrey Winthrop Young, in a lecture delivered 
to the University of Glasgow in 1956, proclaimed:

In effect, the visible mountain ladder, cloud-compelling and 
controlling rain and sun, added a third dimension, that of height, 
to the length and breadth of surfaces supporting man in the dawn 
of his intelligence. It gave a new measure to his concrete vision of 
earth. By doing so, by asserting the existence of a higher world and 
of a higher order inhabiting it, mountains became the first forces 
to lift the eyes and thoughts of our branch of animal life above the 
levels of difficult existence to the perception of a region of spirit, 
located, as children would locate it, in the sky above.578

For Faust, the Mystique of the Summit is a transformative experience of complete and 
total receptiveness. Participating in and transcending Nature, the mountain climber finds 
a meditative experience in the rest and view of the summit. The mountain as a challenge 
has been accepted as it was given, without censorship by the rational mind's desire 
for purpose, devoid of additions from the stock of second-hand ideals and utilitarian 
necessities. The attainer of the summit simply pauses with muscles relaxed and a 
mind open to the distance and the horizon; open at last to the formless and wordless 
metathought which the distance seen from a summit permits him or her to experience. 
The great Jewish-French mountain-climber Maurice Herzog exclaimed:

In overstepping our limitations, in touching the extreme boundaries 
of man's world, we have come to know something of its true 
splendor. In my worst moments of anguish, I seemed to discover the 
deep significance of existence of which till then I had been unaware. 
I saw that it was better to be true than to be strong. The marks of 
the ordeal are apparent on my body. I was saved and I had won my 
freedom. This freedom, which I shall never lose, has given me the 
assurance and serenity of a man who has fulfilled himself. It has 
given me the rare joy of loving that which I used to despise. A new 
and splendid life has opened out before me.579

The record of the West's unique fascination with mountain-climbing goes back at least 
to Petrarch, who ascended Mount Ventoux, near Avignon, in 1336. Leonardo explored 
Mount Bo in 1511; the Swiss reformer Joachim Vedianus climbed the Gnepfstein, near 
Lucerne, in 1518; the botanist Konrad Gesner attained the summit of Mount Pilatus, also 
near Lucerne, in 1555, and later wrote that "from the highest ridges of mountains, the 
whole dome of our sky will lie boldly open to your gaze, and the rising and setting of the 

578 The Influence of Mountains Upon the Development of Human Intelligence (1957)
579 Annapurna (1952)
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The Faustian Window To The World

The window-as-architecture is uniquely Western: In it can be felt the will-to-emerge from the interior 
into the Boundless. (Man at the Window by Caillebotte; Wind From the Sea by Wyeth; Interior, 
Woman at the Window by Caillebotte).

constellations you will easily behold without any hindrance…."580 In 1739 the English poet 
Thomas Gray visited the Grande Chartreuse and wrote: “Not a precipice, not a torrent, 
not a cliff, but is pregnant with religion and poetry.” In 1761, the Swiss geologist Horace-
Benedict de Saussure offered a significant monetary prize for the first person to attain 
the summit of Mont Blanc, the highest mountain in Europe (4853 m.;15,771 ft.).581 Of Mont 
Blanc Shelley wrote: “The secret Strength of things, which governs thought, and to the 
infinite dome of Heaven is as a law, inhabits thee!”582

The heights are in Faust's blood and in his spirit, an eagle from the crags of the 
Matterhorn looking through his face from its nest within his mind. Wantonly, deliberately, 
he cherishes the heights by inviting his own fall, out of pride, out of spleen, out of the 
vendetta he has against life, that keeps him always walking the edge of the precipice and 
defying death to come and take him, abiding by his silent bargain with the daemon. Faust 
famously climbed the summit of the Brocken for the gathering of witches and demons 
known as Walpurgis Night, and Goethe wrote poetically about his experience of Mont 
Blanc:

The stars came out one by one, and we noticed above the summits 
of the mountains before us a light that we could not explain. It was 
clear, without illumination, like the Milky Way, but more dense, a bit 
like the Pleiades, only more extensive…. The beauty of this view 

580 Quoted in On Conrad Gesner and the Mountaineering of Theuerdank, J.M. Thorington, 1937
581 q.v. Le Mont Blanc and Mountaineering in the Alps, an Historical Survey (1965)
582 Mont Blanc (1817)
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was quite extraordinary. Shining among the stars that surrounded 
it, glittering less brightly, but with a vaster, more coherent mass, the 
mountain seemed to belong to a higher sphere.583

The stillness at the top of the world evokes a profound and enduring mystical experience 
which thereafter underlies the flux of everyday thought—the cosmic experience of Pure 
and Limitless Space as distance. Distance, as knowable only from a summit, reminds 
Mankind that there is much more to the Universe than humans—that there is even much 
more to humans than humans. It reminds Faust that there are mental spaces inside the 
skull that are as vast as the spaces “out there.” The experience of distance, of inner and 
outer distance as experienced on an airplane, atop a skyscraper or mountain, in the 
International Space Station or from the Moon—distance in Time and distance in Space—
is Faust's first and fundamental religious experience. Writing about Western Man's unique 
mystical connection to mountains, D.H. Lawrence wrote:

He walked on and on in silence, staring at the mountains ahead, that 
rose sheer out of the land, and stood fold behind fold, half earth, half 
heaven, the barrier with slits of soft snow, in the pale bluish peaks.584

And:

He saw the mountains in a wonder-light, not far away, and radiant.… 
So still, gleaming in the sky, fashioned pure out of the ore of the sky, 
they shone in their silence.585

Also:

There, straight in front of him, blue and cool and tender, the 
mountains ranged across the pale edge of the morning sky…. There 
they ranked, all still and wonderful between the earth and heaven. 
He started till his eyes went black, and the mountains, as they stood 
in their beauty, so clean and cool, seemed to have it, that which was 
lost in him.586

And finally:

Then she wanted to climb the wall of white finality, climb over, into 
the peaks that sprang up like sharp petals in the heart of the frozen, 
mysterious navel of the world. She felt that there, over the strange 
blind, terrible wall of rocky snow, there in the navel of it all, was 
her consummation. If she could but come there, alone, and pass 
into the unfolded navel of external snow and of uprising, immortal 
peaks of snow and rock, she would be a oneness with all, she would 

583 Letter of October 27, 1799, in Miscellaneous, 25, and Voyages, 25
584 The Prussian Officer (1914)
585 Ibid.
586 Ibid.



359

be herself the eternal, infinite silence, the sleeping, timeless, frozen 
centre of the all.587

No other Culture, including those who lived for millennia in the shadow of the 
majestic Himalayas, has ever experienced this collective compulsion so dramatically. The 
mountain is an Earth-giant, standing indifferently to the plight of humanity below. “So, if 
you cannot understand that there is something in man which responds to the challenge 
of this mountain and goes out to meet it,” George Mallory wrote of Mount Everest, "that 
the struggle is the struggle of life itself, upward and forever upward, then you won't see 
why we go.”588 To the Faustian Soul the mountain represents the stolid serenity of Nature 
amid the struggles of Mankind—unmoved by Faust's unquenchable thirst to rise.589 
Alexander hiked the Hindu Kush and Hannibal the Italian Alps, to conquer territories; but 
George Mallory hiked Everest to conquer himself—and perished.  “Meditations take an 
inexpressively grand and sublime character in proportion to the objects that impress us, a 
tranquil voluptuousness that has nothing to do with anything harsh or sensual,” observed 
Jean-Jacques Rousseau. “It seems that in rising above the dwellings of humans, one 
leaves behind all low and earthly sentiments, and to the degree that one approaches the 
ethereal regions, the soul acquires something of their inalterable purity.”590 For every five 
persons to top Everest, one has died:

A dreadful discord this, bitter as gall
When storms of questions rage within and call,
Whilst outside, unresponding, death-like, still,
Inflexible, eternal, reigns the Will.591

It is no coincidence that Lenau's Faust opens with the magician rashly and recklessly 
climbing a mountainside at sunrise. Bach's Arioso (Cantata #156) is like a musical view 
from the heights: O Altitudo! “There I would feel I was being called away somewhere,” 
wrote the usually stolid Dostoevsky; “and it always seemed to me that if I walked straight 
for a long, long time and reached that line where the earth and sky meet, I would find 
there the key to the whole mystery, and I would at once behold a new life a thousand 
times more intense and turbulent than ours.”592 For Western Man, a horizon represents 
the limitless space of the future.

Similar is the uniquely Western reverence for ruins and evidence of the distant past. 
The Faustian Soul loves to collect antiques, ancient manuscripts, coins, stamps, and take 
pilgrimages to ancient ruins like no other Culture in history. Arabs lived amidst magnificent 
ziggurats for millennia, without uncovering a single one—the West (Dr. Robert Koldewey) 
had to do it. The magnificent palace of Sargon II of Assyria lay buried in sand for millennia 
until Paul Emile Botta uncovered it in 1842—yet the local Arabs simply told him where it 

587 Women in Love (1916)
588 Quoted in Everest: The West Ridge, T.F. Hornbein, 1968
589 “The hill has not yet lifted its face to heaven that perseverance will not gain the summit of at last.” 

(Charles Dickens, Nicholas Nickelby, 1839).
590 La Nouvelle Heloise (1761)
591 Nickolas von Strehlenau (“Lenau”), Faust (1836)
592 The Idiot (1868-9)
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was; J.E. Taylor similarly revealed Ur in 

“It is more important to have beauty in one’s equations than 
to have them fit experiments.”

—P.A.M. Dirac

1854; J.L. Porter found Hazor in 1875; 
Hiram Bingham brought Machu Pichu 
back from oblivion in 1911; Abydos was lost 
and forgotten until Naville unburied it in 
1913-14; the Kmer temple-mountain of 
Bakong was discovered, excavated, and 
rebuilt by Maurice Glaize in 1936-43; the 
Sumerian epic Gilgamesh lay buried in the 
ruins of Nippur for 6,000 years, until 
Archeologists from the University of 
Pennsylvania restored it to humanity. John 
Lloyd Stephens bought the ruins at Copān 
from the local Indians, who had never 
bothered to remove the dirt and plants, for 
fifty dollars in 1839. (Compare this 
fascination with the Hebrew Culture, from 
which the West is alleged to have borrowed 
its world-feeling, yet which did not even 
have a word for “history” in its language. 
Toledot, often used in this context, actually 
means “engendering”; and even this term 
is used but twice in the entire Old 
Testament.)593

And Western Man never restores those beloved sites, but keeps and appreciates them 
as ruins, feeling in some subtle way that the restoration would deprive them of something 
indefinable that can never be reproduced. That something is the Pure and Limitless Space 
of Time. Again, this calls into question our supposed exaltation of Classical Culture—the 
Hellenic colonnades and statues we so admire, in pristine white, were actually painted 
in garish colors, including ultramarine and vermillion, by the Hellenics.594 “O time!” 
exclaimed Byron, “the beautifier of the dead, adorner of the ruin….”595 A trip down the 
Rhine or the paintings of Claude Gellée of Lorrain would be significantly diminished for 
us if the attendant ruins were removed. Indeed, ruins became so fashionable in Victorian 
England that the wealthy actually built “ruins” on their property. “We have only to follow 
the tread of the hero's path,” admonished mythologist Joseph Campbell, “and where 
we had thought to find an abomination we shall find a God.”596 Was it not all your own 
achievement, sacred glowing heart?

The Faustian Soul is characterized by rhathymia (a factor indicative of a happy-go-
lucky attitude), parmia (characterized by venturesomeness, boldness, and insusceptibility 
to threat),597 and harria (characterized by toughness, decisiveness, assertiveness, and 

593 Genesis and Ruth
594 q.v. De Architectura, vii, Vitruvius; Natural History, xxxv, Pliny; The Republic, Plato
595 Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage (1812)
596 The Power of Myth (1988)
597 R.B. Cattell
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realism in outlook.)598 It recognizes that everything is stardust, the heavy elements of our 
bodies and our world forged in the hearts of long-dead stars. This noble clay is by the 
faustian archetype kneaded and formed on a sacred wheel, fired in interstellar radiation 
emanating from the Creation, and refined in Life's carnal turmoils—until a tall, fair god-
like Being stands upon the heights and peers back into the Vortex with the original Spark 
blazing through crystal-clear eyes. Transform Carl Orff's O Furtuna!—this élan raised to 
the Sublime—into a painting;599 let your imagination conceive men and women gazing 
at the stars, awestruck and yearning; then you will appreciate the Faustian. This faustian 
hypertropism (unlearned movement toward excessive stimulus) has given Western 
Culture its vector.600 When Faust shall die, take him out and cut him out into stars, and he 
shall make the face of the Heavens so fine that all the World will be in love with night and 
pay no worship to the garish Sun:

I stand in a high and prominent place and must rise still higher. I 
have hope, courage and strength. I have not yet attained the crest 
of my growth and when I have attained the highest point, I shall 
stand there unwavering, without fear. If I must fall, let a thunderbolt, 
a gale, even a false step hurl me down into the depths; I shall not be 
alone there but with thousands of good men.601

5.5 Mathematics: Faustian Catechism

Numbers are free creations of the human mind; they serve as a 
means for understanding more easily and more sharply distinction 
in things. It is only through the purely logical process of building 
up the science of numbers and thus attaining the continuous num-
ber-realm that we are prepared to accurately examine our notions 
of Space and Time, by bringing them into a relationship with this 
number-realm created in our mind.602

Two decades  of research  has revealed  that the pervasiveness  of the specific 
psychographical principles associated with culture-systems becomes, somewhat 
counter -intuitively , more  decisively  evident  as we examine  bodies  of data  that  are 
more technical  in nature . Perhaps  most telling , in the West at least, is the fact 
that the psychographical  principles  are most precisely  obvious  as the particular 
data under  analysis  becomes  more challengingly  abstract , so that Mathematics  is 
found  to be the most  projective  discipline  of all. We have  marveled  at the strikingly 
coherent patterns of 

598 Ibid.
599 Originally a Gothic collection of 13th Century festive songs, Orff's updated version of The Carmina 

Burana, with O Fortuna! as its finale, was first performed in 1937.
600  Lewin, 1936
601 Goethe, Egmont (1788). Incidental music for the drama performance of Egmont was composed by Bee-

thoven in 1809-10, and sent by the composer to Goethe.
602 Richard Dedekind, Essay On The Theory Of Numbers (1887)
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both unity and multiplicity of mathematical 

Evolution of Power by Sandro Del-Prete

meaning that are found in the systems of 
different High Cultures. The characteristic 
manner in which a culture-system 
approaches the field, intricately and subtly, 
is quite remarkable. Given the considerable 
range of actual mathematical world-views 
for different culture-systems, with totally 
different configurations associated with 
the same natural complexes, the question 
arises: With such diversity, how genuine is 
the category "Mathematics"? Every system 
is, or course, rooted in something beyond 
culturocentric projections, in Nature, and 
thus we do not propose that they are 
merely arbitrary constructions of 
categorizing minds. The critical issue, 
nevertheless, is that the discipline of 
mathematics has only metaphorical 
existence—every culture-system has a 
Mathematics. “Number binds the order of 
the soul and of the universe,” mused poet 
Nadya Aisenberg.603

Like our Science and Technology, the Mathematics of the West has been accepted 
by the world in the aggregate, as if the culmination of millennia of “humanity,” but in 
reality its creation has been the work of an extraordinarily small number of individuals 
who were not only many of the most intelligent in history, but also were compelled by 
interests and driven by passions well beyond the concerns of other culture-systems or 
the comprehension of their contemporaries. The work of the individuals who erected 
the physical sciences has been the intellectual glory of the West and many of its leading 
figures have enjoyed a hagiography around the world; but the esoteric branch of this 
crowning glory, Mathematics, has not enjoyed equal appreciation, despite being by far 
the most original and stupendous.

A Mathematician died in the middle of a theorem and promptly went 
to Hell. 

The Devil took him to the reception area of Hell, where the 
Mathematician saw three identical doors marked 1, 2, and 3. The 
Devil explained that the Mathematician would be allowed to choose 
his own hell, but that he had urgent business elsewhere and so 
would return for the Mathematician's decision. When the Devil was 
gone, the Mathematician walked softly over to door number 1 and 
peeked inside. He saw a Mathematician trying to prove Riemann’s 

603 “Sum” 1998
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Theorem for all eternity.

He opened door number 2 and looked in to see a Mathematician 
trying to disprove Gödel’s Incompleteness Theorem for all eternity.

He peeked in the last door and saw a Mathematician on a stage 
receiving a Nobel Prize.

The Devil returned just as the Mathematician returned to his waiting 
position. The Devil offered the Mathematician a choice between 
doors number 1 and number 2.

“But I wanted door number three!” exclaimed the crestfallen 
Mathematician. “I'm sorry,” the Devil replied, “that’s Physicists’ Hell.”

It is common to refer to Mathematics as a “platonic realm,” but this is in fact an inversion 
of the metaphysics involved—Mathematics is a kantian realm, and as such constitutes the 
most abstract and complex synthetic a priori. The claim that Mathematics is a “universal 
language” is almost as silly as the claim that Music is such. It is akin to claiming that 
English, French, and German are the same language because each uses the same 
alphabet. Mathematics is as diacritical as any other culture-expression—the Hellenics 
would have deemed Western Mathematics essentially irrelevant; i.e., barbaros. In short, 
π is a universal; but i is certainly not; prime numbers are universals; differential equations 
are certainly not. The Hellenics declared that equations such as x+3=0 have no solution, 
and thus no meaning; Westerners not only posited the infinitely more problematic x2+1=0, 
but then proceeded to solve it. The reaction of non-Westerners to this proposition would 
be that humorously depicted at the beginning of George Gamov's famous book One Two 
Three... Infinity (1947):

There was a young fellow from Trinity
Who took ∞
But the number of digits
Gave him the fidgets;
He dropped Math and took up Divinity.

Of course, such discussions are only intended as an aspect of cultural relativity, not 
as suggestions that any Mathematics is “superior” to another. Western Mathematics is 
certainly more complex than that of the Hindus, Hellenics, Romans, and even the Arabians, 
but this does not imply a higher stage of intellectual evolution, although it is natural that 
every society builds upon and improves the knowledge of previous societies. In fact, we 
are specifically trying to discredit the theory, explicit or implicit, that Mathematics—or 
indeed, any discipline, including Science, Philosophy, Art, inter alia—should and can be 
examined as a unilinear progression through history. Academics have for decades been 
far too quick to assume that what is later in history is, in itself, a “progress” from some 
humbler state. This underrates the psychography of Culture, the autochthonic nature of 
all expression; the essentially unique complexity of history, including apparently objective 
subjects such as Mathematics. We argue that even Mathematics is the perspectivalist 
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accompaniment of holistic cultural 

© Sidney Harris, American Scientist (1995)

process, evolved not mechanically but 
expressively, out of diverse civilizations.

Nearly all the progress of Mathematics 
in history was due to the use of 
apperceptual concepts of space and 
time and motion. All through history, and 
especially in the last few centuries, as 
can be seen in Descartes and Gauss and 
Euler and Mach and Poincare and Cantor 
and Minkowski, inter alios, there runs the 
unfathomable sense of worldview, an 
existential approximation of reality that 
reveals more about the creators than 
the universe. This explains the enigmatic 
claim by both Euler and Mach that they 
had the impression that their mathematics 
was more intelligent than they were. 
“One cannot escape the feeling that 
these mathematical formulas have an 
independent existence and intelligence 
of their own,” proclaimed Hertz, “that they 
are wiser than we are, wiser even than 
their discoverers, that we get more out of them than was originally put into them.”604 The 
Oxford Mathematician Roger Penrose wrote:

Mathematical truth is not something that we ascertain merely by use 
of an algorithm. I believe, also, that our consciousness is a crucial 
ingredient in our comprehension of mathematical truth. We must 
‘see’ the truth of a mathematical argument to be convinced of its 
validity. This ‘seeing’ is the very essence of consciousness. It must 
be present whenever we directly perceive mathematical truth. When 
we convince ourselves of the validity of [a] theorem we not only 
‘see’ it, but by doing so we reveal the very non-algorithmic nature of 
‘seeing’ process itself.605

All theorems can be deduced by simple logical combinations of a finite number of 
axioms, but these axioms are purely conventional and Psychography recognizes the 
origin of such conventions as synthetic a priori judgments. In other words, the rules of 
perfect logic and purely analytical processes do not constitute the whole of Mathematics 
any more than the rules for the movement of individual chess pieces constitutes the art of 
playing chess. Even when the principles of logic are recognized, we cannot demonstrate 
all mathematical truths without reference to Psychography. Thus, to seek the nature of 
the synthetic a priori judgments at the root of Mathematics, and to study the product of 

604 Miscellaneous Papers, edited by Philipp Lenard and translated by D. E. Jones and G. A. Schott, 1896
605 The Emperor's New Mind (1989) (emphasis original)
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this profound existentialism which can be expressed but remains essentially irreducible, 
is the task of Psychography as a discipline. In Substance And Function (1910), Ernst 
Cassirer wrote:

The “thing” now changes from a sum of properties into a mathematical 
system of values, which are established with reference to some 
scale of comparison. Each of the different physical concepts defines 
such a scale, and thereby renders possible an increasingly intimate 
connection and arrangement of the elements of the given. The chaos 
of impressions becomes a system of numbers; but these numbers 
first gain their denomination, and thus their specific meaning, from 
the system of concepts, which are theoretically established as 
universal standards of measurement. In this logical connection, we 
first see the “objective” value in the transformation of the impression 
into the mathematical “symbol”.

Contrary to popular belief, even Mathematics entails an onto-epistemic selectivity—it 
always and everywhere includes or excludes particular, preferred types of content. Again, 
unasked questions have no answers. Mathematics, like all human experiences of the 
world, depends upon structural essences and embodied forms which cannot transcend 
all the delimitations imposed by historical origin and cultural context. Mathematics 
was invented, poet Lisel Mueller suggested, “because five senses are not enough.”606 
Every Mathematics is part of a totality of self-understanding, within which alone it is 
meaningful to any subject. Because the function of a culture-system is monogenic, all of 
its mathematics bears a psychographical family resemblance.

As Whorf famously noted, an equation is to Mathematics what a sentence is to 
language. Numbers do not possess absolute meaning; this is acquired only in a 
(contextual) combination. And in Mathematics as in language, we visualize reality in 
ways that our system portrays it. Thus the content of thinking influences the process of 
thinking—our mathematical imagery is predicated upon our mathematical symbolism. “It 
is in mathematics that our thinking processes have their purest form,” observed Roger 
Penrose in Shadows of the Mind (1994):

If thinking is just carrying out a computation of some kind, then it 
might seem that we ought to be able to see this most clearly in our 
mathematical thinking. Yet remarkably, the very reverse turns out 
to be the case. It is within mathematics that we find the clearest 
evidence that there must actually be something in our conscious 
thought processes that eludes computation.

Poincaré famously pointed out that the principle that what is true for the number 1, and 
true for n+1 when it is true for n, is true for all numbers, points to mathematical induction 
that makes the field inventive and creative, due to the Kantian synthetic a priori, rather 
than tautological. In Science and Hypothesis (1902) he wrote:

606 “Reasons For Numbers,” in Second Language (1986)
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If all the assertions that mathematics puts forward can be derived 
from one another by formal logic, mathematics cannot amount to 
anything more than an immense tautology. Logical inference can 
teach us nothing essentially new, and if everything is to proceed 
from the principle of identity, everything must be reducible thereto. 
But can we really allow that these theorems which fill so many books 
serve no other purpose than to state, in a roundabout way, that ‘A 
= A’?

The idea that Mathematics is cognitive rather than platonic explains the stupendous 
fact that many of the mathematical concepts that so spectacularly explain physical realities 
were worked out as abstract exercises long before they were applied to the world—
perhaps the most remarkable example being –1 . If these mathematical concepts were 
truly “out there,” then they would have been discovered out there—instead, they were 
discovered “in here” and then applied “out there.” The fact that the original investigations 
were entirely unconnected with their eventual application strongly suggests that the 
process was cognitive and projective. Obviously, there must be some deep underlying 
reason for the accord between Mathematics and the World—our cognitive processes 
have evolved as they have precisely because they correspond to realities in the world 
we inhabit—but it is more logical to attribute this to the fact that the human mind is 
part of the world than is to theorize about platonic Forms. “The enormous usefulness of 
mathematics in the natural sciences is something bordering on the mysterious and there 
is no rational explanation for it,” admonished the physicist Eugene Wigner. “It is not at all 
natural that ‘Laws of Nature’ exist, much less that man is able to discover them.”607

The apparently miraculous appropriateness of the language of Mathematics for the 
formulation of Laws of Nature derives from the fact that as a language, Mathematics 
constitutes a projective analysis of the universe. Mathematics’ innate tautology is a 
product of its inherent existentialism—its conclusions follow completely from its own 
premises. This is what Kant meant when, in the first paragraph of his Inquiry on the 
Distinctness of the Principles of Natural Theology and Morality (1764), he asserted that 
Mathematics arrives at its definitions synthetically: “The concept is never given before 
the definition; rather, it arises from it.”

Kant demonstrated that the physical forces of Nature require for understanding by 
mind a synthetic a priori mathematization, wherein raw data is schematized. Only thus 
can Metaphysics become Mechanics, or in simpler terms, motion in-itself becomes a 
vector quantity in space and time. Mathematics, then, is part of the overall cognitive 
construction of human consciousness, through which the empirical manifold of 
sensations is synthesized into the transcendental gestalt of apperception. Kant adopted 
the Cartesian-Leibnizian deduction of mathematical knowledge as intuitive, but clarified 
its definition as a formal intuition involving a spatial and temporal foundation.

Even accepting the conventionalist conception of “necessary consequences,” with 
mathematical necessity attached to mathematical propositions by virtue of their being 
necessary consequences of the adoption of certain axioms, definitions, and rules, we 

607 “The Unreasonable Effectiveness of Mathematics in the Natural Sciences,” Communications on Pure 
and Applied Mathematics, #13 (1960)
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are left with adoption by predisposition. Moreover, rules cannot determine of themselves 
how exactly they are to be applied; they are procedures, not platonic forms. Rules, in 
strict usage, cannot be either true or false as can propositions. For the Hellenics, for 
example, the “rule” concerning 2  and such derivatives was that meaning had come to 
an end. Mathematical propositions are not anthropological statements about how humans 
calculate and make inferences; they are normative propositions giving expression to 
a culture-system's apperception. Mathematics is based on sign-systems that capture 
descriptive representations. Mathematical equations consist of symbols that have an 
arbitrary structure and that are associated with the content they represent simply by 
means of convention. Whitehead wrote about this in Science and the Modern World 
(1925):

The originality of mathematics consists in the fact that in mathematical 
science connections between things are exhibited which, apart 
from the agency of human reason, are extremely unobvious. Thus 
the ideas, now in the minds of contemporary mathematicians, lie 
very remote from any notions which can be immediately derived 
by perception through the senses; unless indeed it be perception 
stimulated and guided by antecedent mathematical knowledge.

Regardless of their logic and consistency, mathematical formulations are not self-
evident facts but subjective conceptualizations derived from uniformities. They are not 
objective; they are expressive. We must admit that working with an equation is akin to 

Live Without a Net by John Picacio (2003) www.johnpicacio.com
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listening to a piece of music—we do not hear the notes, per se, but only the interpretive 
expression of the Musician. The Mathematicians’ creations—f=ma, ∇ • B=0, E=mc², e, i, 
etc,—are simply the music that we hear, not the laws of nature. “Human mathematicians,” 
explained Roger Penrose, “are not using a knowably sound algorithm in order to ascertain 
mathematical truth.”608 In other words, Mathematics is existential.

When Aristotle asserted without argument that “there can be nothing between 
the numbers one and two” (Physics), this was not the consideration of a shallow or 
incompetent mind, but rather, the expression of an intellectual viewpoint that necessarily 
required the interpretation of number theory in accordance with this world-picture. The 
a priori denial of non-integer numbers does not mean the Hellenics observed nature 
improperly, but that their primary instrument of analysis differed radically from that of the 
West. The conception of numbers as reference indices on an infinite continuum, totally 
abstracted from concrete things, is the mark of intellects vastly different from those of 
Hellenic Culture, not the mark of failure to observe the data of nature. Any grade-schooler 
can grasp the concept of numbers as a continuum—if the paradigm of the culture-system 
is capable of perceiving that way. Just as Hellenic causality dealt with forms rather than 
states, so its conception of numbers was fundamentally concrete. In the West, where 
causality deals with process, it logically follows that its numerical representation is a 
series of infinitesimals rather than of integers.

It is an astonishing though little-known fact that the Hellenic Culture never even 
developed a science of Arithmetic. The entire culture-system, for a thousand years, had 
advanced Science and Philosophy but never felt the need for arithmetical operations 
beyond those used for practical purposes—quantitative magnitudes simply did not exist, 
only ratios capable of representation in geometric form. Mathematics was only suitable 
to express ratios between discrete entities, with line, surface, and volume, not abstract 
numbers, which have no bodily extension in space but exist only in the mind. Plato, 
indeed, went so far as to give numbers themselves a formal structure.

Classical Culture based its Mathematics on magnitudes, and the nexus of magnitudes, 
proportions; Western Culture based its Mathematics on relations, and the nexus of 
relations, functions. The significance of this distinction is not confined to Mathematics, 
however, but extends to all of the expressions of the two culture-systems—the most central 
Classical artform, Sculpture, is based on magnitudes and proportions, while the most 
central Western artform, Music, is based on relations and functions. Sculpture relies upon 
enlargements or reductions of scale; Music relies on the transformation of groups—this 
decisive distinction is embodied everywhere. Scale presupposes stasis; transformation 
presupposes variability—everything in the Classical world was a construction; everything 
in the West is an operation.

There is an existential statement in Aristotle's insistence that only integers exist. The 
Hellenics could only conceive of solving the ‘problems of antiquity’ physically, with a 
straightedge and a compass, not abstractly, based on mathematical concepts. Doubling 
a cube thus, for example, is impossible, yet the Hellenics were incapable of discovering 
this fact and the puzzle remained a mystery for centuries, until a Western Mathematician, 
the 19th Century tormented genius Evariste Galois, proved it to be so. After the Classical 

608 Shadows of the Mind (1994)
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mathematics of static relationships Mathematical Aesthetics: The Function
in the Form

(1) Fractal created by computing the Belousov-Zhabotinski chemical 
reaction, as computed by Mario Markus, Max Planck Institute 
(from Fractals, the Patterns of Chaos, John Briggs, 1992);  (2) Torus 
computed by Cliff Pickover, (Computers, Patterns, Chaos, and Beauty, 
1990);  (3) Fractal generated by Scott Burns of the University of Illinois, 
using Newton’s equation for finding the roots of polynomial equation 
(From Briggs, ibid.);  (4.) Fractal generated by Daryl H. Hepting and 
Przemyslaw Prusinkiewicz at the University of Calgary (1990)

between pure geometric forms (Euclidian) 
came to an end with Rome,609 which 
restricted its mathematics to Engineering, 
we find a whole new mathematical 
worldvew in the Byzantine and Arabian 
Cultures: Algebra.610 This mathematical 
thinking sought to discover the 
instantaneous actual relationship between 
specific variable geometrical constructions 
or numbers.

Even the Arabian Culture, with its 
advanced algebra, reveals an expression-
form in mathematics that is distinct from 
those around it, unique, and in harmony 
with its other expressive forms, primarily 
its Spirituality and Art. The very physical-
minded Hellenics went so far as to abstract 
numbers from simple quantities, and Rome 
and Byzantium followed, but it took the 
very supernatural-minded Arabians to go 
a step further, using variables as symbols 
for numbers; and a step further yet with 
functions, abstracting the relations between variables. What is significant is that all this 
Arabian abstraction was simultaneously precise—like the Qur’an and Islamic customs, 
like calligraphical craft. The imprecision of derivative and integral functions, upon which 
the Calculus was built, was not beyond Arabian Culture’s intellectual capacity, but foreign 
to its existential capacity. An irrational number goes on forever, to Allah; but complex 
functions (functions of functions) are another—ungodly—thing altogether.

And modern Algebra itself is a purely Western creation, begun by the Italian 
Renaissance mathematician Francois Viéta, who, in 1591, evolved Arabian forms into a 
purely symbolic algebra in which the meanings of variables were functionally irrelevant 
until conclusory interpretation was desired. In essence, Algebra was condensed into a 
dynamical axiomatic process through the substitution of concrete meanings with formal 
relations and deductive propositions. Only Faust ever attained or even fully appreciated 
such abstract logical purity.

The popular conception is that Western children first learn the geometry of Greece 
and Rome and the arithmetic and algebra of Byzantium and Arabia, before moving on to 
the “intermediate” and “higher mathematics” of the West because these subjects are the 
“foundation” of the latter. This is a false premise that cannot bear scrutiny. The mathematics 
of these other Cultures form the “fundamental” levels of Western Mathematics only 
because in the early days of the West, when our educational system was founded, they 

609 Aristarchus, Eratosthenes, Apollonius, Archimedes, et al.
610 Diophantus, Pappos, Thabit-Ibn-Quarra, Al-Khwarizmi, Al-Kindi, Abul-Wafa, Al-Kuhi, et al.



370

constituted the entire discipline of Mathematics as known. 
It is true and uncontroversial that our Mathematics has built upon the work of other 

culture-systems—e.g., 0 came from Babylonia, the system of numbering and negative 
numbers came from India, decimals from China, trigonometry from Rome, algorithms from 
Arabia, and so on. On the other hand, some entire systems of Mathematics did not even 
share our base of 10 for enumeration as the bases or group numbers of systems—e.g., the 
Sumerians used 6 and the Aztecs used 13. An insightful study of the history and philosophy 
of “Mathematics” reveals that every culture-system formulated its own discipline based 
upon a unique world-picture/feeling/vision, and that the primary mathematical geniuses 
of the West—e.g., Oresme, Cusanus, Del Ferro, Napier, Cardano, Fermat, Euler, Legendre, 
Lagrange, Laplace, Cauchy, Gauss, Bernoulli, Riemann, Dedekind, Hilbert, Gödel, Turing, 
Von Neumann, Mandelbrot—were entirely and fantastically faustian. Only someone in 
possession of this mathescope (Watson Davis), such as American mathematician Edward 
Kasner, inventor of the googolplex (1010^100), would propose—as Kasner originally did—that 
a googolplex should be a 1 followed by writing zeroes until physical exhaustion.

Every math-type is actually a distinct and essentially independent abstraction 
from experience, although each works with the functionality of its predecessors and 
involves more complex, higher-level abstractions. Ultimately, however, the culturally-
specific predominant idea of abstracted Laws of Nature is reflected in the abstract 
conceptualizations of functionality in Mathematics. In other words, Cosmography 
recapitulates Psychography. For example, arithmetic is an abstraction from references 
to particular sets of objects, so that the number “9” refers to any group of nine objects. 
Likewise, geometry is an abstraction from references to particular forms and magnitudes, 
so that a “line” refers to any segment between two points. Algebra is an abstraction of 
particular (arithmetical) numerical relations, so that the variable “x” refers to any number. 
Calculus is an abstraction from particular functions (of the geometricized algebraic 
functions of Analytical Geometry) so that “differential equations” analyze the limitations 
of any continuous function. “Do not imagine that mathematics is hard and crabbed and 
repulsive to common sense,” Kelvin once advised. “It is merely the etherealization of 
common sense.” In other words more subtle, Mathematics—“The only science which 
contains within itself its own proof” (Da Vinci)—reveals character. 

Classical Mathematics, Mayan, Hindu, Arabic, etc., were all purely quantitative. 
Western Mathematics, of course, is quantitative, but it is also significantly qualitative 
as well. Hellenic Mathematics examined material causes (empiriometric); Roman 
Mathematics extended to formal causes (empirioschematic); Arabian Mathematics 
continued to efficient causes (empiriological); but only Western Mathematics—from dx/
dt to z→z2+c—approached final causes (empiriontological). “Let us grant that the pursuit 
of mathematics is a divine madness of the human spirit,” proclaimed Whitehead, “a 
refuge from the goading urgency of contingent happenings.”611 The idea that a Culture's 
character can be found significantly within its conception of Mathematics was the insight 
of Oswald Spengler.612

This brilliant realization by Spengler does not, as some have claimed, contradict 

611 Science and the Modern World (1925)
612 The Decline of the West (1918; 1922)
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Frege's proposition that logical 
relationships are independent of human 
thought.613 Frege was dealing strictly with 
formal logic, and so he asserted that 
whether or not something follows from 
something else is not determined by laws 
of cognition, but rather, by objective fact. 
This proposition had nothing to do with the 
ideas of Kant, et al., but is relevant only to 
the most fundamental inorganic facts. 
Kant's synthetic a priori and Spengler's 
psychography still apply: even if an 
objective reality is posited, based upon 
which logical propositions depend without 
regard to human subjectivity, human 
cognition must nevertheless discover 
them, learn them, understand them—or 
overlook, dismiss, or misapprehend them. 
Frege was arguing that 2 follows 1 and 3 
follows 2, regardless of human thought. 
Spengler effectively accepted this 
proposition, but pointed out that there is 
still a selection process, and within this, 
the attachment of meaning, significance, priority, etc. For example, some minds postulate 
a 0, while others take no recognition of this abstraction. Some minds speculate about 
how many numbers may exist between 1 and 2, while others deal only in pragmatic 
fractions. In other words, Frege was analyzing Mathematics as Logic; Spengler was 
analyzing Mathematics as Epistemology; as worldview, even. Frege could have 
demonstrated that a certain material reflects all but the red wavelength, and Spengler 
still could have presented a colorblind person and demonstrated that this person had no 
conception of red. The former is a demonstration of truth; the latter is a demonstration of 
meaning. The pure mathematician, like the poet, depends not on descriptive truth, but on 
conformity to his or her hypothetical postulates. When Mathematics is used in the natural 
sciences, it is not its truth but its applicability that is being verified.

Ultimately, as even Frege was forced to concede, every mathematical demonstration 
begins with unproven premises, and operates based upon procedural rules whose 
validity is not established. In essence, then, even mathematical proofs are actually 
demonstrations that, pursuant to a certain set of procedural rules, specific conclusions 
derive from specific premises. The conclusions have only as much validity as the premises, 
and so what we truly have is another type of language game.614 “[T]here is nothing more 
objective than the laws of Arithmetic,” Frege stated. True—but that is a relative statement: 
it actually states nothing quantitative about objectivity; it is a qualitative statement, 

613 q.v. The Foundations Of Arithmetic (1884).
614 Wittgenstein, 1953
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accurately depicting Mathematics as having a significant quantum of objectivity. There 
are no numbers in Nature, except that thinking makes it so. Bertrand Russell suggested 
that Mathematics possesses not just truth, but also beauty—“a beauty cold and austere, 
like that of sculpture”—and Spengler reminded us not only that this beauty is in the eye 
of the beholder, but also that in a very real sense, it is sculpture. Spengler presented a 
Phenomenology of Mathematics. The discussion herein is an exploration, elaboration, 
expansion, and extension of this brilliant philosopher's fundamental ideas on the subject.

Even in Mathematics—“that mysteriously powerful creation of the human mind, which 
allows us to compress the universe into arrays of symbols on a printed page”615—the 
faustian idea of limitless space is revealed. With Descartes came the new Faustian 
Mathematics, which did not merely “expand” Classical mathematics but actually 
superseded them with a Western number–idea.616 In place of the euclidean worldview 
of tangible lines and planes carried over from the ancient Greeks, there emerged with 
Descartes the abstract, spatial, very un-Classical element of variable relations between 
positions in space. “We should also note that those proportions that form a continuing 
sequence are to be understood in terms of a number of relations,” observed Descartes in 
Geometry (1637). “Others try to express these proportions in ordinary algebraic terms by 
means of several different shapes…. What, above all, needs to be noted is that the root, 
the square, the cube, etc., are merely magnitudes in continued proportion.” 
This novel idea meant that henceforth, a magnitude would be represented not 
as a form but as a line-surface. Thus the drawing on the right was transformed 
into x³, the latter representing a series of proportions without dimensionality 
at all.   

What has been called “analytic geometry” since that time is truly another faustian 
depiction of limitless space: space that is no longer necessarily limited to three 
dimensions physically sensible, as in the root of “geometry”: geo + metro—to measure 
the earth. Euclid's axiom that parallel lines never meet, for example, was a metaphysical 
presumption—it is neither self-evident nor provable—yet was believed absolutely—until 
Lobachevsky, Bolyai, and Riemann demonstrated that it is possible to construct equally 
logical geometries based on other metaphysical presuppositions. In this conception, in 
which numbers are positions of points in space, the West passed from the inherited notion 
of a3 as a natural maximum of an, to the inherent notion of n-dimensional space. “Having 
constructed the notion of an n-dimensional manifold,” wrote Georg Riemann, “and found 
that its true nature consists in the property that its determination of position may be 
reduced to n determinations of magnitude, we come to the... study of the metric-relations 
of which such a manifold quality is capable, and of conditions which suffice to determine 
them. These metric-relations can only be studied in abstract notions of quantity, and their 
dependence upon one another can only be represented by formulae.”617 Then Einstein 
proved that our Universe is in fact Riemannian, not Euclidean—parallel lines do meet. (2b)
V(~2b)Ǝ?

The immense and profound discipline of advanced Western Mathematics—

615 Ivars Peterson, 1993
616 Spengler, 1918
617 On the Hypotheses Which Lie at the Bases of Geometry (1868)
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Coordinate Geometry, Non-Euclidian Geometry, Convolution Transforms, Matrix-vector 
Analysis, Umbral Calculus, Topology, et al.—is an apperceptual engagement of the world 
wholly unimaginable to other culture-systems. Something as subtle and fantastic as a 
system of transfinite numbers, invented as part of the Set Theory of the eerily brilliant 
Jewish-Russian mathematician Georg Cantor, which generates a scientific surrealism by 
postulating Orders of Infinity, is faustian in the extreme—and as with so many men who 
gaze this deeply into the Abyss (e.g. Nietzsche), Cantor drove himself insane; but a fine 
madness it was. As Wittgenstein demonstrated, Mathematics is not merely the discovery 
of real truths about an ideal realm; rather, it is invention—Mathematics is a projection of 
our thought; it has no foundation in Set Theory, but depends upon our form of life.618 If 
cetaceans, who see with echolocation rather than light, who ambulate by swimming rather 
than walking, and who perhaps find it easier to visualize four-dimensional hyperspace 
than Euclidean geometry, created a Mathematics, it would be quite distinct from ours—
just as Sumerian, Mayan, Indian, Egyptian, and Chinese Mathematics was radically distinct 
from Hellenic, Roman, Arabic, and Western Mathematics.

It is a common occurrence to read about the extreme mathematicalization of 
conception by the Pythagoreans, but the truth is, the West is and always has been far 
more mathematical even than these metaphysicians. “The book of Nature,” Galileo 
famously proclaimed, “is written in the language of Mathematics.” Because it is the most 
abstract discipline,619 Mathematics treats numbers and relations between numbers as 
entities rather than as symbols of, or signs for, entities. Hence Mathematics is among the 
most projective of disciplines—it can reveal as much about us as it does about the world. 
“God created the integers,” Kronecker claimed, “all else is the work of Mankind.”

Every culture-system’s Mathematics is like an engram620 stamped upon the collective 
consciousness, functioning as a template for not only quantities but also for qualities of 
quantities. “What has escaped philosophers and logicians,” explained Saussure, “is that 
from the moment a system of symbols becomes independent of the objects designated, 
it is itself subject to undergoing displacements that are incalculable for the logician.”621 In 
other words, Mathematics is, in the final analysis—as Pythagoras tried to tell us—a form 
of Metaphysics. Henri Poincaré, hailed in the 20th Century as the greatest Mathematician 
since Gauss and celebrated generally as a Philosopher of Science, explained this in 
Science and Method (1908):

Mathematicians attach a great importance to the elegance of their 
methods and their results, and this is not mere dilettantism. What is it 
that gives us the feeling of elegance in a solution or a demonstration? 
It is the harmony of the different parts, their symmetry, and their 
happy adjustment; it is, in a word, all that introduces order, all that 
gives them unity, that enables us to obtain a clear comprehension 
of the whole as well as of the parts…. Briefly stated, the sentiment of 
mathematical elegance is nothing but the satisfaction due to some 

618 Philosophical Investigations (1953)
619 Latin abstractus, “draw away”
620 Hebb, 1949
621 Cours de Linguistique Generale (1974)
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conformance between the solution we wish to discover and the 
necessities of our mind, and it is due to this very conformance that 
the solution can be an instrument for us. This aesthetic satisfaction 
is consequently connected with the economy of thought.

The extreme physicality of Classical Mathematics cannot be overemphasized, because 
its over-concreteness is so alien to the over-abstractness of Western Mathematics. 
The so-called “Pythagorean Theorem” (previously known in Egypt, Babylonia, India, 
and China) was demonstrated by extending graphs from each side of the right triangle 
and then counting squared areas. The concept of variables, e.g. x, y, z, simply had no 
existence in the Classical mind—they treated each leg of a right triangle as the side of an 
obverse square, postulating the area of the combination as a type of “function.” Hence 
we have a “square” root specifically because the Classical mind refused to recognize 
abstract values and instead literally constructed two- or three-dimensional figures and 
established areas.

9
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The number 3 was considered by the Pythagoreans to be the first real number simply 
because with three points one can construct the first geometric shape, the triangle. 
“Let no one destitute of Geometry enter my doors,” the famous inscription over the 
door of Plato’s Academy read—destitution of other forms of Mathematics was not only 
permissible, but in some instances, mandatory.

In fact, Academics consistently ignore the fact that our notation x²+y²=z² is entirely 
Western—the Classical Cultures never labeled a variable quantity, not even the lengths 
of the sides of triangles, with a single figure such as x or y or z; rather, they always 
denoted the side as a physical line-segment AB, and their equation was the thoroughly 
concrete (AB)(AB)+(BC)(BC)=(AC)(AC).

The Hellenics did not abstract the formula algebraically, into an equation of pure 
relation, but always conceptualized it geometrically, as an equation of pure ratio. Hence 
when they came upon an irrational number, they literally had no possibility of solving the 
problem whatsoever. For example:
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Where x=1 and y=1, z = 2 . The idea of 

The 300-storey, 1228 meters (4,029 foot), 100,000-occupant Bionic 
Tower, designed by Cervera & Pioz and partners of Madrid. Designed 
in the West, possible only with Western Technology, this most glorious 
of Skyscrappers is presently being considered for—Hong Kong and 
Shanghai.

Atmosphilia
an inextractable root or graphic line that 
never crosses a cartesian coordinate, i.e., 
incommensurable magnitudes, was 
anathema. Thus the Hellenic mind 
invented an approximate fraction 
representing numbers, for example 2= 49/25, 
which it could then reduce to the physically 
acceptable 7/5. To Hellenics, irrational 
numbers—discussed in Book X of Euclid's 
Elements—were not only ugly but 
intolerable; to Westerners, they are 
sublime. “Beauty is the first test,” declared 
British mathematician G.H. Hardy; “there 
is no permanent place in the world for ugly 
mathematics.”622

The (late) Pythagoreans, the most 
mathematical of the pre-Euclidian 
Hellenics, actually postulated an entire 
cosmology that could easily have been 
empirically verified or refuted, but simply 
claimed that the predictable observations 
were not made because Greece was on 
the wrong side of the Earth. Aristotle declared that the tropics could not be inhabited. 
And Ptolemy demonstrated mathematically that dry land was restricted to the northern 
hemisphere, never once even imagining a scientific voyage, vis-a-vis Roger Bacon's to 
Paris, Kepler's to Denmark, Darwin's to the Galapagos, Eddington's to Principe, Leakey's to 
the Olduvai Gorge, and so on, ad infinitum. “The innocent dogmatism of the philosophers,” 
historian H.J. Muller wrote in The Loom Of History (1958), “compounded of their faith in 
metaphysical simplicity, their habit of arbitrary assumption, and their passion for logical 
consistency at any cost, was fortified by their lofty indifference to practical application 
or utility. In this indifference they failed to establish any clear criterion of empirical truth.” 
Compare this with the virtually obsessive-compulsive epistemological tendency in the 
West, from the Scholastics to the Logical Positivists.

The Hellenics and Romans accepted π—the ratio of a circle’s circumference to its 
diameter—grudgingly, and never extrapolated therefrom a decimal notation. They 
used the crude figure 22/7, and even the great Archimedes only sought more and more 
geometric accuracy, concluding, finally, that it was between 3 1/7 and 3 10/71.623 In fact, it is 
a little-known fact that the symbol for π is an exclusively Western invention—no Hellenic, 
Roman, Arab, Chinese, Byzantine, or Indian mathematician ever conceived the ratio as a 
self-standing function.624

622 A Mathematician's Apology (1940)
623 The Measurement of the Circle
624 First used by William Jones in Synopsis Palmariorum Matheseos (1706)
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The Classical Cultures, therefore, never conceived π as an irrational number, because 
this requires a theory of number inaccessible to them. Yet an extrapolation of π with 
decimals was always at the forefront of Western thinking, and it is here that we find π 
capable of giving the circumference of the Earth to a fraction of an inch when extrapolated 
to ten decimal places (3.1415926535); and when extrapolated to thirty decimal places, it 
can give the circumference of the known universe to a precision only perceptible by 
microscope (3.141592653589793238462643383279). Only the West was unsatisfied 
with a mere fraction representing the ratio of a circle’s construction, and thus worked 
incessantly generating more and more decimal places, until Johann Lambert proved in 
1761 that π is irrational. And even this was not enough for Faust, since even irrational 
numbers can be rendered in algebraic equations, for example x= 2 can be expressed 
as x²-2=0. Thus in 1882, Ferdinand von Lindemann proved that π is not only irrational, but 
also transcendental.625 If the decimal extrapolations of Faust's obsession with what no 
other culture could imagine—this transcendental number—were printed in standard type, 
it would wrap around the Earth several times. And what are we to think of an equation, 
taking the limit n→∞, such as this:
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In something so simple as the definition of a geometric line, a subtle distinction 
between Classical and Western Cultures is revealed. Euclid's fourth definition in The 
Elements states that a straight line is “any line which lies on a footing of equality with the 
points of itself.” This is a purely static definition in which a form lies across space. The 
Western definition of a straight line is “the shortest distance between two points.” This is 
a dynamic definition in which a form spans two locations in space. “It is the style of a Soul 
that comes out in the world of numbers,” observed Spengler. “And the world of number 
includes something more than the science thereof.”626

Or consider the “Conic Sections” of the Hellenic Einstein, Archimedes: this is the 
study of curves—the ellipse, parabola, and hyperbola—such as those later formed by 
Descartes on abstract graphs, but which the Hellenic mind could only conceive as 
the line that bounds the intersection of a plane and a cone. These “curves” were not 
dynamic figures of the points of a line diverging from straightness, as they have always 
been in the West, but physical relations (intersecting “generators”) between the angles 
of a plane and the axis of a cone. Even the so-called “Axiom of Archimedes”—the basic 
principle that if one adds any number to itself enough times its value will exceed any 
other number in magnitude—is today only understood in Western terms: the genius of 
Syracuse postulated it in terms of geometric area.

Classical Culture’s most brilliant minds simply could not have conceived facts central 
to Western Mathematics, e.g., that a continuous function cannot change its sign without 

625 Not the root of any algebraic equation.
626 The Decline of the West, vol. I
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passing through zero;627 that not every continuous function has a derivative; or that the 
ordinary rules of calculus are applicable to incommensurable numbers.

Classical Culture would much rather have tried to square the circle or to trisect 
an angle than to find the integral of ƒ(x). The Riemann Hypothesis, perhaps the most 
outstanding problem in Western Mathematics, is simply inconceivable elsewhere. Wir 
müssen wissen. Wir werden wissen.628 “There are several number-worlds as there 
are several Cultures,” advised Spengler. “We find an Indian, an Arabian, a Classical, a 
Western type of mathematical thought and, corresponding to each, a type of number—
each type fundamentally peculiar and unique, an expression of a specific world-feeling, a 
symbol having a specific validity which is even capable of scientific definition, a principle 
of ordering the Become which reflects the central essence of one and only one soul, viz., 
the soul of that particular Culture.”

The replacement of concrete lines and planes by positions in Faustian Mathematics 
carries the implicit idea of pure space. Consider, for example, the difference between the 
equation of Classical Mathematics 3x+4x=5x, and the equation of Fermat’s Last Theorem 
an+bn=cn (where n>2). The former establishes a rigid connection between tangible 
magnitudes, but the latter is one number which represents a relation between intangible 
variables.629 The Classical question has a result, while the Western question is simply 
the picture and sign of a relation, which for n>2 can be shown to exclude all integers.630 
This purely Faustian concept is qualitatively—not quantitatively—alien to Classical 
Mathematics, and is likewise alien to most non-Western Cultures. 

It is a much-forgotten fact that all Western predecessors were only able to solve 
equations of the second degree, yet the faustian mind was able—during the Renaissance—
to solve equations of the third and fourth degree, and eventually—19th Century—even 
of the fifth degree. The Egyptians and Hellenics, for example, found the solution of 
the equation ax+b=0,631 and the Hindus and Arabians solved the quadratic equation 
ax2+bx+c=0,632 but only the West solved equations of the third and fourth degree and, 
realizing that equations of the fifth degree cannot be solved with radicals, invented 
ultraradicals. Thus the equation x5+x=a at last became soluble by Faust: 

Only the intensity of the Faustian Soul could compactly express the solution of quintic 

627 The concept of 0 started in Babylonia (and with the Mayans) as an abacus-like null placeholder (ca. 
500 BCE )—it had no numerical value. It was embraced by India and Arabia but rejected by Hellas and 
Rome.

628 Epitaph carved on Hilbert's tombstone.
629 “I have discovered a truly remarkable proof which this margin is too small to contain,” Fermat wrote 

about this problem in the margin of his copy of Diophantus, unsolved for centuries until Andrew Wiles 
demonstrated it in 1994.

630 Andrew Wiles, of Princeton, apparently solved the problem in June, 1993 after working on it in his attic 
for seven years. Wiles derived his solution from a special case of the Taniyama-Shimura Conjecture. 
However, there was a technical flaw in Wiles’s proof which was fixed by Wiles and Richard Taylor of 
Cambridge in late 1994.

631 x= -b/a
632 x= -b±√(b²-4ac)/2a

x =    a
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The Panama Canal (1904-14)

equations.633

The Hellenics had no mathematics of change, despite excellent Mathematics overall, 
because change was not part of their Fate-laden worldview.634 Over against this, the 
West developed the Mathematics of change from the start of its Science (during the 
Renaissance), and this became a substantial undertaking by 1660.635

What Western mathematics has always strived for, for example in the binomial 
theorem—(a+b)ⁿ—is not simply the ability to compute to arbitrary integral powers, but 
rather, a concentrated line of code for the strategy of expansion. “It is here that the 
sturdy door of the familiar opens to reveal entirely a new prospect beyond, a modest 
enlargement of an expression's scope engendering a subtle and profound reassessment 
of the strategies for its expansion,” explained the mathematician and philosopher David 
Berlinski. “Where before, a single finite formula carried its weight no matter what the 
numbers, now the requisite formula must be expressed in infinite terms, the prosaic world 
of symbols and signs exploding outward.”636 Hence did Newton’s enlargement of the 
binomial theorem utilize expressions known as infinite series, pushing the exploration of 
infinity toward the definition of a limit and the full mathematization of continuity.637

633 In his Fundamental Theorem of Algebra (1799), Gauss showed that for every equation of degree n 
there are precisely n solutions. That same year, Ruffini and Abel proved that the general quintic equa-
tion cannot be solved by a formula of simple operations.

634 q.v. Oedipus the King
635 e.g. de Mere, Pascal, Fermat, et al.
636 Newton’s Gift (2000)
637 q.v. On the Analysis of Infinite Series (1667)
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If the number e (which Hermite proved to be transcendental in 1873) is chosen as 
base, the exponential function is equal to its own derivative; and the derivative of an 
exponential function is proportional to the function itself:

y = e = dy
dx

x

If we solve a differential equation for the function y, the solution represents a family 
of exponential curves. Hence the West has a whole field of mathematics dealing with 
the natural exponential function, wherein the rates of change are proportional to the 
quantities themselves and are governed by differential equations with arbitrary constants 
determined by the initial conditions of the systems.

In our fundamental scientific discipline, Physics, most laws are expressed in terms of 
second-order differential equations; i.e., equations involving the second derivative of a 
function—the rate of change of the rate of change. Whereas the laws of motion govern 
mechanics, these laws are expressed in terms of second-order differential equations, 
such that we differentiate ƒ(x) to get its first derivative, then differentiate that—with 
any polynomial function of degree n, n successive differentiations produce constants 
or increasingly complex functions. “The symbol of the West,” said Spengler, “is an idea 
which no other Culture gives even a hint, the idea of a function.”638 But this, even, was 
not enough, and thus we derived e through an infinite series obtained from the binomial 
expansion of:

(1) (1 + 1/n) n

By letting n→∞, producing rapidly increasing values of factorial denominators which 
converge very quickly:

 e = 1 + 1/1! + 1/2! + 1/3! + 1/4! +… 1/n!

It is not the separate signs (e.g., x, π, e, i) serving to express functions that constitute 
the West’s meta-magnitude number theory, but rather, the variable relations no longer 
capable of being magnitudinally defined—i.e., the function as elemental unit. Henceforth, 
the idea of number as a foundational, concrete magnitude was superseded, and the 
faustian form-world of Mathematics displayed the whole profundity of its inward 
potentiality, even in defiance of logic. “This number,” wrote Spengler, “the horizon within 
which it has been able to make phenomena self-explanatory, and therefore the whole 
of “nature” or world-extended that is confined within the given limits and amenable to 
its particular sort of mathematics, is not common to all Humanity but specific in each 
case to one definite type of Mankind.”639 Thus in his “Discourse Addressed to an Infidel 
Mathematician,”640 George Berkeley shrewdly asked whether mathematicians were still 
in a position to criticize spiritual-oriented thinkers for proceeding on the basis of faith: 

638 The Decline of the West, vol. I
639 The Decline of the West, vol. I
640 The Analyst (1734)

(2)
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“Go forward,” the mathematician Jean d’Alembert advised soon thereafter, “and faith will 
come to you.”

Hilbert took the Western impulse so far as to attempt the construction of a completely 
formalized Mathematics—i.e., a Mathematics with a logical structure that is entirely 
independent of the meaning of the expressions it employs. Even definitions were to 
be replaced, by “formation” rules that establish the mode in which the symbols of the 
system operate, and “transformation” rules to regulate the methods of deriving formulae 
from axioms.641 Moreover, the symbols of the system would be considered as mere signs 
on paper rather than symbolizing anything particular. This remarkable project was called 
Metamathematics. The fact that the Incompleteness Theorem642 showed the task to be 
impossible does not detract from the uniquely faustian ideal.

In this faustian concept of number-idea, the sequential series of numbers is no longer 
discrete, but a n–dimensional continuum. In Classical Mathematics there was only one 
number between 1 and 3; in Western Culture the totality of such numbers is an infinite 
aggregate. Add to this the imaginary ( –1 ) and complex (a+bi) numbers and the linear 
continuum is broadened into the highly transcendent form of a number-body, i.e., the 
content of an aggregate of homogenous elements in which a “number” now stands for 
a number-surface containing an infinite aggregate of numbers of lower potency. “Every 
clear idea of number implies a visual image of space,” claimed Bergson.643 

Whatever form such numbers are given—e.g. curves, functions, infinite series—their 
essence is the theory of the limit. The limit of the West is exactly the opposite of the limit 
of Classical Mathematics (i.e., “squaring the circle”); it is a differential principle, not really 
based on the “infinitely small quantity”—which is actually the residue of Classical taint—
but, in Cauchy's words, the “lower limit of every possible finite magnitude”; it is a variable 
number that oscillates beneath any assignable number that is not zero. Such a number 
no longer possesses any of the characteristics of magnitude; rather, it has become a 
relation between states; the process of approximation; in a word, an operation in-itself.

For the rest of the world, Mathematics is a specialized and abbreviated language, 
and as such is discursive and literal. Although an equation is abstract, a complex such as

x-y
z a+b

can be verbally expressed as "the square root of x-minus-y, divided by z to the a-plus-bth 
power.” The difficulty in Mathematics as a subject comes with learning that these letters 
have meaning even before they are given specific denotations. We must understand that 
the validity of the equations does not depend upon assignation of meaning to the terms; 
i.e., the essential generality of the symbolism.

The real concepts expressed through such formulae, then, are separate from all 
possible arithmetical instances; they are abstractions—the balance of any equation is a 
form in-itself. But despite this use of pure symbols, there exist in all non-Western 

641 q.v. Principles of Mathematical Logic, with W. Ackerman, 1928; Grundlagen der Mathematik, with P. 
Bernays, 1934

642 Gödel, 1931
643 Time and Free Will (1889)
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Mathematics numerical relations to be 

Edmund Hillary photographed Faust on the Roof 
of the World, at 8848 meters (29,028 ft), in 1953.

perceived through the symbols if not in 
them. This transparency, the highest that 
language can attain, still refers to a realm 
of reality from which form has been 
abstracted, and is therefore still a logical 
image, a reflection of the laws of that 
realm, into which all instances must fit.

In Western Mathematics, however, 
the form that has been abstracted in 
algebra is itself abstracted. Entities such 
as i and e (2.718281828459045235360
2874....) are not truly numbers at all, but 
programs of procedure (Bridgman, 1927), 
because they can never be completely 
expressed in a finite number of digits, 
as the root of algebraic equations with 
integer coefficients, or as nonterminating 
but repeating decimals. To fully recognize 
this mathempiricality, we must understand 
underlying mathematical structure—not 
necessarily numbers or lines or angles or 
coordinates or forms—as the expression 
of the essential internal relationship between the component elements of functional 
analysis. Hence the ultimate equation, Euler's Identity: eiπ+1=0

When non-Westerners ran into quadratic equations such as x²+1=0, they simply 
declared them to be irreducible or meaningless (e.g. Hindus, Hellenics, and Romans). But 
since the Norwegian mathematician Caspar Wessel demonstrated that a+b –1  is a point 
in the complex plain or the directed radius vector from the origin of that point, the West 
has embraced the “imaginary” number as something quite real. Yet in good faustian 
form, the great Irish mathematician and physicist William Hamilton denounced attempts 
to geometricize complex numbers, preferring purely dynamic conceptualizations. 
Henceforth complex numbers have represented vectors, and their arithmetical functions, 
vector manipulations. But more importantly, c –1  is used to achieve interval invariance in 
four-dimensional spacetime; i.e., Lorentz transformation.

Just how far Hellenic mathematical thought was from Western mathematical thought 
can be glimpsed rather simply. The Hellenics refused to acknowledge 0, so the equation 
x+1=0 was inconceivable.644 They also refused to recognize negative numbers, so the 

644 It was the French physician and mathematician Nicolas Chuquet who, in 1484, introduced a system 
for grouping zeroes into sets of three with each set being easily interpretated as thousands, millions, 
billions, trillions, etc. (Triparty en la Science des Nombres)
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solution to x+1=0, i.e., -1, was also inconceivable.645 In the West, on the other hand, 
even this was not enough, and thus not only was the outrageous x²+1=0 conceived and 
acknowledged as a problem, but its solution, the doubly outrageous –1  was derived 
and recognized as legitimate. As if such an imaginary number were not far enough 
from Hellenic thought-processes, the West then proceeded to make a function of it: x+iy 
(i= –1 ); and to add insult to injury, we actually gave the complex number a geometric 
interpretation by positing graphs with real and imaginary axes and treating complex 
numbers like vectors, and even formulating an axiomatic algebra that could make Euclid 
and even Archimedes turn in their graves: in the West we can differentiate a function 
w=f(z), where both w and z are complex variables, in the same way we differentiate a 
function y=f(x) of the real variables y and x. (When dealing with a real axis, x, and an 
imaginary axis, y, we have z=x+iy; which, in a complex function, f(z), produces f(x+iy)=z².)

Georg Cantor even proved in 1873 that some infinities are bigger than others (real 
numbers form a bigger infinity than counting numbers), leaving David Hilbert to declare 
that there is a “Paradise of Infinities” in the Universe. Cantor’s proof of the existence of 
infinite sets—Transfinite Math—essentially forced Pure and Limitless Space into the very 
number-line of arithmetic, in that the technical definition of an infinite set is a set (S) that 
bears a one-to-one correspondence with its own subset (s). Thus:

(1) R=U(P(2),P(3),P(4)…)
(2) R=U(P(n),P(n+1),P(n+2)…)

Where R is the set of all points that are contained in every set derived from P and is 
the ∞th derived set of P:

(3) R=P∞

And whereas P∞ cannot be 0, further sets may be derived therefrom:

(4) R=P(∞+1),P(∞+2),P(∞+3)…

and even:

(5) P(∞^n),P(∞^n+1),P(∞^∞), et al.

The point is that despite its apparent insanity, Cantor's theory proved that transfinite 
numbers represent valid mathematical numbers just as do integers. Cantor symbolized 
these transfinite numbers with the א. As actual numbers, despite their foundation 
in magnitudeless infinity, transfinites can be used in “normal” functions—Faust found 
Pure and Limitless Space within Pure and Limitless Space. Cantor himself intuited the 
metaphysical aspects of Transfinite Math, and referred to such throughout his collected 

645 There are more problems with negative numbers than the Classical obsession with substance. Since  
   , where  , is infinity, and  , where b ≤ 0, is a negative number, then this negative number is 
simultaneously greater than infinity and less than nothing, because the demoninator in the latter equation 
is less  than  the denominator  in the  former . Not  only  the  Hellenics , Romans , and  Byzantines  thus 
rejected negative numbers, but even the great mathematicians of India. Yet how else is one to solve an 
equation such as x +1 = 0?
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works, but in good 20th Century tradition, most of these ideas have been relegated to 
marginalia as the excesses of a troubled mind. But the Faustian Soul always troubles the 
mind it possesses. Roethke wrote:

 I learned not to fear infinity,
The far field, the windy cliffs of forever,
The dying of time in the white light of tomorrow,
The wheel turning away from itself,
The sprawl of the wave,
The on-coming water.646

Even when the edge of Hellenic Mathematics was reached and a proto-Western 
concept was implied—e.g. Euclid's proposition 20 in Book IX—the greatest minds 
could not go further. Simply put, Hellenics dissected the concrete, imagining the micro-
impossibilities of Zeno—i.e., the underlying nonexistence of change—and did not 
even acknowledge 0. We Westerners conglomerate the abstract, imagining the micro-
impossibilities of Cantor; i.e., the supernumerary existence of limitless change; in a word, 
infinity. The Classical Cultures could not imagine ∞ and would have refused to accept it 
if taught. The lemniscate647 is totally alien to Classical Culture, and uniquely Western: Not 
the “golden mean” (x/1+x=1/x) but Descartes’ (x²+y²)=a² (x²-y²) and Bernoulli's r²=a cos2Ө.

To Faust, “infinity” is a fugue-like term little more abstract than “humanity.” The former 
is more “formal” than the latter. Faust walks up the Penrose stairway, takes a seat on the 
Freemish crate, and drinks from a Klein bottle. “It appears to me all the more wonderful 
that without any notion of measurable quantities and simply by a finite set of simple 
thought-steps,” proclaimed the great 19th Century mathematician Richard Dedekind, 
“Mankind can advance to the creation of a pure continuous number-realm.”648

This is not to say, of course, that Western Mathematics is “superior” to that of other 
culture-systems—Volume 6 will make it quite clear that we make no such judgments, and 
why. In fact, it cannot be denied that Mathematics in the West approaches the absurd—
but it is a Faustian rather than a Camusian absurd. Hence it is entirely rational and logical 
that Classical Culture could not acknowledge the concept of infinity—it requires a unique, 
admittedly somewhat twisted, process of cognition to do so. The concept is fraught with 
problems to the edge of insanity. For example, take a simple number-line from grade 
school. Not only is the line, in principle, infinitely long, but it is also comprised of an infinite 
number of points. Moreover, there are an infinite number of points between any two 
numbers on the line, and an infinite number of points between any two of these points. 
In fact, the concept of Infinity transcends the concept of magnitude altogether, because 
there are an infinite number of points not only between 0.000001 and 0.000002, but also 
between any two of these infinity of points. Indeed, there are necessarily as many points 
on a two-dimensional plane of infinite size as there are in an infinite three-dimensional 
volume. Ultimately, then, for any rational number on the number-line there is not any 
definitive subsequent number whatsoever—between any two rational numbers 

646 from The Far Field (1964)
647 Wallis, 1655
648 Essay on the Theory of Numbers (1887)
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on the line a third can always be found, ad infinitum (a+b-a/n). Infinity must be recognized, 
therefore, as a metaphysical supposition, since all these “infinities” constitute 0 space, 
as Cantor proved:

a
1- r( )

All infinities are not the same, Cantor proposed and proved, but the differences are 
not truly arithmetical (f(∞)=∞) because ∞ is always the independent and the dependent 
variable; all functions’ ranges and domains are identical. The Hellenic term for “infinity” 
(to apeiron) literally translates as “hopelessly complex.” Aristotle said that “the essence 
of the infinite is privation, not perfection but the absence of boundary.”649

The faustian mind and only the faustian mind came to fully realize that actually-infinite 
sets can be manipulated and comprehended by the human intellect, in a manner similar 
to the handling of velocity and acceleration by calculus. Within the faustian thought-
world,650 the set of all things that can be objects of cognitive process is infinite. If S is the 
set of this totality and s signifies an element of S, then even the thought that s can be 
an object of cognition, s2, is itself an element of S, so that there is an infinite regression: 
(s) is an object of thought; (s)+‘(s) is an object of thought’ is an object of thought; (s)+‘(s) 
is an object of thought’ + ‘is an object of thought’ is an object of thought, and so on, 
ad infinitum. “A reality completely independent of the spirit that conceives it, sees it, or 

649 Physics, Book III, Ch. 7
650 Dedekind, 1872
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feels it, is an impossibility,” admonished Poincaré. “A world so external as that, even if it 
existed, would be forever inaccessible to us.”651

Such thinking would have caused Euclid to have an apoplectic fit. This was never 
a mere “extension” of or “addendum” to Classical Geometry—these number-surfaces, 
which since Cauchy and Gauss have played an important part in the theory of functions, 
are pure thought-pictures.652 “Mathematics, as applied to Logic, which nevertheless stays 
within pure and lofty abstraction,” wrote Thomas Mann, “holds a curious intermediate 
position between the humanistic and realistic sciences.”653 Hence can the Mathematics 
of a Culture reveal something about a Culture's character, its Psychography:

You shall reveal to me the root Cause of all things, the hidden 
mainspring of the physical and moral phenomena of the World. You 
must make me comprehend Him who has ordered all things, even 
should the flaming lightning splitting yonder black cloud, singe my 
head, and hurl me down without Life in this circle of damnation.654

The mathematical theme of an underlying order, especially one revealing the most 
abstract dimension of the Universe, has been superbly expressed in the West, though 
we have not traditionally accepted this revelation in the spirit of the transcendent 
harmony of existence that inspired Pythagoreans. Nevertheless, the capacity to unite 
the most concrete and most abstract aspects of existence into an ordered whole has 
been an eminently spiritual endeavor. Ever since Galileo proclaimed Mathematics to be 
the language of the Universe per se, the conception of a dynamic whole pervaded by 
underlying structure, intelligibility, and beauty has inspired Westerners. 

In Mathematics we also perceive a harmony between theory and practice unsurpassed 
in any other field and defying the categorical boundaries of other disciplines. And the old 
pythagorean motif of esotericism permeates the Mathematics of the West as well, though 
our sacred brotherhood is strictly unofficial and not even recognized by most members—
they are, nevertheless, the secret wellspring of the grandest tradition in Western history; 
i.e., they are the “High Priests” of Science. “The harmony of the world is made manifest 
in Form and Number,” wrote D’arcy Thompson in his monumental On Growth and Form 
(1917), “and the heart and soul and all poetry of Natural Philosophy are embodied in 
the concept of mathematical beauty.” Cambridge philosopher John Barrow went further, 
depicting Mathematics as a type of religion: “If we were to define a religion to be a 
system of thought which contains unprovable statements, so it contains an element of 
faith, then Gödel has taught us that not only is mathematics a religion but it is the only 
religion able to prove itself to be one.”655

The Classical Cultures never formulated a mathematics of change and there is no 
evidence that they ever conceived that such a thing was possible. Even Archimedes, the 
most “modern” of the Classical geniuses, was always only interested in the numerical 

651 q.v. Pi in the Sky: Counting, Thinking, and Being, J.D. Barrow, 1992
652 Spengler, 1922
653 Doctor Faustus (1947)
654 Friedrich von Klinger, Faust's Life, Death and Damnation (1791)
655 “Mathematical Jujitsu: Some Informal Thoughts About Gödel and Physics," Complexity 5, 2000
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values of areas and volumes. The ideas of phenomenal causality, inertia, universal 
mechanics, change as a mathematically expressible relation, mathematics divorced from 
the sense concepts—these have always constituted an interrelated, whole worldview 
that is purely and only Western. This unique conception of nature, which is our own, 
was formed organically in a unique culture-system without any reliance whatsoever 
on the doctrines of previous or parallel culture-systems. “What we call the ‘History of 
Mathematics’—implying merely the progressive actualizing of a single invariable idea,” 
asserted Spengler, “is in fact, below the deceptive surface of history, a complex of self-
contained and independent developments, an ever-repeated process of bringing to 
birth new form-worlds and appropriating, transforming, and sloughing alien form-worlds, 
a purely organic story of blossoming, ripening, wilting and dying within the set period.”

The Classical Cultures could easily have made the observations and discoveries which 
the Westerner Kepler made (with Brahe's help)—e.g., elliptical orbits sweeping out equal 
areas in equal times—but were existentially predisposed to perceive a platonic Cosmos, 
while Kepler's classicism (using platonic “solids”) was purely superficial. “One cannot 
live from anything except what one is,” declared Jung.656 Even Classical Cosmography 
was thoroughly “sculptural” in essence, characterizing the immediately present, optically 
definite, sensuously perceptible corporeality of envisaged space, and thus based on 
the stereometric assumption that the universe is composed of material spheres, upon 
which the planets and even the stars are affixed. In Physics, Aristotle actually defined 
space as “the boundary of the enclosing body on the side of the enclosed.” (IV.4) And a 
cognate fact, sorely overlooked, is that the Classical languages literally included no word 
for “space” in the sense meant here—the Greek toπos and Latin locus meant “position,” 
and xwpa and spatium meant “distance between.” Again, these are thoroughly material 
concepts; they had no word for Space as we mean it and therefore no idea to be thus 
described. Even “vacuum” (to kevov) meant, quite literally, a “hollow body,” with emphasis 
on the envelope. Such minds could never conceive the investigation of convergence 
in infinite series or the transformation of elliptic and algebraic integrals into multiple-
periodic functions, the type of concepts that emerge from our sublimest envisaging of 
space. “Space outside ourselves,” observed Rilke, “invades and ravishes things.”657

The stasis of Euclidean Geometry cannot be translated into the élan of Cartesian 
Geometry. Every magnitude in the latter has a directional quality which is intrinsic, so that 
a simple line which to Euclid was just so many units of length is, to Descartes, that many 
units of length drawn in a certain direction and with reference to other lines. Even the 
circle, which to the Hellenic Culture was a symbol of perfection, becomes to Descartes 
merely a relationship of a dynamic boundary to a focus. In the West, the circle lost its 
static perfection before Kepler, because Descartes defined it as a figure of which the 
distance of the boundary from a fixed point is derived by taking the square root of the 
sum formed by adding together the squares of the horizontal and vertical distances from 
a focus to any point on the boundary. Hence Descartes transformed even this essential 
figure of geometry into a dynamic equation. The equation of the circle, whose focus is a 
point at the intersection of x=0 and y=0, is R= x2+y2 . Geometry in the West has always 

656 Mysterium Coniunctionis (1956)
657 Poeme (1924)
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been somewhat of a misnomer, because it 

* Milton

“Hail, Holy Light, OffSpring of 
Heaven’s First Burn” ⁕has always concentrated on vector 

analysis.
A vector, as something that has a 

magnitude and a direction, is what the West 
recognizes as force—something alien to 
the static Mechanics of Hellenas and Rome. 
From the beginning of Western Science, 
then—long before Relativity—the world-
picture even of Space was predicated 
upon the unique concept of force, in which 
the magnitudes and directions of vectors 
interact geometrically to create systemic 
symmetries. Symmetry—dynamic space—
demands that forces add up or cancel 
each other out as a sum representing a 
holistic pattern: a living Space in which 
r²=x²+y²+z². From the very start the 
conceptualization of spatiality in terms 
of the change in position (∆r) divided by 
the change in time (∆t)—velocity (∆r/∆t)—
implied its computational zenith, the 
Calculus, which simply took the limit of 
∆r/∆t as ∆t became very small: v=dr/dt (differentiation).

So dynamic is Western Mathematics, however, that even the centrality of velocity was 
not enough; with the Calculus even velocity is marginalized in favor of the change of 
velocity; i.e., acceleration. Dynamicism itself is dynamicized with the concept of rates of 
increase or decrease in velocity. Changes in velocity in specified periods of time became 
central, ∆v/∆t, and this dynamicism is increased further by letting ∆t approach the 
infinitely small, to give us a world-picture of dv/dt. Velocity is the difference of two vectors 
divided by time in four-dimensional space-time, and acceleration (positive or negative) 
is the difference of two velocities divided by time—acceleration is yet another vector in 
Western space-time. The eminent simplicity of F=ma is only possible due to the inherent 
complexity of F. F=ma would have been nonsense to Euclid or even Archimedes; not 
wrong but irrelevant. In the West, however, it supplants rest as the natural and essential 
state of the Cosmos, a relative system wherein every point is a cross-section of forces 
interacting with every other point according with to the 1/r

2 law: F=m1dv1/dt + m2dv2/dt. 
Hence the most valid faustian definition of a state of rest is a limiting case of uniform 
rectilinear motion of 0 velocity.

The Classical and Western theories of gravitation also demonstrate the difference: 
the Hellenic Culture was deductive, but the Western Culture is inductive—the Classical 
scientists explained what gravity is, without interest in what it does; Newton, on the other 
hand, explained exactly what gravity does (based on Huygen's pendulum problem), but 
gave up trying to explain what it is (hence the term gravitas: a “serious” force: “I will not 
feign hypotheses,” Newton proclaimed.) Even the telescope, so crucial to our view of the 
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Cosmos, was not a cumulative  discovery, but was predicated upon the proto-calculus 
perception of tangent-line light reflection from a concave surface (a reflecting mirror) 
upon a single focus. Our entire academic world-picture, from the particle dynamics of 
Newton and Liebniz, through the electromagnetic  fields of Maxwell and Faraday; from 
the curved spacetime of Riemann and Minkowski, through the intricate wave-particle 
complementarity of DeBroglie, Dirac, Bohr, Schrödinger, and Heisenberg, all has been 
the profound creation of the faustian mind.

Perhaps the most potent picture of the difference between the mathematical  worldview 
of the Classical and Western Cultures is painted via a comparison of Zeno and Newton/
Leibniz—cultural-relative contemporaries : both worldviews are fundamentally  correct 
but mutually exclusive. Zeno was working within a paradigm in which stasis was the 
normal state of the World and change was an anomaly—thus instantaneous motion was 
indemonstrable ; Newton and Leibniz were working within a paradigm in which change 
is the normal state of the World and stasis is an anomaly—thus instantaneous motion is 
irrelevant . Whereas in arithmetic and algebra operations are carried out on functions 
which represent the relationships between variable quantities, Zeno's paradoxes, based 
on the management of limitation (time/motion), essentially prove the impossibility of 
motion (thus Aristotle threw up his hands—defining motion as “the fulfillment of the 
movement as movable”); and the Newton-Leibniz calculus, based on the management of 
infinites (P(t+∆t)-P(t)/ ∆t), essentially uses motion to unlock the secrets of the Universe.658

Zeno of Elea (ca. 490-435 B.C.E.) bequeathed to history nine surviving paradoxes—
three concerning motion which are of interest here—that have intrigued intellectuals 
for millennia. Those who suggest, explicitly or implicitly, that Zeno was merely being 
philosophical , i.e., generating intellectual discourse rather than giving expression to 
a de facto worldview, conveniently  overlook the fact that Zeno's eleatic teacher was 
Parmenides, who literally (and unmistakably) asserted that there is absolutely no motion, 
change, or even time in the universe. Moreover, the verb Parmenides used to refer to 
“thinking” in his metaphysical  treatise, The Way of Truth, was noein, which denoted 
“sensation” as much as “thought,” and further illustrates the physicality, that is bodilyness, 
of his worldview.

In Zeno’s first paradox, Achilles and a tortoise engage in a foot race. The tortoise 
has been given a head start, and in order to catch it Achilles has first to reach the point 
from which the tortoise started; but by the time he reaches that point, the tortoise has 
advanced to a farther point; and by the time Achilles reaches this farther point, the tortoise 
has gone a little farther still, and so on ad infinitum (Physics, Aristotle, Book II, section 9). 
Thus Achilles can never catch the tortoise and will lose the race. The second paradox 
is simply a variation on the first: a person is required to traverse a certain distance. In 
order to traverse the full distance, it is necessary to traverse half of it; but in order to 
traverse half of it, it is necessary first to traverse a quarter of it; and before this is possible, 
it is necessary to traverse an eighth of it, and so on, ad infinitum—hence the distance 
to be travelled can never be covered. The problem is connected with the difficulties 
concerning infinity: How can an infinite series be completed?

Zeno thus proposed that all motion must proceed from point A to point B by traversing 

658 Calculus (“Fluxions”) was independently developed by Newton (1666) and Leibniz (1675).
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every successive sub-interval of AB, the famous halving of the distance infinitely AB/2
n. 

Since n is a sequence of values entailing an infinite set, and it is impossible to traverse 
infinitely numerous segments of a movement in a finite period of time, movement is 
logically impossible.

In order for a runner to travel from point A to point B, he must first reach the midpoint 
of AB, say C; and then must reach the midpoint of CB, and so on, ad infinitum, and 
thus the “logical” conclusion is that the total distance the runner must cover is infinite. 
However, in a culture-system not obsessed with corporeality, but instead with dynamics, 
the paradox is simply resolved, through the limit of the sequence m1, m2, m3, m4, ... mn, as 
n approaches infinity. In other words, if an infinite sequence of partial sums approaches a 
specific limit S, then the series is convergent and its sum is S: Sn=1/2

1+1/2
2+1/2

3… +1/2
n, Sn=1/2

n.
This conundrum, which centuries of (Hellenic, Roman, Byzantine and Arabian) 

mathematicians had been unable to solve, was resolved in the 14th Century by Western 
mathematician Richard Swineshead, who simply showed that the series 1+1/2+1/4+1/8+1/16… 
+1/2

n-1 can be calculated and although it has an infinite number of terms, they add up 
to, i.e., converge to the sum of, the finite value of 2. Hence, a body in motion will cover 
an infinite number of infinitely regressing intervals in a finite period of time—the infinite 
series is traveled in a single unit of length, i.e., a step. Obsessed with physicality, Classical 
Culture could not conceive an infinite sum of numbers converging to a finite limit, while in 
the West it is one small step for a man.

Zeno’s third paradox concerns an arrow in flight. The assumption is that if an object 
occupies a variety of places during a period of time, there are shorter periods of time 
during which it occupies each one of them; at each of these moments of time the arrow 
will be at a corresponding place. Hence, at any instantaneous moment, the arrow will be 
in a specific space, and thus will essentially be “at rest,” if what is meant by “rest” is that 
there is a one-to-one correlation between the spaces which it occupies and the times at 
which it occupies them. How can an arrow which is at rest during every instantaneous 
moment, be in motion overall?

Of course, Aristotle effectively solved Zeno's arrow paradox by pointing out that 
movement entails velocity, and velocity is a function of distance traveled over time 
elapsed. Thus there cannot be a velocity “at an instant,” because an “instant” is not a 
de facto duration of time and thus no distance can be traveled “during” it. No velocity 
“at an instant” means no movement “at an instant” and so Zeno's puzzle is, essentially, 
linguistically problematic. But this is nevertheless a static solution based solely on 
geometric premises, and thus in solving it analytically Aristotle only revealed once 
again—in a more “modern” form—the predisposition of the Hellenic mind. Over against 
this, the Western solution is quite distinct; i.e., not static and geometric but dynamic and 
temporal: the instantaneous velocity of an object at time t is calculated by determining 
the velocities of the object during temporal intervals which converge on t. At the most 
fundamental level, Aristotle was working with the Hellenic premise that “time” is a measure 
of “change,” whereas the Calculus is based on the Western premise that “change” is a 
measure of “time.” These are spatial and temporal predispositions, respectively.

If the velocity of an object is the derivative of position with respect to time, i.e., the 
rate of change (d) of position (x,y) along a straight line with respect to time (t), then what 
meaning can dy/dx have when dx is zero? Yet if it is not zero, the differential equation is 
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Suez Canal by Albert Rieger (1864)

false. Classical Culture refused to consider dx as zero, devoid of magnitude, because it 
was never interested in change. But Western mathematicians, from the very beginning 
(e.g., Oresme, Swineshead, Cusanus) were sublimely indifferent to the problem of how 
the addition of even an infinite number of infinitesimal magnitudes could have a finite 
sum, because they conceived change as primary. 

Consider the philosophical problem in connection with the equation of accelerated 
motion, S=1/2 gt2, which differentiates to V=gt, where V is the instantaneous velocity at 
time t. What is “instantaneous velocity”? How can there be a “time” of zero duration? 
Furthermore, since velocity is distance travelled divided by time of travel, it would seem 
to be nonexistent if the time in question is zero duration. Observe, however, that V=gt 
has been derived from V=gt+dt, and thus dt is given as a series of decreasing values, 
and gt+dt likewise decreases towards the limiting final value of gt itself when dt is zero. 
In the limit, therefore, the instantaneous velocity V is represented simply by gt. As far as 
our physical senses are concerned, a time of zero duration remains meaningless, but 
we nevertheless arrive at usable and logically valid numbers as the end of infinite series 
of other numbers—no other known culture-system has been capable of this conceptual 
realization, and certainly not the Hellenic, Roman, or Arabian.

In Physics, Aristotle explicitly denounced Zeno's paradoxes based on the premise 
that time and space cannot be reduced to infinitesimal segments—that is, he countered 
Zeno’s claims as to the impossibility of motion by declaring the impossibility of the calculus. 
Calculus, on the other hand, readily calculates motion as the limit of average rates (d/t) 
over a sequence of intervals in convergent series always containing time. Consider the 
outrageous nature of the infinitesimal: a quantity greater than zero, yet so small that no 
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multiple of it attains a measurable size. 
Instead, Aristotle “resolved” the paradox with a hyper-physical distinction between 

“actuality” and “potentiality.” The problem of Zeno, essentially predicated upon infinite 
regression 1/x

n, was resolved with a theory that effectively asserts that all intercurb intervals 
are either actually physical entities in the world, or they are theoretically possible physical 
entities in the world. Within such ideation, the conceptualization of a statue being a 
potentiality in marble was possible, as was the idea of potentiality-becoming-actuality 
through artists. But concepts such as infinite sets or vanishing points were untenable 
because they defy the precision of physical measurement.

Zeno’s paradoxes ultimately rely upon an aspect of geometry which the Classical 
Cultures simply chose to ignore: the fundamental entity is the “point,” which is defined as 
a position without extension. Yet planes are constituted of lines and lines are constituted 
of points—an infinite series of points, in fact—and thus all Hellenic extension arises from 
no extension at all. This problem,—i.e., the total absence of magnitude —simply does 
not exist in the paradigm of the West, where .9999... =1. The convergence can be shown 
mathematically. If 0.9999... is our starting number, then—

(1) x=0.9999

We multiply both sides by 10:

 10x=9.9999

We then subtract x from both sides:

(3) 9x=9

And factor out 9:

(4) x=1

It is only through infinite convergent series that the West has been able to solve the 
N-body problem of celestial mechanics. Without the calculus, even N≥3 problems would 
have been unsolved,659 but in fact the N-body problem can be solved for any N. This 
makes possible the ultimate faustian endeavor—space travel. With the combination of 
the infinite convergent series of Mathematicians and the super-computers of Technicians, 
Faust can directly calculate the future motions of any number of interacting masses, as 
far into the future as necessary.

In arithmetic, operations are carried out on numbers. In algebra, operations are 
carried out on symbols representing numbers (variables). In calculus, operations are 
carried out on functions representing the relationship between variables. Geometry is 
schemata of spatial relations; i.e., substantive. Algebra is schemata of rules of permissible 
transformations; i.e., formal. Calculus is schemata of formal transformations of substantive 
relations—the differential equation is an equation involving the rate of change of a 

659 Sundman, 1919

(2)
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function.
But the differential and integral, or infinitesimal calculus is not simply the logical 

extension of pre-Western mathematical thought. Rather, it is based on a dynamic 
worldview, not logic, wherein everything is perceived as existing in a continuous state of 
motion—central to this unique worldview are the concepts of force and of time. Calculus 
is primarily the study of rates of change as a variable quantity. The underlying worldview 
did not originate with Newton, or even with Galileo, but can be traced back to the very 
beginning of the High Culture—the foundations were laid for centuries, but found their 
unification in the mechanics of Galileo and the celestial-mechanics of Newton. This grand 
theory can be summed up simply thus: 6accd0e13eff7i3L9n4o4qrr4s8t12vx.

The “method of exhaustion” of Eudoxus of Cnidos (408—354 B.C.E.) laid the 
foundation for an integral calculus, but the Hellenic mind could not transcend geometric 
conceptualization—it could only perceive the infinitesimal in terms of regressing figures, 
not in terms of regressing space. Both ideals are based on arbitrarily small magnitudes 
but what is for the West purely abstract, was for the Hellenics concrete through and 
through. A differential geometry was unimaginable regardless of intelligence and talent.

In his Quadrature of the Parabola, Archimedes further developed Eudoxus’ ideas, 
based on the observation that the area of a parabolic section could be indefinitely 
approached by drawing a triangle with its base coinciding with the section and its apex 
at the vertex. This in turn produced two smaller parabolic sections on each side, in 
which two smaller triangles could be inscribed in the same way, and so on. Archimedes 
observed that regardless of where this series—respective area 1, 1/4, 1/16, 1/4n-1—was 
stopped, if 1/3 of the last term was added to it, the sum was always the same: 4/3. 
Archimedes concluded and proved that the area of a parabolic section was equal to 4/3 
of the area of the inscribed triangle. What he did not do—could not do—was perceive 
that the perimeters of the successive polygons approached the parabola as a limit. Had 
he done so, he would have had an infinite series with no last term, and therefore would 
really be the root of Westerners’ calculus, which he is not. “Nowhere else did the two 
mathematical minds approach each other more closely than in this instance,” observed 
Spengler, “and nowhere is it more evident that the gulf between the two Souls therein 
expressing themselves is impassable.”660

Where Archimedes shied away from summing up an infinite series in his method of 
exhaustion, Fermat was immediately interested in the quadrature of curves which were 
represented by the general equation y=xn, where n is a positive integer, and immediately 
set about approximating the area under each generalized parabola by a series of 
rectangles with bases forming a decreasing geometric progression. From this it was 
simple to find the area of every rectangle and sum the areas, using a summation formula 
for an infinite series, ultimately producing the formula

A= n+   1
an+1

which is the proto-equation for the integration formula of Calculus. It was Newton who 

660 The Decline of the West, vol. 1
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first expanded the equation (a+b)n to the 

Western portraiture is not representation but revelation—in it can be 
glimpsed the strivings and yearnings of the Soul. As with windows 
in architecture, the Faustian eye reveals a will-to-emerge from the 
interior into the boundless.

Faustian Animus

Gian Lorenzo Bernini Self-Portrait (1623)/
 

Man In The Red Turban (1433) by 

                  Jan van Eyck

cases where n is a fraction or a negative 
number (1664-65), generating an infinite 
series, with which he then formulated his 
binomial expansion, from which he derived 
the equations for expressing various 
curves as infinite series in the variable x: 
i.e., power series in x. By applying Fermat’s 
formula to term by term integration, 
Newton attained the quadrature of curves 
wholly unassailable by Archimedes.

It was simply impossible, a priori, for 
previous High Cultures to fully appraise 
the interdependence of quantities in 
the physical sciences, because they 
were intellectually limited to the terms 
of Geometry and Algebra. The West has 
come close to doing so, however, because 
the Calculus—mathematics of change and 
rate of change—is peculiarly suited for the 
precise formulation of the dynamics of 
natural phenomena. The entire Cosmos, as 
a system of constant change, is essentially 
a function, and as such required Faust for its exegesis. In other words, any two variable 
quantities in Nature are so related that to each value of one there corresponds a value of 
the other, and thus any two variable quantities are essentially functions of one another, 
and the whole system is functionally related: y=ƒ(x).

Despite its complexity, the Calculus is actually the most metaphysical of formal 
mathematical procedures, because it can “solve” problems incapable of resolution into 
finite terms—when a differential equation cannot be integrated, the general behavior 
of the integral function is often a sufficient answer to the problem. In other words, the 
Calculus can solve problems qualitatively (approximating the general form of a curve 
which represents an unknown function). Where any other form of Mathematics fails when 
it cannot determine a finite calculation, the Calculus can represent the unknown with an 
infinite converging series, and so form by means of indeterminate coefficients a series of 
powers (Ө) formally satisfying the equation.

Although Aristotle wrote extensively about curiosity, wonder, and the desire to 
understand the world, his attitude was Hellenic, not Western, even in this discourse. 
First of all, Aristotle depicted Science as a leisure activity—like a hobby.661 In the West, 
Science is much closer to a religion. Secondly, Aristotle repeatedly referred to the will-
to-understand as aimless and without any practical end.662 In the West, Technics has 
always made Science purposive and world-altering. Finally, and most significantly from 

661 Metaphysics, 1.1; 1.2
662 Metaphysics, 111.1
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a psychographical perspective, Aristotle proffered the goal of the will-to-understand as 
the cessation of wonder: Philosophy begins with a natural desire to know and ends with 
the natural fulfillment of that desire.663 In the West, due to the intensity of Technics, such 
a final goal for Science is unthinkable: were Western Man to learn the Final Truths of the 
Universe, and to gain control over every force, this would be but another beginning: he 
would start the Creation anew.

O what a world of profit and delight,
Of power, of honour, of omnipotence
Is promis’d to the studious artisan!
All things that move between the quiet poles
Shall be at my command. Emperors and kings
Are but obeyed in their several provinces,
Nor can they raise the wind or rend the clouds;
But his dominion, that exceeds in this
Stretcheth as far as doth the mind of man.664

Despite the similarities between the Hellenic worldview and the Western worldview, 
the gulf of difference is nevertheless vast. Scientifically, this difference can be summarized 
simply yet subtly thus: Hellenic Man believed that the thing-known (episteme) is a thing 
divine;665 and Western Man believes that the quest to know is itself divine. “All things 
that are, are with more spirit chased than enjoyed,” proclaimed Shakespeare.666 This is 
the static and dynamic uniqueness at the root of all difference between the Cultures, 
scientific, philosophical, aesthetic, spiritual, technological, and explorative. Aristotle 
dedicated a large portion of his Physics just trying to prove to Hellenics that change 
is a possible principle in Nature—mostly trying to overcome the ideas of Parmenides 
and Zeno—while in the West, from the earliest cathedral engineering, to the loftiest 
Mathematics (calculus), to the most modern evolutionary theory, change is primary.

Consider how easily Aristotle could have tested his theory that heavier objects fall 
faster than lighter objects—but the thought of experimentation never entered his brilliant 
(Hellenic) mind. He taught that the speed at which objects fall to earth is proportionate 
to their weight (On The Heavens) but never went up the Acropolis with two stones of 
different size to demonstrate it. The distance between the Parthenon and the Tower 
of Pisa was short in miles and infinite in paradigms. The search for aesthetic order has 
always influenced and inspired the development of Philosophy. Out of a host of themes 
and patterns which suggest themselves the philosopher chooses those which satisfy 
a priori consciousness: Hellenic Culture investigated elements (Thales) and geometry 
(Euclid) because their forms and logical structures were meaningful to them. The Hellenics 
valued the discovery of elemental and geometrical relations in Nature not because such 
discoveries helped them to master Nature but because they revealed her beautiful 
structure in a manner with which the Culture specifically identified. 

663 Metaphysics, 1.2; 111.1
664 Marlowe, Dr. Faustus (1604)
665 q.v. Metaphysics 1.2; XII, 7, 9; Nicomachean Ethics X.7
666 The Merchant of Venice
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The Western Culture advocated the 

The Large Hadron Collider, turned on in Switzerland in 2008, is a circular 
apparatus with a 27 kilometer (17 mile) circumference, built over 91 meters 
(300 feet) under ground, containing 1,200 magnets which weigh 35 tons each, 
and functions at a temperature of 3.4° F above Absolute Zero (i.e. - 456.27° F). 
The mega-machine was designed and constructed by 10,000 Engineers and 
Physicists, consumes 120 megawatts of energy, and generates 15 petabytes 
of data per year.  Only Faust would spend so much time and money (over a 
decade and $10 billion) on such a technological marvel, which serves no 
purpose other than to plumb the depths of the Standard Model.

Faustian Fantasianew view of planetary motions 
(Copernicus) and calculus (Newton) 
because the philosophy of these theories 
gave them an intuitive and aesthetic 
feeling for and vision of the order of the 
world. These investigations were 
genuinely concerned with meaning and 
beauty as the ultimate sanction of 
philosophical and scientific work, and thus 
must be recognized as spiritual and artistic 
investigations as well. These scholars 
spoke of deity as interested in the 
preservation of cosmic Order and 
Harmony and Beauty, and it is obvious 
that theirs was a uniquely Western deity. 
We can find similar world-feelings in the 
investigations of all High Cultures. Purely 
scientific demonstrations are merely 
convincing, like the Aristotelian and 
Ptolemaic systems of the Dark Ages; in 
the words of the Nobel prize-winning 
physicist John Rayleigh (1842-1919), they 
“command assent.” But scientific demonstrations empowered with a Culture's spiritual 
and aesthetic world-feeling “woo and charm” the intellect. They evoke delight and an 
overpowering desire to say, “Amen, Amen.” An elegantly executed proof is Spirituality 
and Art in all but the form in which it is presented.

5.6 Technology: Faustian Ritual

The above psychographical explanation of the nature of Faustian Man is the secret to 
understanding his love of Technology.667 Humanity and Earth are too small for his Soul, 
and thus it is his inherent nature to strive for the superhuman and extraterrestrial. The 
very difficult he does right away; the impossible takes a little longer.

Because the West’s funktionlust is a gesture-language of psychographical expressions 
in response to significant phenomena, we have called our Technics a form of ritual. “Ritual,” 
observed Suzanne K. Langer in Philosophy in a New Key (1942), “like art, is essentially 
the active termination of a symbolic transformation of experience.” Technics is effectively 
an extremely integrated conceptualization of exitence, a function-coupling individuated 
by experience of the Self and differentiated out of experience of the World, in terms of 
Self-World engagement, all existentially translated into the scientifically manageable but 
aesthetically applied principles governing an entity’s being.

Only the West has possessed the concept of force at the heart of our Technics. 

667 A term coined by the German botanist Johann Beckmann for a series of lectures at Göttingen Univer-
sity.
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The great original thinkers of the Gothic Epochs first conceived the understanding of 
motion as self-existing apart from things moved, and this separation, developed by 
every generation of Scientists, Engineers, and Technicians ever since, is the basis of all 
things energized. All our technologies stand upon this foundation. All the complex and 
refined machines of power that we have created have been the derivative of this primal 
understanding. And this is Faust's achievement, no one else’s.

From the West's very genesis, this aspect of the Faustian Soul was recognized 
by outsiders: the Byzantine princess and historian Anna Comnena, eldest daughter 
of Empreror Alexis I, writing about the 11th century Crusaders, expressed a mixture of 
astonishment and horror over their technological ingenuity embodied in the cross-bow 
(arcubalista), a Western novelty of immense destructive power for that era.668 As the 
alpha-male of the Renaissance, Leonardo da Vinci, stated in the earliest days of modern 
Science, in what could be deemed a Hymn to Force:

Force is a spiritual power, an invisible energy arising from motion 
which by impact of vehemence from without causes bodies to be 
distorted or displaced, imparting to them a marvelous animation; 
it compels all created things to assume new shapes and places. It 
runs with fury to its own desired undoing, expending itself as the 
opportunity offers. Slowness strengthens it and speed weakens it. It 
is born of violence and dies through liberty.669

668 Alexiad (ca 1148)
669 q.v. The Literary Works of Leonardo DaVinci Compiled and Edited from the Original Manuscripts, J.P. 

Richter, 1939

It was fitting that after the West-dividing Cold War, the first full reintegration of the culture-
system should have occurred in Space.
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The spiritual power is the violence of an atomic explosion controlled in rocketry, and 
the liberty of a zero-gravity spacewalk; these encapsulate the transcendence of the 
Hellenic Icarian mythos by the Faustian mythos. 

To understand the Technics of our own time or that of other eras, it is necessary first 
to consider the nature of Technics and some of the principles by which it operates. For 
our general purposes, we defined Technics above as the synthesis of Science and Art; 
for our specific purposes, Technics might be defined as the creation of objects that have 
the capacity to express and stimulate experiences of sensory Being-in-the-World. These 
experiences may range from the satisfaction of extricating resources from the earth to 
the exaltation of glimpsing the immensity of the universe; from the revelation of order in 
Engineering to the realism of Microscopy. Everywhere, Technics produces order, power, 
extension, and intensity.

The basis of Technics is the manipulation of energy and matter, but not all manipulations 
of energy and matter are Technics; the distinction lies in human purpose. The Technician 
enhances our sensory experience and range by manipulating, within the limits of an 
objective, such elements as mass, force, leverage, speed, momentum, electromagnetism, 
and precision. The Technician may use these elements to transform well-known materials 
and movements into expanded applications, or he or she may create an entirely new 
element for our use—e.g., the x-ray and the laser. Whatever the field, Technics creates 
by transmuting basic elements, and the expressions of Science and Art combine therein 
to produce works deserving their own formal analysis.

The present conflicts between Science and Technology, Spirituality and Art, do not 
detract from this truth; these are not inherent, but merely due to the failure of modern 
people to recognize the true mystery of Technology. We may consider Wordsworth's 
famous description of a Poet, and ask ourselves if those devoted to an aesthetic Technics 
may be included:

What is a Poet? To whom does he address himself? And what 
language is to be expected from him? He is a man speaking to men: A 
man, it is true, embued with more lively sensibility, more enthusiasm 
and tenderness, who has a greater knowledge of human nature, 
and a more comprehensive soul, than are supposed to be common 
among mankind; a man pleased with his own passions and volitions, 
and who rejoices more than other men in the spirit of life that is 
in him; delighting to contemplate similar volitions and passions as 
manifested in the goings-on of the Universe, and habitually impelled 
to create them where he does not find them. To these qualities he 
has added a disposition to be affected more than other men by 
absent things as if they were present; an ability of conjuring up 
in himself passions, which are indeed far from being the same as 
those produced by real events, yet (especially in those parts of 
the general sympathy which are pleasing and delightful) do more 
nearly resemble the passions produced by real events, than any 
thing which, from the motions of their own minds merely, other men 
are accustomed to feel in themselves; when, and from practice, he 
has acquired a greater readiness and power in expressing what he 
thinks and feels, and especially those thoughts and feelings which, 
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by his own choice, or from the structure of his own mind, arise in him 
without immediate external excitement.670

When we attain this ability to see the homology of creativity and invention, we 
rediscover the ancient link between Art and Technics.671 In the domain of Technics, 
function without form is blind; form without function is empty. In 1913, the great technician 
Rudolf Diesel explained:

An invention consists of two parts: the Idea and its execution. 

How does the Idea originate?

It may be that it sometimes emerges like a flash of lightning; but 
usually after laborious searching it will hatch itself out of innumerable 
errors; and by comparative study will gradually separate the essential 
from the non-essential, and will slowly permeate the senses with 
ever greater clarity, until at last it becomes a clear mental image. 
The Idea itself originates neither from theory nor from deduction, 
but by intuition. Science is merely the means of investigating and 
proving, but is not the creator of the Idea.672

Academia must reject the eminently Modernist ideal that “Necessity is the mother 
of invention”—history could not conceivably disprove such an idea more conclusively. 
Faust has always been the least in need, of all peoples, yet has simultaneously always 
been the most inventive—by many orders of magnitude. The Modernist view—a product 
of Enlightenment rationalistic and Marxoid financialistic thinking—actually reverses the 
facts; it overstates the importance of the stomach while underestimating the significance 
of genius. But even the so-called “Heroic Theory of Invention” falls short of the truth—what 
is needed is a psychographical Theory of Invention. Most inventions were inspired not 
by material need but by spiritual desire—by curiosity, expressiveness (of an engineering 
rather than an aesthetic sort), and will-to-power; then applications—i.e., “needs”—were 
sought and found. Faust did not “need” cannons, ships capable of circumnavigating the 
globe, moveable type, the telescope, laws of motion, telephones, cameras, rockets, SETI 
programs, and so on, ad infinitum. This endless manifestation of novelty, each decade 
more awesome than the last, has been purely psychographical.

The root word of technology is, after all, the Greek techne, which meant “art.” There 
is a well-known scene in one of Molière's plays, when the hero expresses great delight 
on being told that he has been proficient in the use of prose for his entire life. In the 
same manner, modern men of Technics, if they look to the root of their passion, may be 
delighted to discover that they have been proficient in Western Art and Spirituality during 
the same period. This spiritualized perception was sublimely represented by Henry 
James when writing about an exhibit at the Paris Exhibition of 1900:

The dynamo became a symbol of infinity. As he grew accustomed to 

670 1802 Preface to Lyrical Ballads
671 Some Gothic organs in Europe required an astounding seventy men to operate the bellows.
672 Die Enstehung Des Dieselmotors (1913)
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the great gallery of machines, he began to feel the forty-foot dynamo 
as a moral force, much as the early Christians felt the Cross. The 
planet itself seemed less impressive, in its old-fashioned, deliberate, 
annual or daily revolution, than this huge wheel revolving within 
arms-length at some vertiginous speed, and barely murmuring, 
scarcely humming an audible warning to stand a hair's-breadth 
further for respect of power—while it would not wake the baby 
lying close against its frame. Before the end, one began to pray 
to it; inherited instinct taught the natural expression of man before 
silent and infinite force. Among the thousand symbols of ultimate 
energy, the dynamo was not so human as some, but it was the most 
expressive.673

Even through the literary hyperbole, many of us recognize the same spiritual awe 
here that is felt during some of NASA's more spectacular missions. This awe is occult, 
supersensual, and non-rational, in a word—mystical. It is the same awe experienced 
in Art and Spirituality; what was called in medieval science an immediate mode of the 
divine substance. Our business is to follow the track of its energy; to find where it comes 
from and where it is going to; its complex and shifting channels; its values, equivalents, 
conversions:

The thing in Nature as high mystery prized,
This has our Science probed beyond a doubt;
What Nature by slow process organized
That have we grasped, and crystallized it out.674

It must be acknowledged, after all, as far more spiritual than a Sunday church sermon. 
As Thomas Carlyle pointed out, in this age of materialism, Technology has often attained 
an aesthetic quality revealing a spiritual impulse amidst the dominant utilitarian one:

Prospero evoked the singing Ariel, and took captive the world with 
those melodies: The same Prospero can send his Fire-demons 
panting across all oceans; shooting with the speed of meteors, on 
cunning highways from end to end of kingdoms; and make Iron his 
missionary, preaching its evangel to the brute Primeval powers, 
which listen and obey: Neither is this small.675

There is an ambiguity at the very core of Technics when it is perceived as an industrial 
rather than a cultural phenomenon, because it comprises both the lived experience of 
the creator of aesthetic forms and the abstraction of substance of the utilitarian. The 
Utilitarian relinquishes the lived intensity of the creative moment in exchange for 
profitability. He becomes a mere inventor, whose name will live on in the books of patent 
offices and corporations. In other words, the desire to produce, first and foremost, 
profitable works is the very thing that prevents the Utilitarian from living the imperishable 

673 The Education of Henry James (1918)
674 Goethe, Faust, Part II
675 Chartism (1839)
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instants of real expression possible in 

The Man B & W Marine Diesel Engine (K98 MC) is an astounding 20 
meters (65 feet) long and 12 meters (40 feet) high and produces an 
unimaginable 108,880 horsepower.  The mega-engine has 11-14 three 
foot wide pistons driven by a 100 ton crankshaft and 3 massive turbo 
chargers. It burns 200 tons of fuel oil per day.

Technics.
Of course, Technics may be motivated 

and supported by the immediacy 
of tangible goals—such as building 
a telescope, designing a computer 
program, splicing genes, or developing 
nano-machines—but any truly encultured 
Technician must also follow his aesthetic 
compulsion to increase the potential of 
his embodied subjectivity in the objective 
world. In this sense he entrusts the things 
he creates with the mission of completing 
self-realization, and does not contribute 
to the alienation between Culture and 
Nature. And in this sense, Technics is 
artistic in its essence. Listen to The Spirit 
of Radio (1980) by the rock n’ roll group 
Rush!

The designers of the International 
Space Station cared as little for fame 
as did Nietzsche. Their immortality is 
guaranteed by spacetime, as Nietzsche's 
was guaranteed by himself: Neither sought a place in the Museum of History. They 
worked for a supreme state of being, not for the profitable application of their works or 
for the admiration of centuries to come. The generation that colonizes Mars will perceive 
the International Space Station as simplistic as the designers of the Station now perceive 
Sputnik, and these modern Da Vinci's know it. Wherever the will-to-create fails to spring 
spontaneously from the Culture-soul thus, there falls the shadow of Blake's Satanic Mills. 
Who is John Galt?

The root of the problem of Technology is Rationalism's insistence upon absolute 
“objectivity.” For true Science to take place, Rationalism suggests, there must be a rigidly 
separate subject and object. This absolute dualism appears right to Academia because 
it has been common doctrine for so long. But it is not right. It is an artificial interpretation 
superimposed upon reality—not reality itself. When this duality is dogmatically accepted 
as absolute and permanent, a certain non-divided relationship between Man and 
Technology is destroyed. That relationship is Craftsmanship, in which Man puts some of 
himself into his work. (In the German language, the word for “understanding,” verstehen, 
is also used in the sense of “practical ability”.) Therein lies the Art of Technology. By 
transcending this rigid subject-object dualism we can return our attention to Craftsmanship, 
and recreate a self-involved Technology that is an extension of mankind. “The man who 
works recognizes his own product in the World that has actually been transformed by his 
work,” wrote contemporary philosopher Alexandre Kojève: “He sees in it his own human 
reality, in it he discovers and reveals to others the objective reality of his humanity, of 
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the originally abstract and purely subjective idea he has of himself.”676 This Vernadskian 
perspective of Technology677 was poetically expressed by George B. Dyson:

We are brothers and sisters of our machines. Minds and tools have 
been sharpened against each other since a scavenger's stone 
fractured cleanly and the first cutting edge was held in a hunter's 
hand. The obsidian flake and the silicon chip are struck by the light 
of the same campfire that has passed from hand to hand since the 
human mind began.678

The problem with Technology is not Technology per se, but its modern application. 
The proletarian-minded people of our utilitarian paradigm see its capacity simply in work 
and profit. The encultured person, however, perceives Technics as a Craft with which to 
express, act, and direct. The ancient Greeks not only used the same word for Art and 
Craft, techne, but also called the Artist and Craftsman by the same name: technite. But 
this techne never had merely utilitarian meaning; it denoted a mode of knowing. “When a 
man understands the art of seeing,” mused Victor Hugo, “he can trace the spirit of an age 
and the features of a king even in the knocker of a door.”679 Hence techne did not refer to 
“making,” but a bringing forth of the unmanifest. This is why the great philosopher Henri 
Bergson acknowledged Technology as part of the cosmic construction of “a machine for 
the making of gods.”680 

The Cathedral and the Spitzer Space Telescope, the Hymn and the Human Genome 
Project, are simply promorphic and neomorphic methods for satisfying the overwhelming 
(subconscious) desire to experience Pure and Limitless Space, an intuitive/aesthetic 
principle that always has been and always will be difficult to harmonize with the 
mechanistic nature of Technology.681 Yet the underlying aesthetics of Technics is always 
present: Watson and Crick, winners of the Nobel Prize (1962), originally chose the spiral 
for their model of the DNA molecule not based on research, but because they considered 
it the most aesthetically pleasing model—and it turned out to be correct. In this case, as 
in myriad others, Beauty is indeed Truth, and Truth is Beauty (Keats).

The dialectics in Technics is both dangerous and dynamic. Only the Faustian Soul—
with the “delight in ultimate decisions and love of Destiny itself even at the moment it is 
breaking him”682—could produce a man who created both modern High Explosives and 
the Nobel Peace Prize. “Technology is a queer things,” noted C.P. Snow. “It brings you 
great gifts with one hand and stabs you in the back with the other.”683 This recognition is 
one subliminal reason for the immense popularity of the Star Wars series: as mythologist 
Joseph Campbell noted, George Lucas created a post-modern version of a parable 

676 Introduction to the Reading of Hegel (1989)
677 Vladimir Ivanovitch Vernadsky depicted Technology as a natural outgrowth of evolution in 1945.
678 Darwin Among the Machines (1977)
679 Notre-Dame de Paris (1831)
680 The Two Sources of Morality and Religion (1932)
681 When the Ford Motor Company asked poet Marianne Moore to create a name for the car to succeed 

the Thunderbird, one of her suggestions was the Utopian Turtletop.
682 Spengler, 1934
683 The Two Cultures (1969)
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which has haunted the Culture since the Enlightenment and its Industrial Revolution, 
most profoundly acknowledged by Blake, Goethe, Schiller, and contemporaries: that 
Reason and Science and Technology and Industry cannot save us. We must find ourselves 
again—“the Force”—and the subsequent spiritualization of Technics will save Modernism 
from its own excesses. The great social philosopher Lewis Mumford admonished:

Our capacity to go beyond the machine rests upon our power to 
assimilate the machine. Until we have absorbed the lessons of 
objectivity, impersonality, neutrality, the lessons of the mechanical 
realm, we cannot go further in our development toward the more 
richly organic, the more powerfully human.684

From the earliest flint implements we can discern the meeting and merging of two 
forces, wherein after shaping an instrument for practical application, men often proceeded 
to embellish their works with an aesthetic aim. Thus have Science and Art always been 
linked in Technics, the refined distinctions we know between scholarly percipience and 
artistic imagination arising profoundly in our time due only to the incredible scientific 
penetration and artistic virtuousity of the Faustian Soul. The scientist Loren Eiseley 
admonished, in an essay entitled (after C.P. Snow) The Illusion of the Two Cultures:

All the… history of man contains these impractical exertions expended 
upon a great diversity of objects, and, with literacy, breaking even 
into printed dreams. Today's secular disruption between the creative 
aspect of art and that of science is a barbarism that would have 
brought lifted eyebrows in a Cro-Magnon cave. It is a product of 
high technical specialization, the deliberate blunting of wonder, and 
the equally deliberate suppression of a phase of our own humanity 
in the name of an authoritarian institution: science, which has taken 
on, in our time, curious puritanical overtones. Many scientists seem 
unaware of the historical reasons for this development, or the fact 
that the creative aspect of art is not so remote from that of science 
as may seem, at first glance, to be the case.685

The “aweful power” which Wordsworth, perhaps the most technological of the 
great Poets, characterized as the Western imaginative capability, inspired both Science 
and Art. It is here that Science and Art can merge along lines of tension, giving rise to 
genuinely expressive Technics. “All that glitters may not be gold,” J.D. Bernal proclaimed 
somewhere, “but at least it contains free electrons.” The beauty of Technics is more 
imperative than aesthetic; based on potency and power, elegance and efficiency, form 
fitting function with a genius only secondarily expressed in pleasing shapes and curves. 
“There is a 24 carat iron as well as a 24 carat gold,” wrote Swiss industrialist Johann 
Fischer.686

The sacred commandments in the West are not those written upon the tablets Moses 
brought down from Mount Sinai, but rather, upon the table Mendeleëv (1869) brought up 

684 Technics and Civilization (1934)
685 Rockefeller Institute Review (1964)
686 Tagebucher (1794-1851)
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from primordial earth. By coordinating all 

The Tomahawk motorcycle. Crafted of brushed aluminum and featuring 
four-wheel independent suspension, this phenomenal prosthetic is 
powered by a ten-cylinder Viper engine supplying 500 horsepower. 
The machine goes from 0 to 60 in 2.5 seconds and has an estimated 
top speed of 300 mph.

Kinesophilia: The Need for Speed
the elements of Nature in a table of groups 
and periods, Faust here conceptualized 
the world as an interconnecting and 
interpenetrating grid of alchemical 
qualities and properties. And in true 
faustian style, the natural elements that 
once stopped at 92 (Uranium) now extend 
up to 118 (Ununoctium)—elements which 
probably exist nowhere in the entire 
universe but Faust’s laboratory.

Technology has become a major 
form of expression in our era, and thus it 
should not be shunned but cultivated. The 
ugliness of most modern Technology is not 
an aspect of Technology per se, but rather, 
an aspect of the relationship between 
Man and Technics. The way to solve the 
conflict between Values and Technology 
is to eliminate the latter's exploitive role 
and find a balanced fusion of Nature and 
the Faustian Soul that lies at the root of 
Technics. When Lindbergh crossed the 
Atlantic in his airplane, and Armstrong stepped on the moon, the transcendent nature of 
Technology was recognized. This spirit of Technology can be regained; when it is, Form 
and Function will create a single harmonious beauty, in which subject and object are 
identical.687 Oswald Spengler wrote:

If we are to understand the essence of Technics, we must not 
start from the Technics of the Machine Age, and still less from the 
misleading notion that the fashioning of machines and tools is the 
aim of Technics.

For in reality, Technics is immemorially old, and moreover it is not 
something historically specific, but something immensely general. 
It extends far beyond Mankind, back into the life of animals, 
indeed of all animals. It is distinctive of the animal, in contrast to 
the plantwise, type of living that it is capable of moving freely in 
space and possesses some measure, great or small, of self-will and 
independence of Nature as a whole, and that, in possessing these, it 

687 Thus the greatest scientific and technological discoveries often come from sublimely simple experi-
ments: Newton watched an apple; Franklin flew a kite; Watt played with a teakettle; Lyell intuited the 
basis of Geology by glimpsing a few fossil imprints of raindrops; Darwin observed finches and ana-
lyzed pigeons; Mendel grew peas; Fleming accidentally let lab samples spoil; Philo Farnsworth was a 
farmer who conceived the television while following patterns in the plowed soil; radar was developed 
by studying bats; sonar by studying the bottle-nosed dolphin; commercial aircraft use a ground-speed 
recognition system for landing which was discovered in a South American beetle.
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is obliged to maintain itself against Nature and to give its own being 
some sort of a significance, some sort of a content, and some sort 
of a superiority. If, then, we would attach a significance to Technics, 
we must start from the Soul, and that alone.688

This experience, like that in Spirituality and Art, is an inner occurrence, with no 
direct relationship to external circumstances. It can occur to a Monk in a monastery, a 
Scientist in a laboratory, a Composer amidst a symphony, a Soldier on the battlefield, or 
a Cosmonaut aboard the International Space Station. It involves a numinous awareness, 
which produces complete identification with one's circumstances. The paths are many 
but the goal is the same. Alfred Tennyson wrote:

Now first we stand and understand,
And sunder false from true.
And handle boldly with the hand,
And see and shape and do.689

As with all things uniquely Western, our modern Technology is popularly attributed to 
“humanity” and depicted as this abstraction’s effort to overcome the limitations of Nature, 
but this is a fallacy. The truth is, this purely Western expression has altered and in part 
destroyed traditional customs and values in every extra-Western demesne. It is frequently 
assumed by the Intelligentsia that the problem of introducing Faustian Technics and its 
concomitant ways into other culture-systems is merely that of establishing democratic 
institutions and then providing them with financial and technological aid, but this facile 
assumption ignores three significant facts: (1) The instruments of Western Technology 
derive from the scientific theory of the West and require an understanding of that theory for 
their correct and effective use; (2) this scientific theory in turn rests upon specific physical 
and metaphysical assumptions; and (3) these essentially philosophical assumptions are 
generated by existential predispositions which are based on an individual and collective 
mentality and ethics quite different from, and often incompatible with, the existential 
predisposition, physical and metaphysical assumptions, and scientific theory—i.e., the 
mentality and ethics—of non-Western culture-systems.

In other words, it is impossible to inject the Technology of the modern West into 
extraneous systems without sooner or later injecting its psychographical mentality, and 
this alien ideal, as it necessarily distorts the autocthonic mentality, disrupts and eventually 
destroys their innate homeostasis. If such conflict and degradation are to be avoided, 
it is important to understand what Technology really is—a culturocentric expression of 
a superorganism—and how it can be borrowed as such an alien instrument. Cultural 
demoralization results otherwise, as can be seen so cogently in the Arabian Culture 
today. Postmodern Academics must come to comprehend the purely faustian nature of 
Technology and thus perceive the process of “modernization” elsewhere as the coming 
together of two distinct mentalities that can never be truly integrated, and so must be 
extrinsically hybridized as a necessary evil.

688 Man and Technics (1931)
689 Mechanophilus (ca. 1833)
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Depicting the Western Culture's hyperdevelopmet of left-hemisphere aesthetics—
Technics—as a “vice” simply because no other Culture has come close to matching it, is as 
absurd (and bigoted) as depicting Homo sapiens’ hyper-development of left-hemisphere 
tool-making, per se, as a “vice” because no other primate has rivaled it; it is judging 
achievement based on the standards of underachievers. “Mankind makes tools because 
he is a reasonable being,” declared Hegel, adding “and this is the first expression of his 
Will.”690 The truly extraordinary nature and uniqueness of Western Technics is usually 
underestimated due to the misconception that Science and Technology are synonymous. 
But as the professor of mechanical engineering Ferdinand Redtenbacher wrote long ago:

Whoever, equipped only with general principles, enters the practical 
arena, is like a ship provided indeed with a rudder, but with neither 
sails nor motor engine. The outcome of the voyage is beyond 
doubt. No machine can be invented merely by the principles of 
Mechanics; for there is needed also, besides inventive talent, an 
exact knowledge of the mechanical process which the machine is 
to serve. No design for a machine can be made by the aid only 
of principles, for an understanding of assembly, arrangement, and 
proportion is also needed. Nor can a machine be produced in 
practice by the principles of Mechanics; for practical knowledge of 
the materials to be used, dexterity in handling the tools and in the 
manipulation of the auxiliary machines are also needed. No industrial 
business can be conducted on the principles of Mechanics, for this 
requires also a suitable personality, and knowledge of commercial 
business. It will be seen that for the manifold technical activities the 
principles of Mechanics are not entirely adequate; nevertheless, if 
used with intelligence, they render excellent service, for they always 
indicate what should happen, often determine the most important 
dimensions and lead to a correct judgment. But invention, assembly, 
arrangement and proportion, and practical work with the file and 
turning tool is another matter. 691

In simpler terms, Technics is a scientific and aesthetic undertaking. “Scientific 
knowledge is actually of little help, for complex mechanisms are evolved not through 
general powers of thought but by quite special powers of understanding of form, of 
disposition and of assembly of parts,” Professor Redtenbacher wrote elsewhere. 
“Whoever is gifted with these powers and has developed them by varied practice will 
therefore be able to produce many and very ingenious inventions even though almost 
totally lacking in previous intellectual education; while he who lacks these powers, even 
though he have other most remarkable and diverse gifts, will yet not be in a position to 
devise even the most insignificant mechanism.”692 Many civilizations ground lenses but 
only one invented the telescope and microscope; many pursued alchemy but only one 
developed Chemistry; many built ships, but only one sailed the seven seas; many 

690 Lectures of 1805-6, quoted in The Young Hegel, by George Lukacs
691 Resulte Fürden Machinenbau (1848)
692 Prinzipien der Mechanik und des Machinenbaues (1852) (emphasis added)
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established commerce and markets but 

The concerted efforts of 20,000 industrial contractors, scores of 
university laboratories, and 400,000 people —including three Icarian 
martyrs, Virgil I. Grissom, Edward H. White, and Roger B. Chaffee, who 
died in a cockpit fire during a launch rehearsal on January 27, 1967 —
over a period of twelve years, created the success of the 111 meters (363 
foot), 6 million pound, 88 stage, half-million-mile Apollo 11 mission to the 
moon: the greatest achievement in the history of the human species.

Western Libertyonly one created Capitalism.
As in all human endeavors, Technics 

begins with a creative intelligence that 
comes into control of matter and motion 
contained in human forms. The power 
of contracting and expanding muscles is 
the initial force with which the mind acts 
upon the material world. By the use of this 
power—creative intelligence—all other 
powers are set in motion, and the forms 
and relations of force and substance are 
altered in accordance with human desire: 
Mind over Matter. “Technics is the tactics 
of living,” proclaimed Spengler; “it is the 
inner form of which the procedure of 
struggle—the struggle that is identical with 
life itself—is the outward expression.”693

While students of Science, Spirituality, 
and Art dissect the academic body 
minutely in the isolation of their 
departments, the High Culture as a whole 
eludes perception, and thus a discipline of 
Psychography is needed. The specialist work done by the various departments of learning, 
including Engineering, Information Theory, Robotics, et al., is extensive and valuable, but 
in order to truly serve the Culture as a whole, it needs to be syncretized. In so doing, 
Psychography also renders a service to these various departments themselves, because 
Bacon's science, Hölderlin's spirituality, and Rilke's art cannot be fully understood apart 
from this context.

Psychography will provide an introduction to the most fundamental—from a 
paradigmatic viewpoint—manifestations and expressions of the Culture; it will relate these 
phenomena to the historical and developmental background of the Culture as a whole; 
it will show the continuity and lineage of paradigmatic thinking, indicating its relevance 
to developments most often perceived as acultural, such as Technology. Students of 
the Liberal Arts often do not find the study of Technics satisfying because it is not much 
interested in philosophies or intellectual systems, and has been prone therefore to linger 
in strictly utilitarian conceptions—but Psychography revitalizes the field.

Watt, Faraday, Edison, Shannon, and Turing were not philosophers, and the essentially 
aesthetic temperament can quickly grow impatient with their technical terms and 
engineering concepts; but they are nevertheless scientifically, spiritually, and aesthetically 
significant—of a great existential importance—because their ideas and deeds represent, 
in their time, unconscious impulses and tendencies that can be fundamentally traced 
through all realms and all periods. Specialists in all fields will choose ideas and deeds 

693 Man and Technics (1931)
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different from those selected in all others, as of cultural and historical interest—but when 
we can find ideas and deeds in every field, which can be demonstrated as relevant 
in every other, then all fields will understand all others—and themselves—better. As 
Spengler admonished, Technics is not to be understood in terms of the implement:

What matters is not how one fashions things, but what one does with 
them.… Every struggle with a problem calls for a logical technique. 
There is a technique of the painter's brush-strokes, of horsemanship, 
of navigating an airship. Always it is a matter of purposive activity, 
never of things.… Every machine serves some one process and 
owes its existence to thought about this process. All our means of 
transport have developed out of the ideas of driving and rowing, 
sailing and flying, and not out of any concept such as that of a wagon 
or of a boat.694

The popular dogma that Technology and Art are qualitatively different—especially 
in consideration of most of the art of the twentieth century—must be dispelled. To say 
that Technologists who are true craftsmen are not artists is to misunderstand the true 
nature of Art. Many of these people have patience, care, and attentive discipline totally 
lacking in our modern “stylish arts,” and most enjoy far more inner peace of mind than 
modern Artists, who mostly get by on contrived mutual congratulation and superficial self 
importance.695

The fact that the word pioneer derives from the German for engineer (pioniere) 
is telling—Technics is, first and foremost, about determining the boundaries of life's 
problems. And only Faust can imagine how it is possible to determine, for example, 
the height of a tall building with the aid of a microscope.696 Like Mathematicians, but 
more exoterically and with more obviously dramatic results, the greatest Engineers of 
the West697 have changed the world with a force almost unbelievable—e.g. telescope, 
microscope, electricity, internal combustion engine, camera, motion pictures, x-ray, radio, 
airplane, helicopter, television, elevator, refrigerator, automatic transmission, chain-saw, 
air-compressor, vacuum-cleaner, photocopier, microwave-oven, computer, compact disc, 
World Wide Web—and have often done so with remarkable aesthetic acumen: e.g. Hoover 
Dam (Nevada: over 700 feet tall; 660 feet thick; 6 million tons of concrete), New River 

694 Man and Technics (1931)
695 When the French physicist Guilame Amontons (1633-1705) went deaf, he considered it a blessing, for 

it allowed him better concentration in his work. Subsequently, he made a better thermometer and ba-
rometer, discovered the relation between volume and temperature in gases, and even conceptualized 
a temperature of Absolute Zero.

696 Take the microscope to the roof of the building and drop it, timing its fall. Then using the formula s=1/2 
gt², calculate the height of the building. (Distance fallen equals one-half the acceleration of gravity 
multiplied by the square of time elasped).

697 e.g. Adler, Ammann, E.H. Armstrong, Bell, Benz, Bessemer, Birdseye, Boeing, Bottger, Bunau-Varilla, 
D.H. Burnham, C.F. Carlson, Carrier, Cartwright, Chanute, Citroen, Coolidge, Cornell, Crowe, Cugnot, 
Daimler, DeForest, DeHavilland, D.W. Douglas, Dow, Eads, Eastman, Echegaray, Eckener, Eckert, Ed-
gerton, Eiffel, Ericsson, Farnsworth, Fitch, Foucault, Fuller, Fulton, Gabor, Goethals, Goldmark, Good-
year, Heinkel, Hoe, Holland, Jobs, Kolff, Lamb, Lesseps, Lilienthal, Lumiere, Marconi, Morse, Nervi, 
Newcomen, Nobke, Piccard, Pupin, Rabi, Reber, Sholes, Siemens, Singer, Stevinus, Strauss, Strickland, 
F.W. Taylor, Tesla, Tupolev, Van de Graaff, Von Braun, Watson-Watt, Watt, Westinghouse, Whittle, C.T.R. 
Wilson, Wozniak, Wrights, Zeppelin, Zworykin, et al.
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Gorge Bridge (West Virginia: 715 foot arch; 3,030 feet long and 850 feet tall; weighing 88 
million pounds), Gateway Arch (Missouri: 630 foot work of luminous art), U.S.S. Stennis 
Aircraft Carrier (California: 24 stories tall; longer than the Empire State Building is tall; 
carries 80 aircraft and 6,000 soldiers), Antonov AN-225 MRIYA aircraft (Ukraine: 275 
feet long; 290 foot wingspan), Son of Beast roller-coaster (Ohio: 21 stories tall, 7,000 feet 
long; travels at 78 mph and achieves forces (in curves) of 4gs).

Any non-Western Artist would look preposterously out of place in a factory, a laboratory, 
or an engineering facility—but not the Western Artist. He (or she) belongs among the 
machines, the test tubes, and blueprints—that is a proper setting for an indomitable Will, 
and an unrivaled Imagination. The Faustian Artist represents a potency, a dynamism, 
that makes him appropriate in a place that is their ultimate source—he brings power, 
grace, extravagance, and zest for life back to Techne. For the Western Soul, power and 
beauty are inseparable, and if our era gives form to its proper conception of Deity and 
erects a statute to the meaning of Pure and Limitless Space—aesthetic Technics will be 
that statue. Only the prodigal magnificence of Steel and Fire being shaped by Faust as 
a functional monument to a concept which equates the sense of Life with the sense of 
motion will suffice. In 1861, the Serbian engineer and inventor Nikola Tesla exclaimed: “I 
do not think there is any thrill that can go through the human heart like that felt by the 
inventor as he sees some creation of the brain unfolding to success.”698

Whether it is a symphony or a skyscraper, a poem or a computer program, a landscape 
or a laser, all creative work ultimately comes from the same source: The capacity to know, 
understand, and represent the ideal-real continuum in a manner hitherto unrealized; 
the capacity to perform an existential identification between what could be and what 
shall be. The shining vision which belongs to the construction of paintings and literature 
is the same fundamental driving faculty of those who construct suspension bridges, 
motorcycles, and logarithms. The sacred fire that burns within sculptors and dancers is 
the same as moved the Wright Brothers to create the airplane, Grote Reber to build the 
radio telescope, and Steve Jobs to develop the personal computer. The same discipline, 
effort, tension of mind, and unrelenting powers of imagination inspired such men as 
surely as history's great Artists.

It is because we have delayed recognizing this for too long that we now face the 
problems of Technology. The only idea more foolish than the belief that Scientists, 
Engineers, and Technicians are not exponents of Mankind's highest creative spirit, is the 
idea that Modern Artists are.699 Most of what is contained in our Museums of Modern Art 
is less aesthetically pleasing than what can be found in the West’s great laboratories, 
e.g., the  Cavendish , Bell  Labs , Cold  Spring  Harbor , and  JPL . The  Renaissance 
belongs as much to Gutenberg as it does to Brunelleschi ; the Enlightenment  as much 
to Watt as to Rousseau . Our problems  began when we let the talent of Technics  be 
used for the defamation of itself.

Whether painting a landscape or preparing the next Mars explorer, this involvement, 
this existential empathy the German Romantics called Einfuhling, is an absence of any 
sense of separateness of subject and object that exists at the cutting edge of 

698 Quoted in The Inventions, Researches, and Writings of Nikola Tesla, C. Martin, 1893
699 Edison patented 300 inventions in one four-year period—one every five days.
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consciousness. Einfuhling creates values in 

The gothic technology of the Brooklyn Bridge, circa 1914 

"The man who chose the curve and numbered the stones, had to know the 
times and tides of the river, and the strength of its floods, and the height 
and flow of them, and the soil of the banks, and the endurance of it, and the 
weight of the stones he had to build with, and the kind of traffic that day by 
day would be carried on over his bridge,—all this specially, and all the great 
general laws of force and weight, and their working; and in the choice of the 
curve and numbering of stones are expressed not only his knowledge of 
these, but such ingenuity and firmness as he had, in applying special means 
to overcome the special difficulties about his bridge. There is no saying how 
much wit, how much depth of thought, how much fancy, presence of mind, 
courage, and fixed resolution there my have gone to placing of a single 
stone of it. This is what we have to admire, — this grand power and heart 
of man in the thing; not his technical or empirical way of holding the trowel 
and laying mortar."

—John Ruskin
The Stones of Venice (1853)

technological work; values produce a 
positive attitude. A positive attitude 
creates productive actions and productive 
actions develop Technics that are a 
material reflection in which all persons 
can glimpse the Faustian Mythologem at 
the center of it all. This was the source of 
the exhilaration over the Hubble 
Telescope, the Sojourner Mars Rover, and 
the Human Genome Project: they are 
material reflections of a spiritual reality. 
The man of Technics, like the sculptor, 
feels for the form and fire within Nature, 
and seeks to release it; this concept was 
most notably given expression by 
Michelangelo. In his Sonnets, Michelangelo 
explains that during the creation of a work, 
“both brain and hand unite,” so that the 
Divine within us might release forms of the 
Divine without us, a process of synthesis 
he described as “Art's free energy.” Like 
the medieval alchemists before him, 
Michelangelo also saw the same essence residing in the Fire that compels the Soul and 
the Fire with which the Soul compels matter:

It is with fire that blacksmiths iron subdue
Into fair form, the image of their thought
Nor without fire hath any artist wrought
Gold to its utmost purity of hue.
Nay, nor the unmatched phoenix lives anew,
Unless she burn.700

Just as a phrase either loses meaning or acquires an unintended meaning when 
removed from its context, so Technology detached from its rich cultural setting and 
reduced to a utilitarian concept has been grossly distorted. Since the layman notes very 
few causal connections, he has often been tricked into either hailing Technology per se 
as a panacea or blaming it for modern problems. Consequently, a cultural expression that 
is vital, elevating, and grand—but which loses these virtues when deracinated—is today 
superficially idolized or denigrated by otherwise intelligent people. Indeed, idolatry and 
denigration of Technology have attained the status of social graces.

One common feature of the Faustian Men (and Women) of the Industrial Revolution, 
too often forgotten amidst our justified criticism, is that they took their place in society, 
as did the masters of the Scientific Revolution before them and those of the Information 

700 Sonnet 59
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Revolution after them, through creative imagination and technical skill. The introduction 
of machines makes us often associate in our minds the abuses with mechanization—this 
image is just, but too narrowly focused: It blames inanimate objects for the displacement 
of craftsmen, the employment of children, and environmental deterioration.

Beyond the admitted losses, however, the Industrial Revolution opened the 
development of new feats of Science and skills of Engineering, which were (and are) 
essential to the invention, maintenance, and improvement of the Machine. We may 
lament the displacement of craftsmen and workers, but still admire the unrivaled technical 
intelligence and capacity in the Scientists and Engineers who mastered the superhuman 
Machine.701

The same quest for cultural fulfillment that fueled the Renaissance artists fueled many 
of the Engineers of the Industrial Revolution. The élan of the Renaissance was aesthetic 
and a cultural zenith, while that of the Industrial Revolution was technological and a cultural 
urge for completion, so naturally the former is far more appealing than the latter. But 
the spirit was fundamentally the same. Plagued with ecological disasters, urbanization, 
rampant consumerism, and the endurance of poverty, we sometimes think that the 
celebrated advances of this period were illusory, and that the sciences and technologies 
which emerged are only the mental luxuries of Technocrats and financial resources of 
Industrialists. But this was not the purpose in the minds of Scientists, Engineers, and 
Technicians, nor has it been the primary effect of their inventions on human society.

The purpose and hope of most technological advancements was to liberate people 
from some of the drudgeries of earning their living, and having given them the opportunity 
to live more leisurely, to enhance that life with the products of the human imagination. 
The blast furnace, steam engine, and sewing machine would allow more work to be 
completed in less time, and the phonograph, moving picture, and automobile would allow 
this time to be spent more enjoyably. From the locomotive to the automobile, from Kitty 
Hawk to cyberspace,702 the Western Inventor has wanted to express his inner yearnings 
and be acknowledged for his great contribution through fame and fortune; but he has 
also wanted to give—and has succeeded in giving—more and more people the ease and 
enjoyment which was once the monopoly of the rich.

The average growth rates of productivity and income for about 1500 years before 
the Industrial Revolution have been estimated to have been approximately zero. In 
contrast, over the past 250 years or so, the West has almost single-handedly transformed 
humanity’s battle against hunger, disease, and warfare: more people now die from 
eating too much than from eating too little; more people now die from old age than from 
infectious disease; more people now commit suicide than are killed by crime, war, and 
terrorism combined. “The virtual absence of any explicit attempt to explain the fabulous 
growth record of the free-enterprise economies in general, with their transformation of 
living standards and creation of technological innovations undreamed of in any previous 
era,” lamented the Princeton economist William J. Baumol in The Free-Market Innovation 
Machine (2002), “is perhaps the most glaring omission of recent economic growth 
theory, despite all of its substantial contributions.” The reason for this is simple: it is not 

701 The first computer was wonderfully named an Analytical Engine (Babbage, 1834).
702 Gibson, 1985
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the product of economic activity per se, but of Western activity. It is tempting to argue 
that the avoidance of modern Politicians and Economists of any psychographical study 
of the capitalist innovation and growth miracle is like an edition of Goethe’s Faust without 
its central character. Wagner, Gretchen, and Mephistopheles are all there and interacting, 
but Faust himself is missing from the story.

Technology is a form of mediation between Mind and Matter. It is in fact the realization 
of Mind over Matter, and so when it escapes our control, it moves us away from Mind 
and toward Matter. A hammer, which is intrinsically a fragment of matter alien to man, 
becomes human as soon as it becomes an extension of the hand in service to the Will; 
and inversely, the hammer humanizes the hand of the hominid. But once Technology, be it 
a hammer or the Internet, is appropriated by powers other than the Will, by businessmen, 
politicians, militarists, world-controllers, its meaning is changed: It deflects the Will toward 
other purposes. The thought and energy which the Scientists and Engineers expended 
in order to create this expression of cultural élan, to extend Mind into the realm of Matter 
according to visionary desires and dreams, is co-opted for acultural, even anti-cultural 
uses. What was a fulfillment of the transcendental is forced out of the role of living 
expression and exploited as a dominating force over Life.

The high-minded ideal of escaping the labyrinth of limitations is perverted, so that 
Icarus' wings become a prototype for the Stealth Bomber and Ariadne's thread leads 
to high-speed pornography downloads. It is only a rediscovery of the living relationship 
between Science and Art—Techne—that can end the dichotomy between Culture and 
Nature, and usher in a new era of Technics as a quest for Man's power over natural laws, 
rather than over Nature per se. This was beautifully perceived and represented by Ayn 
Rand, for example in her wonderful contextualization of a simple switching mechanism 
designed for a major train terminal, set in rows “like shelves of books and as much of a 
monument to human intelligence”:

The pull of one of the small levers which protruded like bookmarks 
from the shelves, threw thousands of electrical circuits into motion, 
made thousands of contacts and broke as many others, set dozens 
of switches to clear a chosen course and dozens of signals to 
light it, with no error left possible, no chance, no contradiction—an 
enormous complexity of thought condensed into one movement of 
a human hand to set and ensure the course of a train, that hundreds 
of trains might safely rush by, that thousands of tons of metal and 
lives might pass in speeding streaks a breath away from one another, 
protected by nothing but a thought, the thought of the man who 
devised the levers.703

Scientifically, this Faustian worldview is based on the uniquely Western fascination 
with force. No other society ever believed in or observed the division between Matter 
and Force the way the West does. To Aristotle, physical motion was merely a description 
of the state of things, like shape or color, but never an extrinsic reality, never a primary 
element, in relation to which the thing moved could be an accident. The great Al-Farabi 
believed that things act and are acted upon, but that force itself as a concept could be 

703 Atlas Shrugged (1957)



412

Rain, Steam, And Speed – The Great Western Railway by J. M. W. Turner (1844)

"The beautiful is the true made visible, it sanctions what is felicitous before reflection does. A locomotive 
is true for the engineer when it runs well, but it is beautiful for me when it expresses speed and power 
immediately and as if triumphantly. Because it expresses in this way, it is aestheticized.”

—Mikel Dufrenne 
The Phenomenology of Aesthetic Experience (1953)

abstracted from the things that act, could be rationally analyzed as a basic causality of 
phenomena, was an idea his Culture never entertained. But this is precisely the basic 
concept of the reality of energy that has prompted the sciences in the West since the 
beginning.

Even as early as the Gothic period, Jordanus Nemorarius (d. 1237) disclosed this 
concept by separating weight as a principle from the effective weight of an object along 
the perpendicular component; and Jean Buridan (d.ca. 1358) postulated an impetus that 
could be “added” to the mass of a body in the transfer of motion. Such thinking raised 
a new set of mathematical relationships that neither Classical, Byzantine, Arabian, nor 
Hindu mathematics had ever considered. Thus despite the popular conception of Western 
Science building upon Classical Science beginning in the Renaissance,704 we actually 
find the former building upon the uniquely faustian science of Gothic Europe. Richard 
Swineshead (ca. 1348) and Nicole Oresme (d. 1382), with their work on the problem 
of continuous variation, their deiform extension in latitude, created the mathematics 
of motion. The subsequent development of the mathematics of constant change, the 
differential calculus and its derivatives, has been entirely the work of the Faustian Soul. 

Because the Black Death and, after Leibniz, a philosophical tradition lacking 
intimate knowledge of Western mathematical thought interceded between the Gothic 
mathematicians and our Historians of Science, these Faustian roots have been largely 

704 Many historians of mathematics, for example, point to the “influence” of Archimedes' “exhuastian” 
method on the growth of the Calculus, when an insightful mathematician realizes that Western Math-
ematics developed in spite of, not with the assistance of, the basic principles of Archimedes. (q.v. The 
Concepts of the Calculus, Carl B. Boyer, 1949)
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overlooked; thus have we typically accepted the Renaissance fad of proclaiming Classical 
roots for everything, literally, despite an abundance of evidence refuting the idea.705 A 
close examination reveals that medieval ideas of phenomenal causality, impetus, the 
identity of terrestrial and celestial mechanics, change as a mathematically expressible 
relation, mathematics divorced from sense concepts, etc., constituted an interrelated 
whole that was uniquely Western, and served as the foundation for all faustian Science.706 

It was not the apparent motion of the heavens (Copernicus) but their physical nature 
(Newton) that was the revolutionary discovery of the West. (Aristarchus, Heroclides, 
Archimedes, Cicero, Hicetas, Diogenes, Laertes, Eusebius, Seneca, Plutarch, Grosseteste, 
Etienne Tempier, Oresme, Buridan, Nicholas of Cusa, and others had questioned the 
Ptolemaic model of the Universe.) The core of that discovery is the faustian concept 
of the nature of motion. The idea of impetus was the beginning of an understanding of 
motion as self-existing, apart from the thing moved, and this separation is the basis of 
our concept of force as something distinct from the manifestation of a thing forced or 
forcing. All our physical sciences stand upon this foundation, and without it they could 
never have been created and so transformed the world. The image of a world over which 
God need not keep a daily watch, given to us in the concept of inertia, is the image of 
a universe in which Will reigns supreme. This is Faust's worldview, and all the complex 
machines of power and control which we have spread over the Earth are merely the 
incidental derivatives of this insight. Shaw’s Faust proclaims:

This is the true joy in life, the being used for a purpose recognized by 
yourself as a mighty one; the being thoroughly worn out before you 
are thrown on the scrap heap; the being a force of nature instead of 
a feverish selfish little clod of ailments and grievances complaining 
that the world will not devote itself to making you happy.707

The immense difference between the Science of the West and the Sciences of other 
culture-systems has not been the experimental method per se, but rather, the type of 
question to which the Inductive Method is capable of giving answers. This has been the 
fundamental reason for the extraordinary operable power of Science in the West—the 
Inductive Method has been present from the beginning, and others could have adopted 
it, but did not, to any significant degree, because it answers questions they did not ask. 

705 q.v. Volume 6, “The Gothic Epoch”. An almost comical example of this is found in George Bauer 
(1495- 1555), a Renaissance mining engineer and metallurgist. Bauer, like so many others, translated his 
name  into  Latin , Georgius  Agricola , and  composed  an exhaustive  account  of advanced  Western 
mining  and  metallurgical  practices . His  equivalent  of  modern  blueprints  are  sprinkled  with 
references to Homer, Horace, Virgil, Pliny, Livy, Plutarch, Diogenes, Laertes, etc., as if these Classical 
thinkers were his au- thorities in the composition which includes hoists, pumps, fans, blowers, cupola
, and blast furnaces, stamping machines, a variety of animal-powered technical apparatus, and other 
fruits of 300 years of early Western  Technology , when the classical  thinkers  had never dreamed  of 
anything of the sort. (De Re Metalica)

706 We know that Kepler studied the medieval work of Nicholas of Cusa (1401-1464), who had reproduced 
in toto Buridan's 13th century theory of impetus, a pre-Newtonian inertia; we know that Da Vinci also 
studied Cusa, as well as Jordanus and Albert of Saxony (1316-1390), who had published the views of 
Buridan and Oresme; we know Galileo studied both Swineshead and William Heysbury (ca. 1340); we 
know that Descartes studied Oresme's Tractatus de Latitudinisbus  Formarum ; Leibniz studied Swine-
head's calculations; and Newton used the terminology and concepts of Swineshead.

707 Man and Superman (1903)
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Ultimately, the Inductive Method is not useful in producing every kind of knowledge; it only 
produces results of interest to those seeking the cause of phenomena but indifferent to 
the particular cause of any specific event. In other words, it is used to justify or disprove 
scientific hypotheses, not to discover the cause of unique and nonrecurring events. A 
deep understanding of Science in the West is thus predicated upon a comprehension of 
a way of thinking, not of methods or data. In The Unexpected Universe (1969), the great 
American anthropologist and philosopher of science Loren Eiseley explained: “Each man 
deciphers from the ancient alphabets of nature only those secrets that his own deeps 
possess the power to endow with meaning.”

When we conceive of our questions as having a purely cognitive basis, in the sense 
that their conceptualizations owe their validity only to the consciousness which governs 
our use of a certain set of ideas, the question of their subject-matter will be recognized 
as subordinated to that of their ideation. They add to our knowledge of the world only 
by showing us a projected expressiveness, by our conceptualization of images which 
are empirically testable. “We have to remember,” admonished Werner Heisenberg in 
Physics and Philosophy (1958), “that what we observe is not nature in itself but nature 
exposed to our method of questioning.” We are committed to a belief in the existence of 
anything which we qualify—to say that something exists is always a way of saying that 
some predicate is satisfied. In Pragmatism (1907), William James explained:

Truth happens to an idea. It becomes true, is made true by events. 
Its verity is in fact an event, a process: the process namely of its 
verifying itself, its veri-fication. Its validity is of its valid-ation.

In the final analysis, cultural autecology means that there are as many Sciences 
as there are culture-systems. “All the thoughts of a turtle are turtles, and of a rabbit, 
rabbits,” observed Emerson in The Natural History of the Intellect (1893). Similarly, all 
the thoughts of a culture-system are encultured. Our definitions of certain concepts give 
us our propositions or judgments in the relevant fields. Thus if we define “science” as 
the use of the Inductive Method, then we can be justified in holding that where there 
is no Inductive Method, there can be no science. But this is just a matter of definition—
convention. Science can be defined differently, and so it is possible to think that there 
can be Science where there is no inductive method.

This is the road less travelled, taken by the Noödynamics Institute. Just because a 
culture-system’s Astronomy was actually Astrology, or its Chemistry was actually Alchemy, 
and so on, does not mean that the field was not fundamentally analytic. The same 
“scientific method” was applied—observation, experiment, hypothesis, verification—
albeit, perhaps, not according to Western standards. “That is why it is always artificial and 
contrary to the nature of language to measure the contingency of the natural formation 
of concepts against the true order of things and to see the former as purely incidental,” 
admonished Gadamer in Truth and Method (1960). “This contingency comes about, in 
fact, through the necessary and legitimate range of variation in which the human mind is 
able to articulate the essential order of things.”

Different sciences are alternative versions of the same modality, arrived at by the 
analytical striving of different culture-systems. They sustain alternative conceptual 
frameworks, interpreting all that can be examined in terms of somewhat different methods 
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of analysis. The local use of laws, principles, 
identities, contingencies, systems, 
invented and endowed with meaning by a 
particular sequence of examiners, 
expresses their particular theory of the 
rational nature of things.

Our nomenclature is continuously 
re-interpreted to accommodate new 
conceptualizations, and must do so in 
the adaption required by Noödynamics. 
Ultimately, every novel use of a word 
is in some degree different from every 
previous use, and thus we should expect 
that the meaning of a word will be 
modified to some degree with every novel 
use. To state that “Astrology is a form 
of Astronomy” or “Alchemy is a form of 
Chemistry,” statements which ostensibly 
say something about Astrology and 
Alchemy, also say something new about 
the terms “Astronomy” and “Chemistry,” 
that is, about Science in general.

The problem is, ultimately, to insure 
that our practice of adapting the meaning of words is consistent, so that what we say 
is both right and true. The principle which must guide us is simple, really: the implied 
corresponding conceptual decisions must be right. Thus we call Astrology and Alchemy 
“science,” rather than spirituality or art or philosophy or any other modality, because the 
modification of the conception of Science by which we include the analyses in question 
as an instance of “science” makes sense; while the modification of our conception of 
other modalities, by which we would include Astrology and Alchemy as instances of these 
modalities, makes nonsense. The former conceptual decision is right and its implications 
true, while the alternative decisions are wrong and the implications untrue. In short, the 
adaptation of the conception of Science to accommodate the expression of existential 
truths found in Astrology and Alchemy can be specified in terms of an amendment to the 
definition of Science.

We fail to see the psychographical distinction between Western and Classical sciences, 
essentially, because we refuse to recognize all theories of causality as conceptual, we 
might almost say grammatical, in nature. Thus, the explanations of the structure of the 
universe in terms of causality in the West and Classical Culture were radically different, 
but this has been overlooked when we posit Classical ideas as the foundation of our own. 
The West always perceives an explanation of the mechanics of action in dynamic terms 
describing changes of state, whereas Classical causality always sought explanation in 
terms  of substance . Where  we always  ask “How does  one state  become  another ?”, 
they  always  asked  “How  does  a certain  thing  exist ?” The (Socratic ) elenchus  form  of 
argument specifically rejects the Inductive Method of explaining general concepts by 
means of 
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particular facts, as a reversal of the priority of conceptual analysis.
It has been an amazing case of myopia that, despite extensive familiarity with the 

four Aristotelian causes, Academia has overlooked this crucial distinction, which 
precludes a priori the popular image of continuity. Science in the West can be perceived 
as recognizing Aristotle's “material” and “efficient” causes, though it does not really 
distinguish between the two, but his “formal” and “final” causes are meaningless here. 
Yet to Hellenic Science, the formal and final causes were primary. Aristotle would have 
considered an explanation based only on material and efficient cause—the totality of our 
Science—as little explanation at all. 

The West makes no scientific distinction between form and matter, but in the Classical 
world form was as significant as energy to us—indeed, the Classical world considered 
“energy” as insignificant as we consider form. The importance of this insight is only 
understood when we analyze our own presuppositions and realize how outrageous the 
Hellenics would have found them. For all our penetration to the heart of energy and matter, 
we do not actually proffer casual explanations of energy and matter along Aristotelian 
lines. For example, we posit the “electron” and the “quanta” as purely verbal concepts in 
proper grammatical relations—we “define” them not in terms of their causes but only of 
their operations and relationships, producing only a conceptual causality, i.e., the names 
we have arranged in proper propositional structures. In Aristotelian terms, we predicate 
certain things of these subjects, and a Hellenic scientist would immediately demand an 
explanation of the “electron” and the “quanta” in terms of their formal cause. The formal 
cause is the thing-ness of the electron and the quanta, and no Western scientist has ever 
even considered this question of much significance.

We have introduced into the intellectual world a vast chain of the analysis of operable 
causality, without even asking the questions that would have been of first importance 
to Classical Culture—they would have deemed our entire schema as inexplicable 
phenomena; an infinite regress of causal analysis that is both unexplanatory and irrational. 
To us, however, it is all.

Contrary to widely accepted but seldom considered modern ideals about “progress” 
and “humanity,” no society with which we are familiar to a degree sufficient for evaluation 
has ever believed—except the West—in the basic concept of a distinction between matter 
and energy, such that the operations of the latter can be abstracted from the former and 
functionally analyzed. The West is alone, as far as our knowledge of history attests, in 
believing and observing this fundamental division in the structure of nature. That things 
act and are acted upon all societies have believed. But that action itself as a concept can 
be abstracted from the things that act, and rationally analyzed as the basic causality of 
all phenomena, is an idea no other society—not Thales in Hellenas, not Ptolemy in Rome, 
not Al-Gazari in Arabia, the three civilizations preceding and surrounding ours—has ever 
for a single generation entertained. To Aristotle, the widely proclaimed starting point 
of “Western” Science, even physical motion meant only the object moved. Motion was 
merely an accidental state of things, part of their description qualitatively akin to shape 
or color, never an extrinsic reality. But it was precisely this basic concept of the reality 
of energy as the primary source of phenomena that prompted scientific thought in the 
West, even in its earliest, crudest forms.

It would simply have been impossible for any Culture with which we are familiar to 
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have conceived the idea of potential energy—except the Faustian. This concept actually 
embodies a projective dynamicism, through which even matter is ideologically transmuted 
into motion. A body of mass m at rest at a height h has a potential energy hgm, where 
g is the gravitational acceleration at the position of the body. Only the Faustian Soul is 
obsessed with motion to the degree necessary for apperceiving such an extremist vision. 
Kinetic energy is common to all Cultures, but potential energy is a form of projective 
analysis. But this potential energy was not dynamic enough, and so with Relativity it was 
asserted that for a moving observer, energy and momentum change as time and velocity 
change, or:

(1) m=e/c²

 Which we can simply transform thus:

(2) c²(m)=(e/c²)c²

(3) mc²=e

This is Einstein’s famous equation, E=mc², and what it posits is, beyond potential 
energy, veritable existential energy—the Faustian Soul’s vision of the World taken to the 
nth degree.

In the Western world-picture even mass becomes energy which, in the geometry 
of four-dimensional space-time, causes curvature in the essential substance of reality 
itself. But there's more: the relativistic Principle of Equivalence asserts that the force of 
gravity is undistinguishable from the force of acceleration—the Faustian Soul perceives 
space itself as dynamic. But this dynamicism preceded Relativity, the basic elements 
of which already existed in the electromagnetic theory of Maxwell. Maxwell observed 
that electric fields exercise a force proportional to the change in the direction of the 
field, and thus that we must attribute energy and momentum even in the absence of 
matter—to (force) fields in space. Hence not only does light carry energy in a non-material 
form which nevertheless constitutes a unit of volume (a quantum), but we must also 
introduce into empty space the concept of an energy-momentum tensor, because we 
must attribute to empty space not only energy and momentum but also a Maxwell tensor 
in three dimensions, so that “empty” space is viewed as substantial. In the relativistic 
transformation, energy (E) behaves like time (t) and the three components of momentum 
(m) behave like the three coordinates of space in Analytic Geometry (x, y, z).

This intuitive world-picture has dominated the West from the beginning, and it is 
remarkable that Aristotle postulated four types of causation—material, efficient, formal, 
and final—yet the Schoolmen, despite their superficial Aristotelianism, focused on the 
one cause Aristotle did not perceive—the First Cause. This dynamic conception of reality 
was the primary obsession of Western apperceptions, beginning with its first examination 
in Anselm’s Ontological Argument and attaining maturity in the Cartesian Cogito. Hence, 
although medieval philosophy is typically characterized as slavishly adhering to Classical 
principles, in reality the two fundamental world-pictures—one centered on final causes, 
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the other on first causes—could not have 

A 274 meter (900 foot) steel spire that emerged out of the Paris 
Exhibition of 1889, the Eiffel Tower is an aesthetic work of Technology 
of such subtle delicacy — Eiffel mimicked the structure of bone — that a 
scale model of 30 centimeters height would weigh just 7 grams. 

*A term for aesthetic technology coined by Kenneth Clark in Civilization: A 
Personal View (1969).

Heroic Materialism⁕
been more essentially distinct, viewing 
the world as they did from opposite 
perspectives. There was a profound 
iconicity at the root of this distinction.

The closest any Hellenic intellectual 
ever came to actually being “Western” in 
the true sense of the term, was Heraclitus, 
and he applied his theory of “flux” more like 
a proponent of Zen than like a philosopher 
as we mean the term. He stood entirely 
alone in the stream of Hellenic thought 
fascinated by Zeno, and that which made 
his ideas most interesting was ridiculed 
by Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle—who 
admired Parmenides. Indeed, Plato 
effectively began with the Heraclitean 
concept of endless flux and de-integralized 
it; in other words, he Hellenized it: if the 
world is in a constant state of flux, and the 
human mind is to have knowledge of it, 
this knowledge must be based on a more 
fluxless—i.e., static—aspect of existence; 
a more “real” realm of existence than that which is in motion, which of course is Plato’s 
predominating realm of unchanging and immutable “forms.” The Hellenic mind could 
abstract forms, but never forces.

The greatest of the Hellenic thinkers, Aristotle—a Classical Spencer, Maxwell, Darwin, 
and Haeckel in one—is remarkably “modern” to our sensibilities; yet although he was 
certainly as intelligent as Newton, Aristotle simply had no potential to idealize as Newton 
did—his “bodily” Hellenic sensibility simply could not hypothesize bodiless notions such 
as a vacuum or action at a distance. It is easy to discern, once one is looking for it, that 
Aristotle’s attention to mechanics failed to ever produce the findings of Galileo, Kepler, 
Huygens, etc., due to an essential difference in a priori worldview. The idea of actually 
measuring dynamics literally never crossed his mind, not due to any lack of innate 
intelligence or system of thought, but due to a Hellenic inability to conceive of efficient 
causes apart from formal causes, i.e., due to the psychography.

Even when the Hellenic Culture accepted the concept of change, for example 
Aristotle’s extensive arguments against the impossibility-of-change theory of Parmenides, 
it was conceived as a physical—i.e., a geometric—property preëxisting in objects. Thus 
in Physics, Aristotle defined change as “the actualizing of potential being as such” 
(III.1). Rather than conceive of a dynamic principle which operates upon objects, then, 
Aristotle posited “change” as possible only because of a physical antecedently existing 
potentiality. This is not the (dynamic) sense of “change” we understand in the West, but 
really constitutes a theory of development—it is directional and limited based on its 
physicality. In other words, change in the Physics of the West is essentially from state 
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to state, but change in Hellenic Culture was essentially from something to something;708 
that is, rather than dynamic, the Hellenic conception of change was purely formal.

For Aristotle, the so-called “efficient cause” actually had almost no resemblance to that 
which the West means by this term. Throughout Physics, the primary principle of change 
is not conceived in terms of our conception of dynamics, but in terms of instantiated form. 
Thus in the Hellenic world, there was no event antecedent to change, i.e., no cause and 
effect in the dynamical sense we conceive, but only the abstractly isolated potentiality of 
form. The Hellenics failed to recognize things that Westerners immediately recognized, 
even when they were right before their eyes; even when they were revealed in their 
own examinations. It was, in the words of the Swiss historian Wolfgang Schadenwaldt in 
Greece and The West (1957), “just as if they were running up against some invisible glass 
wall, just as if some mysterious taboo forbade them the next step.”

The idea of the primary principle of change being “form in action,” so that Hellenic 
“causality” is actually an activity occurring within objects, is totally alien to the West. It 
is simply unthinkable for any Western thinker to conceive a source of change without 
an antecedent event. The concept of a formal “cause” determining a formal “effect” is 
for us mere tautology. Yet to Hellenics, this principle represented the highest level of 
actualization in dynamic action.

And when exceptional Classical geniuses approached some of the most formative 
concepts of the West, their insights had virtually no effect on the Culture-systems. 
Archimedes, for example, over and above all the commonly known ideas and inventions, 
developed a method of exhaustion using inscribed and circumscribed polygons whose 
perimeters, as the number of their sides increases, approach the value of their common 
curve, coming right to the threshold of the analysis of the integral calculus—compare, 
however, the influence on Classical mechanics with that of Newton on the mechanics of 
the West. Similarly, Aristarchus of Samos proposed to solve the difficulties of the existing 
planetary model by assuming an annual revolution of the earth about the sun and a daily 
rotation of the earth on its axis—compare, again, the influence of this hypothesis on 
that culture-system with that of Copernicus on our own.709 Newton and Copernicus are 
veritable icons in the West, because their proposals gave expression to vital elements 
of our world-picture, while the same concepts of Archimedes and Aristarchus in the 
Classical Cultures were merely fantastic speculations of isolated genius, on par with 
Leibniz’s “monadology” and Cantor’s “set theory.” Thus centuries hence, the Classical 
world adhered to the astronomical systemization of Claudius Ptolemaeus, “Ptolemy of 
the Almagest,” with its geocentric universe of perfectly circular orbits, as if Aristarchus 
and Archimedes had never thought otherwise.

708 Physics, V.1
709 Similarly, Pytheas of Messalia ventured beyond the Straits of Gibralta (the “Pillars of Hercules”) ca. 320 

BCE, sailed around the coast of Spain and even circumnavigated the British Isles, but his expedition 
stuck to the coastlines and never even considered the possibility of a journey across the Atlantic 
Ocean.  Pytheas published the information gathered in his extraordinary journeys in a book entitled 
History of the Ocean, but what is poignant here is that these exploits had virtually no influence what-
soever on the Hellenic Culture — they did not inspire further and farther “Voyages of Discovery” as 
did the similar exploratory expeditions of Portugese sailors before Columbus (q.v. High Gothic Epoch, 
vol. 6); and far from creating a sensation across the culture-system as did the ventures of Columbus, 
Pytheas’ book was mostly ignored by contemporaries and was soon entirely forgotten and ultimately 
lost.
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The last phase of Western Culture has been an Iron Age not—as New Age gurus 
would have us believe—because iron is aesthetically inferior to gold, silver, and bronze 
(Kali Yuga), but because only iron, that is, Steel, can contain the immense force of the 
West. Steel is almost as cold as Faust's eyes—and almost as hard as his Will. Perhaps the 
Futurists alone fully recognized this, writing jubilantly of

bridges leaping like gymnasts over the diabolical cutlery of 
sunbathed rivers; of broad-chested locomotives prancing on the 
rails, like huge steel horses bridled with long tubes; and of the 
gliding flight of airplanes, the sound of whose propeller is like the 
flapping of flags and the applause of an enthusiastic crowd.710

Just as in psychological typology it is understood that every diverse individual 
personality has one trait that dominates; so in Psychography it is understood that every 
diverse culture-system has a dominant characteristic—in the West, alone of all known 
culture-systems, it seems this was pure analysis, which accepts as proof only rigorous 
logical demonstrations, and the application of this world-picture to life, i.e., Technics. And 
thus only in the West were there full-blown Scientific and Industrial Revolutions. This is a 
subject for Volume 6, but for the present purpose it suffices to state that, unfortunately 
for the reductionistic and social-constructionist schools of historiography predominant 
throughout the 20th Century (e.g. the Hessen, Merton, Zilsel, and Ben-David theses), the 
Spenglerian Hypothesis closes virtually all lacunae within and between all case studies 
with a thesis of internal (i.e. organic) autonomy and polyphasic morphogenesis which 
effectively renders them (individually) obsolete and, in the final analysis, allows faustian 
deeds to speak for themselves: The Erie Canal in 1825; the Crystal Palace in 1851; the 
Brooklyn Bridge in 1883; the Eiffel Tower in 1889; the Panama Canal in 1911; the Titanic 
in 1912; the Holland Tunnel in 1927; the Empire State Building in 1931; the Hoover Dam in 
1936; the Autobahn in 1935; the Motherland statue in 1967; the NASA Crawler-transporter 
in 1967; the Chunnel in 1994; the Bionic Tower in 2025; Sky City in 2050—the Wonders 
of the World are not all ancient. The masterpieces of Brunel, Paxton, Eiffel, Roebling, 
Holland, Mead, Speer, Borglum, Saarinen, et al., have taken their place in history beside 
the Hanging Gardens of Babylon, the Colossus of Rhodes, the Pharos of Alexandria, the 
Parthenon in Athens, the Colosseum in Rome, the Hagia Sophia in Byzantium, the Great 
Wall of China, and Saint Peter's Cathedral in Rome:

Bring me my bow of burning gold!
 Bring me my arrows of desire!
Bring me my spear! O clouds unfold!
 Bring my Chariot of Fire!711

It is a little-known fact that the brain frequency of members of Western Culture is 
higher than that of all other living Cultures; thus the existential pleasures of Engineering;712 
thus the infatuation with Speed. The physiognomic rhythm of the Machine, especially 

710 Initial Manifesto of Futurism, February 20, 1909 
711 William Blake, from Milton (1810)
712 Florman, 1976
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that built for speed, is so far-reaching in its 

© The New Yorker (1966)

influence on the Culture as to spread into 
and make the gears and shafts, or circuits 
and liquid fuels, and the whole surrounding 
aura throb with a burning sensibility—
Chaos girded about with Order. Speed is a 
form of ecstasy which Technology has 
bestowed on Mankind. When a human 
runs, he or she is extremely conscious of 
the body—the labored breathing, the 
stress upon the legs, the equilibrium of 
pace, and so on; but within a Machine, the 
body is outside consciousness as a Mind is caught in a fragment of timelessness, and 
overcome with incorporeality—as in an orgasm: Ecstatic Speed; Speed per se. This is 
Arthur Koestler's Spirit in the Machine.713

It is in such moments of experience that the modern Westerner knows Faust, standing in 
a radiant timelessness where the sensation of inertia is his only capacity and acceleration 
his only object—and the vision ahead is like a scream in the form of pressure in the 
solar plexus. It is in such moments, when space is focused into a point, that we feel the 
sudden, solemn tensions of acceleration revealing in naked simplicity the essence of our 
Life and our Being—the incandescent form of the Faustian Soul giving physical existence 
to its purpose. This is Faust's exaltation in his machines—an act of worship to the logic 
of his existence, like the aesthetic machinations of Handel's Coronation Anthem.714 Only 
Faust can answer the Riddle of Steel, and thus bend Existence to his Will. Ayn Rand found 
beauty and prose poetry in the experience of Mind over Matter:

To the men at the tap-hole of the furnace inside the mills, the first 
break of the liquid metal into the open came as a shocking sensation 
of morning. The narrow streak pouring through space had the pure 
white color of sunlight. Black coils of steam were boiling upward, 
streaked with violent red. Fountains of sparks shot in beating 
spasms, as from broken arteries. The air seemed to turn to rags, 
reflecting a raging flame that was not there, red blotches whirling 
and running through space, as if not to be contained within a man-
made structure, as if about to consume the columns, the girders, the 
bridges or cranes overhead. But the liquid metal had no aspect of 

713 The 10,000 coordinated light-sensors at the Subterranean Neutrino-detection Observatory in Sudbury, 
Canada could detect a lightning bug from a distance of six miles; using a laser, scientists have tracked 
the motion of the moon with a precision of nearly 1cm relative to the distance of 2,356,000 miles 
(3.8x105 km); the new equipment being fine-tuned to detect gravitational waves (Taylor, Weber, Blair, 
Hulse, et al.) is so sensitive that it will detect changes in length equivalent to the width of a human 
hair in the distance to a nearby star; the Omega laser system at the Laboratory for Laser Energetics 
of Rochester University in New York generates 60 separate streams of photons, channeled through 
180 feet of glass to a central sphere, where 60 lasers converge to focus about 60 trillion watts—60 
times the entire demand of the U.S. at any given moment—into a single point in space. The pressures 
and temperatures subsequently generated can only be found elsewhere inside stars. The Tokamak at 
Harvard has generated plasma temperatures over thirty times that of the sun’s core.

714 Zadoc the Priest (1727)
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violence. It was a long white curve with the texture of satin and the 
friendly radiance of a smile. It flowed obediently through a spout of 
clay, with two brittle borders to restrain it, it fell through twenty feet 
of space, down into a ladle that held two hundred tons. A flow of 
stars hung above the stream, leaping out of its placid smoothness, 
looking delicate as lace and innocent a children's sparklers. Only at 
a closer glance could one notice that the white satin was boiling. 
Splashes flew out at times and fell to the ground below: They were 
metal and, cooling while hitting the soil, they burst into flame.

Two hundred tons of a metal which was to be harder than steel, 
running liquid at a temperature of four thousand degrees, had the 
power to annihilate every wall of the structure and every one of the 
men who worked by the stream. But every inch of its course, every 
pound of its pressure and the content of every molecule within it, 
were controlled and made by a conscious intention that had worked 
upon it for ten years.715

In Technics—a future-orientated, inertia-conquering, metamotivational process716 for 
expanding the World—Western Man works intellectually as well as from a deep level 
of intuition. This transcendent attitude is humorously yet profoundly implied in an old 
legend about President Eisenhower and the first computers: in a room full of computers, 
Eisenhower asked the network, “Is there a God?” The lights flashed and the tapes whirled 
and the machines hummed, and finally the response came: “Now there is.” Spengler 
wrote:

To build a World oneself, to be oneself God—that is the Faustian 
Inventor's dream, and from it has sprung all our designing and re-
designing of machines to approximate as nearly as possible to the 
unattainable limits of perpetual motion. The booty-idea of the beast 
of prey is thought out to its logical end. Not this or that bit of the 
World, as when Prometheus stole fire, but the World itself, complete 
with its secret of Force, is dragged away as spoil to be built into 
our Culture. But he who was not himself possessed by this Will-
to-Power over all nature would necessarily feel all this as devilish, 
and in fact men have always regarded machines as the invention of 
the Devil—with Roger Bacon begins the long line of scientists who 
suffer as Magicians and Heretics.717

Modern Technics owes its impression of totality—that is, the appearance of a genuine, 
holistic, world-engaging Force, and with its greater truth as compared with abstract 
Rationalism—ultimately and above all to the man-made presentation of the Calculus. The 
mathematical worldview of Newton and Leibniz—the dynamic management of infinities—
was expanded and refined intellectually through the Bernoulli Brothers, Euler, Lagrange 

715 Atlas Shrugged (1957)
716 Maslow, 1954
717 Man and Technics (1931)
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and Laplace, then Laplacean determinism 

The Maltese Falcon of Silicon Valley mogul Tom Perkins is a 21st 
Century high-tech clipper that is 88 meters (289 feet) long, 13 meters 
(42 feet) wide, has masts 59 meters (192 feet) tall, and weighs over 3 
million pounds–––yet reaches speeds of almost 25 knots. The 15-sail 
configuration utilizes a 35-ton rotating mast system to continuously 
orient the 26,000 square feet of sail area to changing winds using 
39929 meters (131,000 feet) of cable. With teak decks and carbon-
fiber masts, the Maltese Falcon is a remarkable union of ancient and 
postmodern tradition and technology. Although its $130,000,000 
price-tag is formidable, ownership of the grandest yacht in history is 
priceless.

New Millennium Argonautsdrove it from Pure into Applied Science, 
for this unique combination of earth-
shaking power and the delicateness of 
Sèvres—what Kenneth Clark called heroic 
materialism718—offers the physical 
dynamicism of the representation of 
faustian reality; its derivative and integral 
power to convince is dependent on the 
inner logic of the Mathematics of Change 
at the root of the West's perception of the 
World, and on the conformity of this 
element with an unbound Universe. Sitting 
in the fathomless abyss of his immortal 
shrine, Faust seizes the burning power of 
the stars: the mantra of Western Culture is 
not OM but OHM: A sound magician is a 
mighty god.719

The Hymn of Technics echoes down 
from the heavens—the most awe-inspiring 
of all the sounds that man has ever made: 
The long-drawn mighty peal of thunder 
from air battered and smashed by the 
violence of motion; falling, mile after mile, into a tunnel of vacuum drilled suddenly 
across the sky. “Any sufficiently advanced technology,” mused Arthur C. Clarke, “is 
indistinguishable from magic.”720

Technology—like a naked god with fiery blue eyes and fluttering gold locks, driving 
his four fire-breathing nitro-methane steeds—is an intense quest to unveil the aesthetics 
of Force; to explore the controversial relationship between the subtle beauty of Form 
and the assertive power of Function. Consider the spiritual description Ayn Rand offered 
for taking off in a simple airplane:

Then she climbed aboard—and the next span of her consciousness 
was no separate moments and movements, but the sweep of a 
single motion and a single unit of time, a progression forming one 
entity, like the notes of a piece of music: From the touch of her hand 
on the starter—to the blast of the motor's sound that broke off, like 
a mountain rockslide, all contact with the time behind her—to the 
circling fall of a blade that vanished in a fragile sparkle of whirling 
air that cut the space ahead—to the start for the runway—to the 
brief pause—then to the forward thrust—to the long, perilous run, 
the run not to be obstructed, the straight line run that gathers power 

718 Civilization (1969)
719 Marlowe, Dr. Faustus (1604)
720 Profiles of the Future (1958)
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by spending it on a harder and harder and ever-accelerating effort, 
the straight line to a purpose—to the moment, unnoticed, when the 
earth drops off and the line, unbroken, goes on into space in the 
simple natural act of rising.… Then she was left with the lights on her 
instrument panel and the spread of stars beyond her film of glass. 
There was nothing to support her but the beat of the engine and the 
minds of the men who had made the plane. But what else supports 
one anywhere?—she thought.721

In an apocryphal story about Einstein far more witty than the popular ones, the great 
theorist was asked by a young child how radio works. Einstein told the child to imagine 
a giant cat stretching from New York to Chicago; someone in New York bites the cat's 
tail, and the cat hisses in Chicago. “Radio waves operate just like that,” concluded the 
professor, “except there is no cat.” Two hundred quadrillion atoms (2x1017) can fit on the 
period at the end of this sentence, yet now Faust can observe individual atoms under 
a microscope and even manipulate them with Nanotechnology. Of course, far too 
many people have a literal superstitious awe of Technology, and that has contributed 
significantly to its abuses. In Man and Technics, Spengler warned:

With the coming of Rationalism, the belief in Technics almost 
becomes a materialistic Religion. Technics is eternal and immortal 
like God the father; it delivers humanity like God the Son; and it 
illuminates us like God the Holy Spirit. And its worshipper is the 
progress-philistine of the modern age, which runs from Lamettrie 
to Lenin.

Technology, like prayer and yoga, may be used for practical ends, but any goals 
extrinsic to the ritualistic undertones presuppose a faustian effect intrinsic to them. “In 
symbolic behavior the action is ritualistic and ceremonial in that the goal is reached in the 
behavior itself rather than in any state it brings about.”722 Technology can be effective in a 
utilitarian sense for Western Man only if it first is effective as expression. Even if Technology 
is undertaken for the sake of some practical end, that purpose can be accomplished only 
because within the endeavor there is a transformed relationship between Faust and the 
World. Thus the Wright Brothers must be recognized as 20th Century alchemists:

Go forward, Faustus, in that famous art,
Wherein all Nature's treasure is contain'd
Be thou on earth as Jove in the sky,
Lord and commander of these elements.723

Our ideal, in a sense, calls for a sort of neo-Futurism (Marinetti, 1909), in which the 
technological expression of the West is incorporated into the aesthetic expression—

721 Atlas Shrugged (1957)
722 Joseph Gusfield, Symbolic Crusade, 2nd Ed. (1986)
723 Marlowe, Dr. Faustus (1604)
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without the decadence of Futurism.724 “We 

At 836 meters tall (160 stories), the Burj Khalifa in Dubai is the tallest building 
in the world. It is more than 305 meters (1,000 feet) taller than its nearest rival 
and twice as tall as the Empire State Building. In fact, if you stacked the Chrysler 
Building atop the Empire State Building, the Burj Khalifa would still be taller. 
Like all the tallest skyscrappers in the world, the Burj Khalifa was designed by 
Westerners: Architect Adrian Smith and Engineer William Baker, of Skidmore, 
Owings & Merrill. (Photo by Robert Polidori)

declare that the world's splendour has 
been enriched by a new beauty: the 
beauty of speed,” wrote the founder and 
main proponent of the Futurist movement, 
Filippo Marinetti; “A racing motor car… is 
more beautiful than the Victory of 
Samothrace.”725 Futurist literature, 
Marinetti asserted, was to concern itself 
with “the attractions not of men, but of 
metals—their alloys, fusions and 
combinations; to discover new sources of 
passion in the drama of the chemical 
laboratory or the tragedy of the blast 
furnace.”726 C.R.W. Nevinson's English 
version of the Futurist Manifesto (1914) 
declared: “Forward! Hurrah for motors! 
Hurrah for speed! Hurrah for draughts! 
Hurrah for lightning!” While we must reject 
the degenerate Futurist idea that the 
“Machine Age” should become our de 
facto aesthetic movement, we must 
nevertheless appreciate the extremely 
faustian spirit inherent in the ideal, and wish to resurrect the Futurist's aesthetic 
appreciation of Western Technics. As Swift pointed out, if scientists cannot understand 
the Arts, then their Science cannot be a science of Man. We may understand abstractly 
that electro-magnetic waves extend from 10-16 to 108 megahertz, but our appreciation of 
color still extends only from red to violet. As the great Werner Heisenberg advised:

The two processes, that of science and that of art, are not very 
different. Both science and art form in the course of centuries a 
human language by which we can speak about the more remote 
parts of reality, and the coherent sets of concepts as well as the 
different styles of art are different words or groups of words in this 
language.727

We see this faustian value in Technics presented in a thoroughly modern form via 
Ayn Rand's The Fountainhead. Howard Roark (a reincarnated Halvard Solness)728 blows 
up a housing project because his architectural vision has been betrayed for mundane 
utilitarianism, and will eventually turn the homes he designed into slums. This is the issue 

724 Bocioni, Carrá, Balla, Severini, Russolo, Sant' Elisa, Gontcharova, et al.
725 “Foundation Manifesto of Futurism,” Le Figaro, February 20, 1909.
726 Technical Manifesto of Futurist Literature (1912)
727 Physics and Philosophy (1958)
728 q.v. Ibsen's Master Builder (1892)
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of aesthetic Technics: Howard Roark's religion is Architecture:

He explained why an honest building, like an honest man, had to 
be of one piece and one faith; what constituted the life source, the 
idea in an existing thing or creature, and why—if one smallest part 
committed treason to that idea—the thing or the creature was dead; 
and why the good, the high and the noble on earth was only that 
which kept its integrity.

The rococo façade of the Gothic Cathedral, the ornate colonnade of a Renaissance 
plaza, the classic dome of an Enlightenment capitol, may be gaunt wastes in the 21st 
Century, as Hardy noted: “The human souls may find themselves in closer and closer 
harmony with external things wearing a somberness distasteful to our race when it was 
young.”729  Nevertheless, they remind us that our ideals must henceforth be futuristic. 
“The path to my fixed purpose is laid with iron rails, whereon my soul is grooved to 
run,” announces Melville’s Faust. “Over unsounded gorges, through the rifled hearts of 
mountains, under torments’ beds, unerringly I rush! Naught’s an obstacle, Naught’s an 
angle to the iron way!”730 This is the esprit vaste731 which raised science fiction movies to 
the level of an artform.732

The Faustian Soul is capable of seeing the same grandeur in the burning gold of steel 
mills as previous generations perceived in the burnished gold of palaces. Ayn Rand, for 
example, has her faustian industrialist Hank Reardon experience this upon entering the 
city:

He saw his mills rising in the darkness, as a black silhouette against 
a breathing glow. The glow was the color of burning gold, and 
“Reardons Steel” stood written across the sky in the cool, white fire 
of crystal.

He looked at the long silhouette, the curves of blast furnaces 
standing like triumphal arches, the smokestacks rising like a solemn 
colonnade along an avenue of honor in an imperial city, the bridges 
hanging like garlands, the cranes saluting like lances, the smoke 
waving slowly like flags. The sight broke the stillness within him 
and he smiled in greeting. It was a smile of happiness, of love, of 
dedication. He had never loved his mills as he did in that moment, 
for—seeing them by an act of his own vision, cleared of all but his own 
code of values, in a luminous reality that held no contradictions—he 
was seeing the reason of his love: The mills were achievements 
of his mind, devoted to his enjoyment of existence, erected in a 
rational world to deal with rational men.733

729 The Return of the Native (1878)
730 Moby Dick (1851)
731 “vast spirit”
732 2001: A Space Odyssey (1968), Altered States (1980), Blade Runner (1982), Contact (1997), Dune 

(2000), Solaris (2002), Gravity (2013); Interstellar (2014).
733 Atlas Shrugged (1957)
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Who will deny the sui generis grandeur of a great city—a magnificent gallery of towering 
glass and steel megaliths? “Earth hath not anything to show more fair,” proclaimed 
Wordsworth. (Blake's mystical vision included the regeneration of the City.) Sky-seeking 
spires with an almost sacred purity and massiveness—a technological landscape of 
identity—reflecting back the world on a godlike scale? The word metropolis is derived 
from the Greek mètèr, “mother,” and polis, “city”; and polis itself was based on a Hellenic 
root-meaning for flowing water. Wordsworth, one of the few poets to appreciate Technics, 
wrote:

Earth has not anything to show more fair:
Dull would he be of soul who could pass by
A sight so touching in its majesty;
This City now doth, like a garment, wear
The beauty of the morning; silent, bare,
Ships, towers, domes, theaters, and temples, lie
Open unto the fields, and to the sky;
All bright and glittering in the smokeless air.
Never did sun more beautiful steep
In his first splendor, valley, rock, or hill;
Ne'er saw I, never felt, a calm so deep!
The river glideth at his own sweet will:
Dear God! The very houses seem asleep;
And all that mighty heart is lying still!734

To some people the City is dead, inert; a “concrete jungle” populated by a “lonely 
crowd,”735 they say. But to the encultured the great City speaks. The manmade landscape 
speaks. One feels its character, the variety of structures, the strength of accumulated 
generations. How wonderful to stand in the middle of culture-generated structure. To 
the encultured the great City is the most human substance in the world, contoured, 
responsive, rhythmic, growing: colorful, resilient, vibrant, alive. “They are reservoirs into 
which all the geographical, political, moral, and intellectual channels of a country, all the 
natural inclined planes of its population, discharge themselves,” declared Victor Hugo; 
“wells of civilization, if we may be allowed the expression, and drains also, where all that 
constitutes the sap, the life, the soul, of a nation is incessantly collecting and filtering, 
drop by drop, age by age.”736

From the human level of the street, a succession of skyscrapers creates a kinetic 
vista of upward-thrusting motion. True to the aesthetic of Pure and Limitless Space, the 
walls converge far above, dissolving like a cathedral spire or a perspectivist painting 
into a vanishing point. Inert mass is vaporized by aspiring energy, and form sheds its 
functional grounding in a spectacular defiance of gravity. The Skyscraper, like the Gothic 
Cathedral, exhibits an ethereal strength that stretches the imagination, creating an image 
of Civilization reduced in structure to a latticework of attenuated lines. At sunset and 
sunrise, these megaliths encased in a glimmering halo of luminescence appear to be 

734 Composed Upon Westminster Bridge, September 3, 1802 (1807)
735 Riesman, 1950
736 Notre-Dame de Paris (1831)
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held up by nothing but the force of ideas. The American composer Aaron Copland caught 
this essence nicely in Quiet City.

A man standing beside a skyscraper is not dwarfed—the structure reveals his true 
dimensions to the World. And the sunrise upon a great City can be as glorious as upon 
the countryside. Shelley immortalized the experience while in Venice:

And before that chasm of light,
As within a furnace bright,
Column, tower, and dome, and spire,
Shine like obelisks of fire.…737

When Faust gazes out of his windows in early morn, he sees his own sunrise in 
the great man-made mountains of the City, which have that tinge of silver-pink which 
seems brighter than the Sun, with the promise of Nature's sunrise to come. The Sun has 
risen over the horizon, but has not reached the level of Nature, and Faust's mountains 
are glowing in its stead, announcing its motion. Faust hears the joyous greeting to the 
sunrise, not only in the songs of birds, but also in the ringing of telephones, the ignition 
of automobiles, and the humming of internal climate control systems; he sees the start of 
day, not only in the shining green of the silent branches, but also in the silent panorama 
of distant highways and bridges, the flow of ant-like bodies in the avenues below, and the 
lonely arc of manmade birds piercing the rich blue above. 

And unlike his utilitarian imitators, Faust can still experience a pure joy in the simple 
task of navigating his man-made landscapes. The task seems an end in itself, as if the 
motions of driving a car, crossing an intersection, riding an elevator were performed for 
their own sake, for the sort of pleasure one expects, but seldom finds, in the motions of 
riding a horse, fording a river, or hiking a mountain trail. And at the end of the day, the 
sunset presents another wondrous technoscape of luminescence. Even a rural-oriented 
person, like psychological novelist Pat Conroy, can come to appreciate the aesthetic 
grandeur of the City:

In the falling light, the window became both mirror and fabulous 
portrait of a darkening city. The huge buildings of the lower city 
turned sapphire and rose in the descendent retreat of sunlight, then 
began to answer back with their own interior light. The city was laid 
out before me in a forest of transfigured architecture, devotional 
and splendid. The sun, exhausted, caught one building whole in 
its last sight and imparted the hues of a coral reef in a thousand 
grateful windows, losing itself halfway down as the whole city rose 
like a firebird into the singing night. The city shook off the last foils 
of sunset and in a thrown-back, overarching ecstasy transformed 
itself into an amazing candelabrum of asymmetrical light. From 
where I sat, in complete darkness now, the city looked as if it were 
formed from glass votive candles, lightning, and glowing embers. In 
the beauty of those rising geometrics and fabulous metamorphosed 

737 Lines Written Among the Euganean Hills (1818)
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shapes, it seemed to enlarge the sunset, improve upon it.738

The skyscrapers which relieve the severity of the city suggest neither the innocence 
of youth nor the might of maturity, but the conscious achievement of senescence.739 “A 
city is the frozen shape of human courage,” proclaimed Ayn Rand—

The courage of those men who thought for the first time of every 
bolt, rivet and power generator that went to make it. The courage to 
say, not “it seems to me,” but “it is”—and to stake one's life on one's 
judgment.740

The brilliant lights and precipitant shades which struggle upon the facades and peaks 
of the sky-backed summits of the City, standing in the twilight with their lineaments and 
contours drawn with chiaroscuro vigor and dash, form an obscure but palpable silhouette 
of man-made grandeur. The highways which can be heard murmuring along the edges of 
these geometric ranges seem a testament to this grandeur, their presence denoted by 
muffled sounds as of a congregation of pilgrims praying humbly.

These modern megaliths enjoy an immortality which has come from experience, not 
before as is the case of the Gothic Cathedral and Renaissance Palace. “Since whole 
churches have been built for the saints,” Goethe wrote when discussing cities, “surely a 
place can be found in them for the monuments to men of reason.”741 Is not the Skyscraper 
such a monument? At the top, there is only the panorama and the sky and the figure of 
Faust. Here, as in the solitude of Nature, Man might commune with the Gods. Although 
most of the tallest skyscrapers in the world today—Petronas Towers (Malaysia) at 1,483 
feet, John Hancock Building (Chicago) at 1,499 feet, Shanghai World Financial Center 
at 1,622 feet, Taipei 101 at 1,667 feet, Willis Tower (Chicago) at 1,729 feet, and the Dubai 
Tower at an astounding 2,684 feet—are in extra-Western nations, a little research reveals 
that they were all designed and engineered in the West.

In Architecture and the Spirit of Man (1949), Joseph Hudnut pointed out that the 
architecture of the City did not impose itself upon human social organization, was never 
an intruder into the community or inconsistent with the tendencies of Civilization, but 
instead developed in correlation to these principles of the unity and direction of Culture. 
Moreover, that beneath the visible city laid out in engineered schematics there lies an 
“invisible city” laid out in ideational patterns, which orchestrate collective life as the deep 
source of its splendor:

We have lived in that invisible city a very long time and are patterned 
more comfortably than we suppose to its congenial mold. It was in 
the invisible city that we grew over centuries into what we are today, 
shaped less by forest, wind, and soil than by the social relationships 
and activities which are city-engendered. Our human nature was 

738 The Prince of Tides (1986)
739 See Volume 6, Culture-epoch Theory
740 Atlas Shrugged (1957)
741 Italian Journey, I (1816)
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created, not as some imagine in the treetops and caves, but in that 
invisible city. It was there that we learned the art of living together, 
developed the shield of values and relationships which protect us, 
least armored of animals, from the hostile powers that array us, and 
it was there that we came to know the destiny which on earth we 
must share together. In the invisible city, frail crystallization of idea 
and habit of thought, we learned, circumscribed by forest, river, and 
the near horizon, to meet the recurrent crises of birth, adolescence, 
and death, of flood and famine and the malice of our gods. There 
we learned to organize ourselves with language, conference, 
magic, education, and law; to use tools, fire, animals, and seed; to 
possess property and women; to trade and manufacture; and out 
of all these to build that structure of meanings which reconciled 
our new-discovered spirit not merely to the nonhuman world which 
surrounds us but to the growing complexities of our economies and 
the tyrannies of our swift technologies.

The original Western City was not, despite the rhetoric of modern Presentists, based 
upon the architecture of commerce, politics, or protection, first and foremost; rather, it was 
based upon an architecture of identity, accomplishment, loyalty, and gratitude dwelling 
in the collective heart, and thus the medieval City was without exception centered upon 
a temple—the Cathedral (Volume 6). This was the City that neither war nor famine nor 
plague could destroy; the autochthonic City, bold, exultant, and transcendent, which the 
people safeguarded behind moats and towers and walls.

Symbol and seminal of the original Western City, the Cathedral stood above politics, 
economics, and class, a harmony crowning a harmony, the zenith of an Idea for which 
generations lived and died. The Cathedral was not, as most modern Academics claim, a 
symbol of political power, economic wealth, or proto-nationalistic civic pride, but a spirituo-
cultural expression of the Culture-soul at the heart of the City. These were sermons in stone 
through which the Western Soul soared above the labor of the field and the livelihood of 
the market. They were not ornaments added to the City, but the summation of the City's 
spirit, to which avenues, plazas, canals, halls, and walls were harmonious counterparts. 
The architecture of the genuine Culture-assimilated City represents the confirmation of 
what a people believes about itself. The distortion which has reigned over the City since 
the Industrial Revolution cannot alter this essential reality, this underlying texture and 
expression once impressed upon the city by collective thought and feeling. The factory, 
however, replaced the temple as the focus of the City and destroyed the character and 
beauty that once congregated there.

This magical landscape742 that incorporates in its light-world the humanness of the 
culture-system itself and, like it, is all expression in its purest form—how distinct the 
language of form that it can bespeak, the great City “whose incandescence obscures 
even the most frantic stars”.743 The silhouette of the great City, its jagged monumental 
skyline, the music and poetry on the horizon! What a language is imparted to us, not only 

742 Freyer, 1965
743 Ackerman, 1983
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in the centers of power, but also, nay more so, 

Faustian technology is designed to achieve an Idea, and thus it can be 
as spiritual as natural forms. When human creative ability is focused 
into a near-perfect precision, remarkable things happen: man flies 
through space with a power that would be called magic if it were not 
so completely rational in every way. It is the apprehension of the Idea 
that is fundamental to attaining an affinity with the Faustian archetype 
in the modern age: Pure and Limitless Space.

in the smaller capitals of Culture, through 
one look at Amsterdam, Barcelona, 
Brussels, Dublin, Florence, Krakow, Munich, 
Prague, St. Petersburg, or Vilnius! What do 
we moderns know of the City of the West, 
seeing that we have blacked out the 
symmetry that they once presented with 
commerce and crime, finance and fashion, 
salesmen and slums? The faces of these 
jewels were once radiant, their spirit 
displayed in grand facades, monuments, 
temples, plazas, fountains, gardens, 
theaters, bazaars, railway stations, real art 
galleries, museums, town halls—many now 
vast rubbish heaps.

The abuses of Technology have 
occurred not due to the nature of 
Technology per se, but due to the ethical 
abdication of Academia to the powers of 
finance and politics—giving credence to 
Blake's proclamation: “Science is the Tree 
of Death.” The Technologist is, as Clarke 
noted, a magician of sorts, transforming the powers of Nature. No one who has first-
hand experience of the Large Electron-positron Collider, the Stanford Linear Accelerator, 
the Tevatron, or the Large Hadron Collider can doubt this. But with the ascendency 
of usurping political and financial forces, the Technologist became a Black Magician, 
creating energies ever-more despoilative, destructive, and corruptive. The creation 
of the atomic bomb was the apex of this corruption of White Magic into Black Magic. 
Science, ensconced in its ivory towers with overspecialized pursuits, has unwittingly 
eluded responsibility for the social consequences of its own discoveries and creations. 
The social implications of Science have been left almost exclusively to the unscientific.

The foundation of the Bomb was an aesthetic penetration of the secrets of Nature—
E=mc2—but this was soon usurped by politicians and financiers hell-bent on world 
domination. Thus was beauty transmogrified into sorcery; thus was the 20th century 
scientist transformed into a schizophrenic, torn between creation and destruction, and 
consistently selling his soul to the powers of the latter. Lewis Mumford described the 
implications of Academia's moral abdication thus:

Once, indeed, the scientists decided to exclude theology, politics, 
ethics, and current events from the sphere of their discussions, 
they were welcomed by the heads of state. In return—and this 
remains of the black marks against strict scientific orthodoxy with its 
deliberate indifference to moral and political concerns—scientists 
habitually remained silent about public affairs and were outwardly 
if not ostentatiously loyal. Thus their mental isolation made them 
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predestined cogs in the new megamachine.744

This abdication of priorities and responsibilities explains the rapid advancement 
of Japanese and Chinese Technology over the West in some fields: It is a mirage, the 
result of corporate practices, not actual scientific innovation—all Technology in Japan 
and China, despite the power of Industry, is still forced to serve the Civilization. Other 
culture-systems recognize innovation as a Faustian virtue—yet their development of new 
technology surpasses ours in some sectors. For example, while the U.S., decades after 
the end of the Cold War, still spends a trillion dollars every year on militaristic agendas, 
most of all robotics research and even more of all nanotechnology research is conducted 
in Asia.

But Technology has its mythic aspect as well, and this is best revaluated in the light 
of the history of alchemy. Historically, alchemy is the Gothic predecessor to modern 
science, especially chemistry. Chemistry is the technique most essentially involved in the 
transformation of matter, and most directly responsible for the pollution and armaments 
so abusive to the world. It is still alchemy, but reduced to the materialistic gold-seeking 
alchemy which great alchemists of medieval times despised. It is this modern bias that 
causes a misunderstanding of ancient alchemical science. While modern critics have 
characterized Gothic alchemy as a futile attempt to transmute base metal into gold, more 
knowledgeable and insightful historians recognize that true alchemy had as its dual 
goal the transformation of one material component into another in order to discover the 
urelement of Nature, and the concomitant transformation of the Scientist.

The term used by these esoteric Alchemists to describe the false practitioners is 
interesting in light of modern chemical pollution and armaments: charcoal burners. 
This derogatory term noted that while delving into matter in pursuit of natural power, 
these gold-seekers had forgotten the inherent spiritual purpose of Alchemy: the inner 
transmutation of the Psyche via the use of symbols and techniques which bring about a 
holistic perception of the world. Carl Jung rediscovered this reality in the 20th Century, but 
his profound exegesis was mostly ignored by scientists. The result has been the creation 
of ever-more destructive pollution and armaments by charcoal burners, in the service of 
ever-less trustworthy political and financial powers—a Black Magic alliance which has 
become virtually invincible. If Academia is to continue as a successful complex in our 
civilization, it will be because the coming years will witness Academics’ spontaneous 
seizure of the helm and their successful conversion of the total capability of Science and 
Technology from a “New World Order”745 to High Culture.

744 Technics and Civilization (1934)
745 South Commission, 1990. The phrase “New World Order” and its modern conception as a “movement 

towards world unity and decreased nationality/sovereignty” seems to derive directly from historian F.S. 
Martin’s panegyric on the League of Nations in The New World Order (1932); it has been used by many 
and diverse sociopolitical partisans since: Fabian socialist H.G. Wells in The New World Order (1940); 
the Council on Foreign Relations in Foreign Affairs (1948); Nelson Rockefeller in The Mid-century Chal-
lenge to U.S Foreign Policy (1959); Richard Nixon in Foreign Affairs (1967); the World Conference of 
Religion for Peace in We Can Achieve a New World Order (1974); the Center of International Studies 
(Princeton University) in A New World Order (1975); Henry Steele Commager in A Declaration of Inter-
dependence (1975) (signed by 32 Senators and 92 Representatives); Mikhail Gorbachev in a United 
Nations address (1988); and George H. W. Bush in a nationally televised speech entitled Toward a New 
World Order (1990).
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The fact that Technics is a combination of Science and Art was recognized by some 

Landscape with Nymph and Satyr Dancing by Claude Lorrain (1641)

prominent 20th Century aestheticians,746 but only now, in the 21st Century, is it becoming 
clear to a large portion of Academia that Technics has introduced a new set of aesthetic 
canon—based on the beauty of precision, efficiency, complexity, gigantism, etc. The 
invention and use of new materials and processes—most notably Nanotechnology—is 
conjoining Technology and Engineering in new ways that promise to restore the ancient 
integration of Art within civilization and thus make way for new “Wonders of the World,” 
including opening the universe for colonization.

Technics is just beginning to do justice to the force and freedom of faustian scientific-
creative activity, in Art as well as Science, and in the whole enterprise of developing 
a spacefaring society. What is required is not only a new order but a rediscovery of 
truly Faustian values, over against the Mephistophelean values of Modernes. In this 
sense, techno-aesthetics can no longer be separated from the efforts of Science and 
Spirituality to improve the environment of Mankind. The Noödynamics Institute suggests 
that Technology, which since the onset of bourgeois values in the Industrial Revolution 
has been unlovely as compared with a symphony or the stars, might become such 
an organization of aesthetic creativity, engineering, and faustian inspiration as to be 
a synthesis of values in the New Millennium as rich and vivid as the cathedral was in 
medieval times.747

Technics, restored to its proper place in High Culture, will follow the impulse to shape 

746 e.g. Santayana, Spengler, Whitehead, Mumford, Malraux, Lalo, Bayer, Ames, et al.
747 q.v. Volume 6; Gothic Epoch
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things toward achievement on a grand and beautiful scale. Technics as such will touch 
reflection upon Aesthetics on the one hand and Science and Engineering and Industry 
and Information Theory on the other, in asking how to arrange the World and Universe 
without destroying Nature, by fostering values that are not based on financial motives 
but on faustian Being-in-the-World.

We were taken from the ore-bed and the mine
 We were melted in the furnace and the pit—
We were cast and wrought and hammered to design,
 We were cut and filed and tooled and gauged to fit.

Some water, coal, and oil is all we ask,
 And a thousandth of an inch to give us play:
And now if you will set us to our task,
 We will serve you four and twenty hours a day!

We can pull and haul and push and lift and drive,
We can print and plough and weave and heat and light,
We can run and jump and swim and fly and dive,
We can see and hear and count and read and write!

Would you call a friend from half across the world?
 If you'll let us have his name and town and state,
You shall see and hear your crackling question hurled
 Across the arch of heaven while you wait.
Has he answered? Does he need you at his side?
 You can start this very evening if you choose,
And take the Western Ocean in the stride
 Of seventy thousand horses and some screws!

The boat-express is waiting your command!
You will find the Mauretania at the quay,
Til her captain turns the lever 'neath his hand,
And the monstrous nine-decked city goes to sea.

Do you wish to make the mountains bare their head
 And lay their new-cut forests at your feet?
Do you want to turn a river in its bed,
 Or plant a barren wilderness with wheat?
Shall we pipe aloft and bring you water down
 From the never-failing cisterns of the snows,
To work the mills and tramways in your town,
 And irrigate your orchards as it flows?

It is easy! Give us dynamite and drills!
Watch the iron-shouldered rocks lie down and quake
As the thirsty desert-level floods and fills,
And the valley we have dammed becomes a lake.
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But remember, please, the Law by which we live,
 We are not built to comprehend a lie,
We can neither love nor pity nor forgive,
 If you make a slip in handling us you die!
We are greater than the Peoples or the Kings—
 Be humble, as you crawl beneath our rods!—
Our touch can alter all created things,
 We are everything on earth—except The Gods!

Though our smoke may hide the Heavens from your eyes,
It will vanish and the stars will shine again,
Because, for all our power and weight and size,
We are nothing more than children of your brain!748 

5.7 Psychography in the New Millennium

In the swaying indefiniteness of faustian arts and sciences, all symbols and signs 
dissolve themselves—they are the dynamics, not the statics, of expression. “The quantity 
of motion is the measure of the same,” wrote Newton, “arising from the velocity and 
quantity of matter conjointly.”749 Wherever and whenever such a patterned space is 
established in the external world, the power and beauty it contains generate new lines 
of force whose effects are felt for centuries. Here is heralded the infinite solitude felt as 
the home of the Faustian Soul:

Siegfried, Parzifal, Tristan, Hamlet, Faust, are the loneliest heroes 
in all Cultures. Read the wondrous awakening of the inner life 
in Wolfram's Parzifal. The love of wild Nature, the mysterious 
compassion, the ineffable sense of forsakenness—it is all Faustian 
and only Faustian.750

Add to Spengler’s list Dante’s Pilgrim, Milton’s Lucifer, Shakespeare’s Lear, Hugo’s 
Claude Frollo, Ibsen’s Master Builder, Nietzsche’s Zarathustra, Dostoevsky’s Ivan 
Karamazov, London’s Wolf Larson, Hesse’s Max Demian, Mann’s Adrian Leverkuhn, 
Anne Rice’s Lestat, and Kubrick’s Starchild—what did Homer or Vergil or Rumi know 
about this? Who is more lonely, even amidst the crowd, than the faustian Pilgrim in his or 
her megalopsychia ? The Pilgrim  has always  been  a high symbol  and leitmotif  in the 
West : with  a sword  to  the  Holy  Land ; with  the  garland  to  the  Holy  City ; with  a 
compass to the New World; in Art, even to heaven and hell; and above all, to the stars. 
At the end of Enemy  of the People  (1882), Ibsen wrote : “He is the strongest  man in 
the world that stands alone!”

This loneliness can be heard especially in great cello compositions—like Vivaldi's 

748 Rudyard Kipling, “Modern Machinery”
749 Principia (1686)
750 Oswald Spengler, The Decline of the West (1918)
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Cello Concerto in C Minor. “Perhaps only people who are capable of real togetherness,” 
suggested D.H. Lawrence somewhere, “have that look of being alone in the Universe.” In 
The Solitary, the German poet Rainer Maria Rilke wrote:

No: my heart shall be a tower,
And I myself set at its highest rim:
Where nothing else exists, once again pain
And the unsayable, once again world.

Still one thing alone in immensity,
Growing dark then light again,
Still one last face full of longing
Thrust out into the unappeasable,

Still one uttermost face made of stone
Heeding only its own inner gravity,
While the distances that silently destroy it
Drive it on to an ever deeper bliss.751

The angst of existence is, as Heidegger pointed out, the product of the feeling 
of  being  “thrown  forth ” into  the  world , where  Being  emanates  into  the  thing 
become and, eo ipso, dreads the sense of completion , of fulfillment , of the end of 
becoming . And because the Faustian Soul has more potentiality  than any other, this 
prime feeling touches the West all the more deeply. The great frontier, beyond all 
horizons, also symbolizes, ultimately, death, and because Faust has the most possibility 
to actualize , he experiences , inwardly , the solitariness , the loneliness , commensurate 
with this irreversible  and inexorable  intentionality . This  transformation  of future  into 
past, as obvious as it is beyond comprehension, oppresses the Faustian Soul with the 
implication of a stasis. As Spengler observed:

This world-dread is assuredly the most creative of all primal feelings. 
Mankind owes to it the ripest and deepest forms and images, not 
only of his conscious inward life, but also of the infinitely variegated 
external Culture that reflects this life. Like a secret melody that not 
every ear can perceive, it runs through the form-language of every 
true art-work, every inward philosophy, every significant deed, and 
although those who can perceive it in that domain are very few, it 
lies at the root of the great problems of Mathematics.752

In all genuine faustian expression one can feel the mystery of our Soul's deepest 
impulse, the intense solution of the sacrifice of the self to the self—be it through the force 
of arts and sciences or force of the arms—which binds one to the Culture in mystical 
union. “What is happiness?” asked Nietzsche. “The feeling that power increases, that 

751 New Poems: The Other Part (1908)
752 The Decline of the West, vol. 1
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resistance is overcome.”753 In opposition to 

In Safe Hands by Adam Benton (2003) kromekat.com

the regular sacrifices made to the gods of 
other Cultures, even in the alien creeds 
within the West, there is for the Faustian 
Soul the never-ending sacrifice repeated 
everywhere and every day. “The 
subjugation itself was the point, the fight 
was the be-all, the fruits of victory were 
mere results,” wrote D.H. Lawrence. “What 
he wanted was the pure fulfillment of his 
own will in the struggle with natural 
conditions.”754

The only full-blown representation of 
such faustian élan in the 20th century was 
probably Ayn Rand's Howard Roark, the 
innovative Architect struggling against the 
stasis of a backward-looking society.755 
Although Rand took her individualism 
too far—to the point of perversity both 
unscientific and sociopathic—it must be 
remembered that she was writing during 
the time of mass-minded movements 
coming to prominence around the world 
(Bolshevik Communism in Eastern Europe, Liberal Democratism in Western Europe, 
Fascism and National-Socialism in Southern and Central Europe, and New-Deal Socialism 
in America), and thus her “Egoism” was a much-needed balancing factor. Furthermore, 
the mythic dimension of The Fountainhead has been sorely overlooked: not only is Roark 
Faust, but his lover, Dominique, must be recognized as more principle than personality—
the goddess Fortuna. Thus she does all in her power to test Roark, placing every possible 
obstacle in his way and seeking to destroy him—then she loves him when she fails. Roark 
speaks of his striving with the poesy of Melville and the realpolitik of Napoleon:

Throughout the centuries there were men who took first steps down 
new roads armed with nothing but their own vision. Their goals dif-
fered, but they all had this in common: That the step was first, the 
road new, the vision unborrowed, and the response they received—
hatred. The great creators—the thinkers, the artists, the scientists, 
the inventors—stood alone against the men of their time. Every 
great new thought was opposed. Every great new invention was 
denounced. The first motor was considered foolish. The airplane 
was considered vicious. Anesthesia was considered sinful. But the 
men of unborrowed vision went ahead. They fought, they suffered 

753 The Antichrist (1889)
754 Women in Love (1920)
755 The Fountainhead (1943)
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and they paid. But they won.

. . . . . . .

We inherit the products of the thought of other men. We inherit the 
wheel. We make a cart. The cart becomes an automobile. The auto-
mobile becomes an airplane. But all through the process what we 
received from others is only the end product of their thinking. The 
moving force is the creative faculty which takes this product as ma-
terial, uses it and originates the next step. This creative faculty can-
not be given or received, shared or borrowed. It belongs to single, 
individual men. That which it creates is the property of the creator. 
Men learn from one another. But all learning is only the exchange 
of material. No man can give another the capacity to think. Yet that 
capacity is our only means of survival.

. . . . . . .

Men have been taught that their first concern is to relieve the suf-
fering of others. But suffering is a disease. Should one come upon 
it, one tries to give relief and assistance. To make that the highest 
test of virtue is to make suffering the most important part of life. 
Then man must wish to see others suffer—in order that he may be 
virtuous. Such is the nature of altruism. The creator is not concerned 
with disease, but with life. Yet the work of the creators has elimi-
nated one form of disease after another, in man's body and spirit, 
and brought more relief from suffering than any altruist could ever 
conceive.

 . . . . . . .

The egotist in the absolute sense is not the man who sacrifices oth-
ers. He is the man who stands above the need of using others in any 
manner. He does not function through them. He is not concerned 
with them in any primary matter. Not in his aim, not in his motives, 
not in his thinking, not in his desires, not in the source of his energy. 
He does not exist for any other man—and he asks no other man to 
exist for him. This is the only form of brotherhood and mutual re-
spect possible between men.

. . . . . . .

I wished to come here and say that the integrity of a man's creative 
work is of greater importance than any charitable endeavor. Those 
of you who do not understand this are the men who're destroying 
the world.
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This carries the implicit 

Aston Martin Turbine sculpture by Christopher Conte (2007)

acknowledgement that limitless space is 
the Faustian Soul's supreme symbol, a 
symbol given re-expression in our time via 
Quantum Physics, beginning with 
DeBroglie's recognition of the wavelike 
nature of matter in Western Man's 
perception of reality—the limitless space 
inherent in the entirety of existence. In the 
scientific peripeteia of the latter half of the 
20th Century, similar field hypotheses 
arose  in theories  of  mind , biology , 
and  ecology , manifesting  the 
intuitive  recognition  of  the  West 's 
prime  symbol  in all  of  the  Sciences .756 
And this is the clarion 
call for a new age, because the West 
cannot go back, but only forward; cannot 
return to the natural bliss of genuinely 
faustian Arts, but must move ahead to 
genuinely faustian Sciences. As the 
psychological philosopher Erich Fromm 
related:

What is essential in the existence of Man is the fact that he has 
emerged from the animal kingdom, from instinctive adaptation, that 
he has transcended nature—although he never leaves it; he is part 
of it and yet once turned away from Nature, he cannot return to 
it; once thrown out of Paradise—a state of original oneness with 
Nature—cherubim with flaming swords block his way, if he should 
try to return. Man can only go forward by developing his reason, 
by finding a new harmony, a human one, instead of the pre-human 
harmony which is irretrievably lost.757

There is in the sciences today an underlying counterforce to the sterility and danger 
of a quantitative, anonymous, mass-market, global civilization; a new, if usually distorted, 
sense of convergence toward a new organic and spiritual scientific vision of human life; 
a new recognition of the world-creating powers of Mankind, and the concomitant respect 
for the plurality of cultural paradigms. There is a growing awareness—based largely on 
scientific discoveries—that Mankind and Culture are not to be evaluated in mere utilitarian 
or economic terms, but that they are holistic, homological, and numinous in their reality.

Science and Technics work with pieces of life, with the concept of continuity 
presumed; Spirituality and Art work with the continuity of life, with the pieces presumed. 

756 see Volume 2.
757 The Art of Living (1956)
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The continuity is always the same, and those who do not intuitively recognize the world's 
continuity are likely to incorporate their personal discontinuity into the work itself. Hence 
the old dictum, applicable to both extremes of the socio-political spectrum, that “a radical 
is a person with his feet planted firmly in the air.”

What is wrong with Western Science, and more specifically its application—
Technology—is that it has lost its connection to the Soul; it is no longer Faustian. Thus 
the magnificence of Physics turned into the monster of the thermonuclear bomb; the 
thrill of manmade horsepower turned into the beast Smog; and the promise of Genetic 
Engineering will turn into super-parasites.

Thus the greatest Science Fiction writer of all time, Arthur C. Clark, felt compelled in 
The City and the Stars (1953) to inspire his heroes with the faustian élan. “All explorers 
are seeking something they have lost,” he wrote. “It is seldom that they find it, and more 
seldom still that the attainment brings them greater happiness than the quest.” In this 
wonderful epic, Clarke's world-conquering adventurer laments:

Everything on earth seems so small and unimportant. Each 
discovery I've made has raised bigger questions, and opened up 
wider horizons. I wonder where it will end….

In his famous and equally magnificent Rendezvous with Rama (1973), Clarke actually 
used the Faustian Mythologem itself. When a civilization-bearing extraterrestrial vessel is 
discovered, but the scientist who had endorsed the concept of extraterrestrial intelligence 
(ETI) cannot actually explore the ship, Clarke comments:

He was now a very happy man, though also a most frustrated one. 
Rama had spectacularly confirmed his views, but he could never 
set foot inside it, or even see it with his own eyes. If the devil had 
suddenly appeared and offered him the gift of instantaneous 
teleportation, he would have signed the contract without bothering 
to look at the small print.

Technology is actually a long-lost branch of Art, so divorced from its roots by intellectual 
materialism that just to associate the two now seems ludicrous. But the homology is 
real, and thus aesthetic and spiritual Technology is possible. A real understanding of 
this underlying nature of Technology will not serve Technology per se, nor will it serve 
Luddite escapism; rather, a real understanding of the aesthetic essence of technological 
form will allow Art to recapture Technology, tame it, and put it back into the service of the 
Soul. It was with this ideal in mind that Schelling, at the onset of the Industrial Revolution, 
called Faust “the inmost and purest Essence of our age.”758

The basic scientific postulate must be psychographical. Psychography is not only 
rational, logical, clarifying, and explanatory, but also predicated upon the principle of 
Cultural Relativity.759 The application of this principle asserts that for High Cultures there 
are no universals or absolutes—only individuated content. Thus Psychography's function 

758 Philosophy of Art (1802)
759 see also: Volume 6
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will significantly assist the Humanities in providing genuine knowledge of Cultures, since 
even empirical investigation requires culturally-relative understanding. The business 
of Psychography is not to establish a fixed set of analytical propositions, but to make 
synthetic propositions possible.

To clarify the meaning of impulses, compulsions, trends, manifestations, conceptions, 
etc., might seem a modest goal, but it is a discipline as fraught with problems and traps 
as it is useful. Where the Humanities define and categorize, Psychography clarifies and 
classifies. Many meaningless evaluations and nonsensical judgments may be removed by 
the rigorous application of Cultural Relativity. Indeed, the methodology of Psychography 
will eventually be extended to other fields, such as diplomacy, trade, treaties, and conflict 
resolution.

It is almost possible to make the extreme statement that psychographically, no 
international problems exist except the lack of Cultural Relativity. Virtually all pending 
disputes and conflicts of long-term duration can be shown by psychographical analysis to 
be what the logical-positivist A.J. Ayer called pseudo-problems.760 Most of the problems 
Politicians, Economists, and Humanitarians debate over endlessly are fundamentally 
nonexistent: They can be shown to be either wrong statements of the issues—e.g., 
depicting the conflicts in Northern Ireland, Palestine, and Chechnya as “religious” 
conflicts—or else purely subjective projections across cultural boundaries, i.e., violations 
of Cultural Relativity—such as specious definitions of “terrorism” and demands for 
secular institutions in regions were secularism is not a viable ideal. Psychography would 
not, of course, simply dismiss these unfruitful debates; rather, it would reduce the issues 
to culturally-relative statements on both sides, which would render them empirical and 
testable, and thus ripe for resolution.

Such a development will be opposed by the Politicians, Economists, and Humanitarians 
who earn their livelihood by perpetuating problems incapable of being resolved within 
their universalist paradigm. These charlatans, who are not accustomed and receptive 
to being told that they are wrong, would find themselves out of the loop altogether if 
it were exposed that they are essentially saying nothing whatsoever. Applied to ethics, 
Psychography would be extremely subversive to the agenda threatening Culture 
everywhere. Statements of value, not being culturally relative, are revealed as mere 
expressions of preference, and we have a term for subjective preferences used as 
objective value-judgments: bigotry. More to the point, the statements “Iraq does not have 
a Democracy” or “women cannot vote in Saudi Arabia” are the same type as “abortion is 
wrong” or “I support gay marriage”.

Psychography acknowledges that even the most “rational” and “logical” ideas, 
because they derive from a cultural subjectivity, can supply no justifiable sanctions for 
cross-cultural judgments; we must, if we intend to be honest and just, look to Cultural 
Relativity for values. Fundamentally, then, the globalist conduct of Western political 
and financial powers is motivated by as much “objectivity” as goes into choosing an 
automobile; and when Globalists try to defend one sort of conduct against another by 
any pretense to rational argument, they are talking nonsense—all is a matter of subjective 
values.

760 Language, Truth and Logic (1935)
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Clearly, Psychography will represent a severe critique of current Geopolitics, in order 
to apply fair and balanced standards to all parties. The discipline advises us to consider 
issues only from the point of view of the Cultures involved, and to avoid absolutes. 
Psychography will be able to clarify many issues and, unlike modern universalist 
Academia, will even be able to engage issues of substantial human experience, where 
analytic certainty is impossible but which nonetheless are urgently important to the 
respective Cultures and to Mankind. Culture would never have arisen at all if humans 
had hitherto appealed to universal and absolute ideals. The arid jingoism and parochial 
righteousness of Modernes761 has even caused them to overlook the contradictions 
of their value-judgments per se; their standards of “truth” are arbitrary, “metaphysical” 
assertions—unarticulated major premises: How does one make a value-judgment of a 
value-judgment?

Although Psychography will at first be resisted by orthodox Academics, the absence 
of any dogma or jargon, lack of universal methods and absolute standards, and rejection 
of any claims to finality—together with the insight and empathy it engenders—will 
eventually impress all but the most positive pedants. In the coming years, Psychography's 
astringency, open-mindedness, and humanist relativism will recommend it widely. 
It is a fundamental element of the deconstruction of Multiculturalism preparatory to 
reconstructing Academia's conception of High Culture from the ground up. In this respect, 
Psychography bears some resemblance to other phenomena such as Structuralism, 
Hermeneutics, and Semiotics. Most important, however, is simply the self-discovery 
Psychography now makes possible. The end of all our exploration will find us, as T.S. 
Eliot so famous suggested, back where we started, knowing ourselves for the first time. 
Christopher Marlowe wrote:

Nature that fram'd us of four elements
Warring within our breasts for regiment,
Doth teach us all to have aspiring minds.
Our souls, whose faculties can comprehend
The wondrous architecture of the world,
And measure every wand’ring planet's course,
Still climbing after knowledge infinite,
And always moving as the restless sphere,
Wills us to wear ourselves and never rest
Until we reach the ripest fruit of all,
That perfect bliss and sole felicity,
The sweet fruition of an earthly crown.762

761 People with an attitude obsessed with the present as a reaction against the past.
762 Tamburlaine (1590)
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Remembrance of Things Past

The Walk to Paradise (1947) by W.  Eugene Smith 
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6. Remembrance of Things Past: The Second Religiosity763

The morning comes, the night decays, the watchmen leave their 
stations, the grave is burst, the spices shed, the linen wrapped up; 
the bones of death, the cov’ring clay, the sinews shrunk & dry’d. 
Reviving shake, inspiring move, breathing! Awakening! Spring like 
redeemed captives when their bonds & bars are burst; let the slave 
grinding at the mill, run out into the field: Let him look up into the 
heavens & laugh in the bright air; let the unchained soul shut up 
in darkness and in sighing, whose face has never seen a smile 
in thirty weary years; rise and look out, his chains are loose, his 
dungeon doors are open. And let his wife and children return from 
the oppressors source; they look behind at every step & believe it 
is a dream. Singing. The Sun has left his blackness, & has found a 
fresher morning and the fair Moon rejoices in the clear & cloudless 
night; for Empire is no more, and the Lion & Wolf shall cease.764

If our discussion on the foregoing pages has enjoyed a quantum of success, the 
role of the Culture-soul in human life is now comprehensible for its scientific interest, 
spiritual importance, and aesthetic uniqueness. In coming to understand the Culture-
soul, Noödynamics makes use of complex conceptual structures and processes, and 
so the noödynamic model is necessarily conceptually bound. But the Culture-soul itself 
is eminently simple and essentially boundless, and so awareness of its existence is not 
achieved by means of a model. And because access to the Culture-soul is not to be 
gained via concepts, then this awareness is not conceptually bound. “Reason is the 
bound and outward circumference of energy,” proclaimed Blake.765 As a meta-rational 
endeavor, awareness of the Culture-soul is available at any time in a direct, self-contained, 
and complete experience. Unfortunately for the village idiots who presently speak for 
Academia, cultural identity derives from much more than one’s diploma.

In some ways, the appeal to a Culture-soul of which we may have direct awareness is 
reminiscent of the West’s oldest spiritual philosophy: the Ontological Argument. As a 

763 Proust adopted his famous title from Shakespeare’s Sonnet No. 30:

When to the sessions of sweet silent thought 
I summon up remembrance of things past,
I sigh the lack of many a thing I sought, 
And with old woes new wail my dear time’s waste;
Then I can drown an eye, unused to flow, 
For precious friends hid in death’s dateless night,
And weep afresh love’s long since canceled woe, 
And moan th’ expense of many a vanished sight. 
Then can I grieve at grievances foregone, 
And heavily from woe to woe tell o’er 
The sad account of forebemoanéd moan, 
Which I new pay as if not paid before. 
  But if the while I think on thee, dear friend, 
  All losses are restored and sorrows end.

764 William Blake, America, A Prophecy (1793)
765 Marriage of Heaven and Hell (1793)
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Culture thoroughly enamored of the causal 

H. M. Brock © Punch (1934)

researches of Nature, this seems natural 
and appropriate. The Culture-soul 
emanates through cultural manifestations 
in the world. In a way that is metaëmpirical, 
the Culture-soul underlies the existence of 
High Culture and all that it contains, but is 
not identical with it. It is the unseen causal 
agent for the creativity and Will-to-power 
of the civilization on Earth. If we trace any 
cultural manifestation backward, toward 
its source, all paths converge on a united 
dimension of existence that is behind and beyond all external forms. Only that day dawns 
to which we are awake.766 Astronomer Neil English said it majestically:

We realize that there is more to our existence than science gives us 
credit for. But while our most penetrating scientific questions have 
dethroned humanity from the epicenter of the physical universe, 
they have served to return us to the centre of its meaning and 
purpose. We are special. We do have a unique outlook. Only now, 
in the impetuous times of our cosmic puberty do we realise that we 
are the heirs to a magnificent and timeless inheritance, unbounded 
by our mortality and extended across light years.

Those who are wise shall inherit the universe.767

A Culture cannot be unified by mere precepts, however refined and subtle. The vision 
of re-unifying Science, Spirituality, and Art in a culture-continuum has posessed the most 
encultured Westerners since the Reformation. The only conception possible of this feat 
is one that has behind it a collective impulse. Such a concept is Noödynamics. The 
culture-continuum Noödynamics wants to create, precisely because it is multifaceted 
and existential, requires no specialization; quite the opposite, in fact—one can enter 
this citadel through one of myriad gates. Knowledge of Culture, per se, is accessible to 
everyone within that Culture who strives to be encultured.

The ancient dictum “Know Thyself” is carved into the keystone over each gate. The 
encultured do not need to begin with explicit premises or with precise definitions and 
propositions—they may begin only with themselves. If Culture is intrinsic—and we assert 
that it is—then people can educate and enculture themselves with the diverse resources 
surrounding us in abundance. They can become self-made, because they can start 
any time, in any place, and journey inward. The paragons of this kind of enculturation—
Dante, Alberti, Michelangelo, Leonardo, Kepler, Shakespeare, Goethe, Blake, Spengler, 
Whitehead, Hesse, Lawrence, Jung—were autodidacts who, to use the turn of phrase 
Nietzsche applied to Goethe, made themselves—into exemplars. The ideal of enculturation 

766 Thoreau
767 Cosmic Puberty: From Atoms to Consciousness (1999)
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which is proposed by the Noödynamics Institute is uniquely and admirably suited to a 
modern, technocratic Information Age. Its paths do not run only through the university, 
academy, college, library, museum, social society, or intellectual think-tank—they open 
everywhere, in every direction, and to every person. Carl Jung addressed this matter 
profoundly:

...The person we call modern, the person who is aware of the 
immediate present, is by no means the average man. He is rather the 
man who stands upon a peak, or at the very edge of the world, the 
abyss of the future before him, above him the heavens, and below 
him the whole of mankind with a history that disappears in primeval 
mists. The modern person—or, let us say again, the person of the 
immediate present—is rarely met with. There are few who live up to 
the name, for they must be conscious to a superlative degree. Since 
to be wholly of the present means to be fully conscious of one’s 
existence as a person, it requires the most intensive and extensive 
consciousness, with a minimum of unconsciousness. It must be 
clearly understood that the mere fact of living in the present does 
not make a person modern, for in that case everyone at present 
alive would be so. He alone is modern who is fully conscious of the 
present.… Only the person who is modern in our meaning of the term 
really lives in the present; he alone has a present-day consciousness, 
and he alone finds that the ways of life which correspond to earlier 
levels pull upon him. The values and strivings of those past worlds 
no longer interest him save from the historical standpoint. Thus has 
he become “unhistorical” in the deepest sense and has estranged 
himself from the mass of persons who live entirely within the bounds 
of tradition. Indeed, he is completely modern only when he has 
come to the very edge of the world, leaving behind him all that has 
been discarded and outgrown, and acknowledging that he stands 
before a void out of which all things may grow.768

The historical-cultural philosopher Oswald Spengler discovered, based on his 
extensive studies of past cultures, that just as a Civilization is in extremis, there arises 
a phenomenon Spengler called the Second Religiosity; this entails a paradigm shift 
from the materialism, rationalism, and atheism that mark all periods of decadence, to 
the spiritual and existential Destiny-thinking of a Culture’s youthful vigor and optimism. 
Naturally, Spengler predicted in the early decades of the 20th century that the Second 
Religiosity of Western Culture was looming just over the horizon.769 This concept had 
been hinted at by Georg Hegel in his own famous historical philosophy, wherein he 
postulated that:

The moments which the spirit seems to have left behind, it also 
possesses in its depth. As it has run through its moments in history, 

768 Modern Man in Search of a Soul (1933)
769 The Decline of the West (1918, 1922)
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it has run through them in the present—in the Concept of itself.770

This idea had also been represented in the Faust mythologem of Johann Goethe, 
who wrote:

See how he tears from himself 
All earthly bonds of the ancient husk 
And how from etheric garment 
The first strength of youth emerges.771

This parousia, as-yet still inchoate, can be glimpsed in many modern developments, 
such as the exponential growth of Environmentalism (Nature-worship), Biophilia, 
Neopaganism, even the genetic ancestry phenomenon; and it is being supported in other 
even more potent developments, such as the subjectivism of Quantum Mechanics, the 
self-organization models of General Systems Theory, the discrediting of virtually every 
form of functionalist and social-constructionist hypothesis in the Social Sciences, and 
the Gaia Hypothesis. The latter, as the culmination of a deeply-felt ecology movement, 
is nothing less than a modern Western expression of the pre-Christian principle of 
interdependent arising central to Pantheism.

The Second Religiosity actually began with the 20th Century,772 across Europe, and 
represented, to use the words of Hermann Hesse in a letter at the close of World War 
I, “reincarnation as a mode of expression for stability in the midst of flux.” This endtime 
recrudescence (a concept dating back, at least, to Giambatista Vico), however, was cut 
short by World Wars. We are not truly living in a present, then, but in a past unfinished.

We do not, despite acceptance of the Spenglerian Hypothesis, intend to condone, 
much less to urge, an attitude of passive resignation—quite the contrary. The fact that 
the organic nature of our culture-system portends unavoidable decline and decay is no 
reason, and cannot be tolerated as an excuse, for doing nothing. This general admonition 
applies in particular to Academia, whose privileged role as sentry for High Culture 
takes on a special importance in the face of things as they must now be perceived. The 
prospect for us is not an inevitable doomsday toward which we are inexorably headed, 
although catastrophes lie ahead. The prospect is better viewed as a formidable array of 
challenges that must be acknowledged and overcome before we can move beyond the 
end.

The Second  Religiosity  was also the theme  of W.B. Yeats ’ “Second  Coming ,” in 
which  he predicted  that Europe ’s autochthonic  spirituality  would  once again  rise up, 
and would displace Judeochristianity:

Turning and turning in the widening gyre 
The falcon cannot hear the falconer; 
Things fall apart; the center cannot hold; 
Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world, 
The blood-dimmed tide is loosed, and everywhere 

770 Phenomenology of Geist (1807)
771 Part II
772 see Volume 6
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The ceremony of innocence is drowned; 
The best lack all conviction, while the worst 
Are full of passionate intensity.

Surely some revelation is at hand; 
Surely the Second Coming is at hand. 
The Second Coming! Hardly are those words out 
When a vast image out of Spiritus Mundi 
Troubles my sight: somewhere in the sands of the desert 
A shape with a lion body and the head of a man, 
A gaze blank and pitiless as the sun, 
Is moving its slow thighs, while all about it 
Reel shadows of the indignant desert birds.

The darkness drops again; 
But now I know that twenty centuries of stony sleep 
Were vexed to nightmare by a rocking cradle, 
And what rough beast, its hour come round at last, 
Slouches toward Bethlehem to be born?

Compare this majesty to Kara, The Lonely Falcon (1979), and you begin to understand 
the task before us. In all major biological crises, the two possibilities facing the organism 
are degeneration or regeneration. The former leads to stagnation, senescence, and 
eventual extinction; the latter to a reorganization of structure, rebirth of an effectively 
new organism, and a new life-course. Both biological evolution and human history 
are punctuated by such processes. In phylogeny, some major advances are due to 
the activation of embryonic potentials, a phenomenon called paedo-morphosis. This 
recognized but long-ignored biological phenomenon entails a phylogeny experiencing 
neotony, in which the embryonic stage of the organism is manifested into old age, allowing 
an evolutionary cul-de-sac to be transcended by members of the phylogeny through 
rejuvenation and de-specialization. The rejuvenation does not renew the phylogeny, 
but merely provides the opportunity for evolutionary changes to operate on the early, 
malleable phases of ontogeny; hence the term used by biologists—paedomorphosis:  
shaping of the young.

In the Culture-organism, the phenomenon of paedomorphosis is hinted at during 
the final phase via Romanticism, and is activated thereafter via the Second Religiosity, 
when the original, primal impulse of a Culture again possesses part of the population. In 
essence, this evolutionary process entails a retreat from the specialization of Civilization—
biologically, from the mature forms of structure and behavior—to an earlier and more 
primal, but also more plastic and less formalized stage, followed by a sudden advance 
in a new direction. Decades ago this principle of evolution was studied, but because it is 
such a blow to neo-Darwinist doctrine, it has been long overlooked. 773 Natural law may 
upset human reason, but human reason cannot overthrow natural law.

773 “The Theory of Recapitulation: A Critical Restatement of the Biogenetic Law,” W. Garstang, J. Linnean 
Society of London, Zoology, #35, 1922; The Causes of Evolution, J.B.S. Haldane, 1932; Embryos and 
Ancestors, G. de Beer, 1940; Science and Criticism, H.J. Muller, 1943; Physiological Foundations of 
Behavior, C.M. Child, 1950; The Life of Vertebrates, J.Z. Young, 1950
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In Cultures as in all organisms, 

Earth Abides by P.J. Jones (2009); www.pjartworks.com

paedomorphosis does not produce a new 
organism which emerges from another 
and is built on top of the previous edifice; 
it merely sets the stage for a potential 
bifurcation point and a subsequent 
recrudescence. The Second Religiosity 
represents the fertilization of a seminal 
Idea, the seed out of which a new Culture 
may be born. The Second Religiosity could 
be called an evolutionary process of meta-
adaption. Every year millions of Westerners 
visit the artifacts of our culture-system—
the halls of the Louvre, the canals of 
Venice, the castles of the Rhine, the Arch 
in St. Louis, the subways of Moscow—but 
the essence of the High Culture does not 
reside in the physical structures. It is in the 
psyche of Westerners who are drawn to 
the structures. That is where the elan-vital 
of the West begins; and if it ends, that is 
where it will end.

As Thomas Kuhn so eloquently 
demonstrated, truly revolutionary changes in the structure of scientific understanding are 
not produced by singular geniuses alone; such persons inspire new academic communities 
that converge on a wholly new paradigm. From this perspective, Noödynamics is a 
scientific manifestation of the Second Religiosity, and it cannot be fully understood in the 
old vernacular and idealization, but requires avant-garde Scientists and other Academics 
to transform their entire worldview. The Noödynamics Institute is starting a scientific 
revolution that will not be finished until the seeds of a new civilization are blossoming. 
The quantum leap necessary for a clear vision of the noödynamic horizon is too great for 
any single person or field. The deconstructed pieces of the 20th Century puzzle must be 
gathered and assembled until, suddenly, a new vista comes into view.

Noödynamics is not to be invented or discovered. Noödynamics presents an image 
of Culture and its expressions that the 20th Century perception cannot see, much less 
understand. But the Institute is laying the foundation for the construction of a whole 
new science, a new Organon, which will collect, assemble, collate, and refine new 
concepts to accommodate Noödynamics, and when enough Academics have added 
new insights, a major scientific revolution will unfold. Noödynamics is the culmination of 
a Naturphilosophie that has persisted as an alternative to the reductionist-materialism 
of orthodoxy since the Enlightenment—finding its paragons in the remarkable genius of 
such scientist-philosophers as Goethe, Butler, Poincare, Bergson, Jung, and Sheldrake—
and shall be the final achievement of the West.

Hierarchical self-organization on the one hand, and the characteristics of open 
systems on the other, are fundamental principles of living nature, and the advancement of 
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the discipline of Cultural Ecology774 will depend mainly on the synthesis of all the Natural 
Sciences—Physics, Biology, Cognitive Theory, Psychology, Ecology—into a general 
worldview incorporating these two fundamentals. The concept of cultural evolution is 
the culmination of Social Science, and reveals the working of creative forces all along 
the line towards an optimal realization of the potentials of living matter and cognition; 
a universal tendency towards spontaneously developing states of greater complexity 
and heterogeniety (anamorphosis). This hierarchical organization is manifested on every 
level, from sub-atomic patterns of energy concentration (particles), through the symbiosis 
of organelles in the cell, to entire ecosystems. The High Culture is another hierarchical 
vehicle of Cosmic Evolution, on a journey of unknown origin to an unknown destination. 
On this path, the pull of the future is as forceful as the push of the past. The impending 
close of a great cycle should be but Calpurnia’s dream and Volumnia’s challenge to us:

O wild West Wind, thou breath of Autumn’s being, 
Thou, from whose unseen presence the leaves dead 
Are driven, like ghosts from an enchanter fleeing,

Yellow, and black, and pale, and hectic red 
Pestilence-stricken multitudes: O Thou, 
Who chariotest to their dark wintry bed

The winged seeds, where they lie cold and low, 
Each like a corpse within its grave, until 
Thine azure sister of the Spring shall blow

Her clarion o’er the dreaming earth, and fill 
(Driving sweet buds like flocks to feed in air) 
With living hues and odours plain and hill:

Wild Spirit, which are moving everywhere; 
Destroyer and preserver; hear, Oh hear!775

The colossal paradox of the Spenglerian Hypothesis is that, compared fairly with other 
philosophies of history and culture, even with mythologies of progress and meliorism, it 
is quite obviously a working and even a fighting worldview; full of common sense and 
constructive confidence; and therefore essentially full of hope and promise. Nor is this 
hope vain or this promise unattainable. In this not very hopeful postmodern moment, there 
are no Academics so hopeful as those who are today looking to Spengler as a philosopher 
of history and culture and geopolitics. Now is the winter of our discontent made glorious 
summer by this son of Faust. D.H. Lawrence described this pending phenomenon as 
“that ancient motionlessness of a race that can’t be disillusioned any more, an extreme, 
perhaps, of impurity that is pure.”776 It was in recognition of the nascent Second Religiosity 
that Lawrence, in The Plumed Serpent (1926), maintained that the regeneration of Western 

774 Volume 2
775 Percy Bysshe Shelley, “Ode to the West Wind”
776 Lady Chatterly’s Lover (1928)
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Culture must be spiritual, not political, and that whereas Christianity as a spiritual force is 
effectively dead, each region must return to its autochthonic traditions.

The skepticism of our time is really a blessing. The concept of the Divine, now so far 
away from us, has been withdrawn from our vision so that by the diligence of our own 
culturally-matured minds we might dis-cover it anew. Atheism is but the thickening of 
our skins before the new stages of metamorphosis. Doubt is, alas, endemic to our Era 
because it knows things that make a simple faith, a mere turning back to old forms, virtually 
impossible in any sincere way. The existential questioning has created an atmosphere 
in Academia—this weary but unyielding Atlas777—that must be reckoned with, despite 
anxiety. We must rationally resolve our riddles so that our spiritual impulses can be full 
of honest searching and robust striving, rather than the tatterdemalion compromises of 
the last century. In the persistent shape-shifting life of the mind, the human imagination 
adapts and recombines many ingredients into new conceptualizations conducive to 
current knowledge. Thus with our nascent Second Religiosity. The term “worship” is 
derived from Old English weordhscipe, and simply means to “give worth” by honoring. 
Even empirically-minded skeptics are capable of this.

The rational inspiration of Science, the spiritual inspiration of Nature Religion, and 
the aesthetic inspiration of Art are all formative impulses in the Second Religiosity, 
which fosters as its highest ideal a cultural recontextualization of these inspirations. The 
institutions of the 20th Century deformed these inspirations, yoking Science to Industry so 
that it came to treat man as a commodity; invoking Atheism as official secular Religion so 
as to portray the Psyche/Soul as a mere social construction; and treating Art as a form of 
radical commentary and ultimately making it synonymous with Nihilism. The corporatism 
and consumerism of modern Western Civilization, in the United States most prominently, 
have no doubt derived in part from these confusions of really living with merely existing 
in the new world order, and from the concomitant image of Culture as a kind of social 
club.

The problem of so handling all modes of expression as to keep their full reference to 
primary sources and yet also synthesize them in the Spenglerian Hypothesis of our time, 
is no easy one. The chief figures in Western History who can serve as exemplars of this 
mission, because they grasped explicitly its central importance, were probably Leonardo 
da Vinci in the Renaissance Epoch, Goethe in the Enlightenment Epoch, and Alfred North 
Whitehead in the Modern Era.778 Their analogous fates, as masters oft-quoted but seldom 
actually read or understood, show the wavering attitude of Academia in the West, often 
culminating in lapses into dogmatic irrationalism. It must, nevertheless, be assigned to 
the great credit of the culture-system in-itself, that these masters never lost their influence 
in the West. Unfortunately, though Leonardo, Goethe, and Whitehead were great men of 
genius, they were not Napoleons, and the intellectual atmosphere of modernity has not 
been equal to their existential insights. In the platitudinous language of our times, their 
vision was a casualty in the so-called “War between Science and Spirituality,” and after 
Whitehead languished in effectual obscurity while lesser minds dominated the Philosophy 

777 Russell, 1903
778 These phases of history are fully explored in Volume 6.
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of Science,779 yet another golden 

© The New Yorker (1976)

opportunity was lost—while rival pedants 
balkanized the Culture-system into little 
dogmatic caliphates to serve as the 
unalterable measure of Existence.

Analysis has been expanded in 
Academia to subsume, indeed to 
effectively marginalize if not eliminate, 
intuition and aesthetics, bringing on 
the nihilistic “forgetfulness of Being” 
prophesied by Nietzsche. But modernity, 
like jetsam on the river of human events, 
will soon be forgotten by History, which 
cannot do otherwise—it is always sub 
specie aeternitatus. We may be forgiven, 
then, for turning from our last vision of 
the fading sunset to look for—and ever-
ready to stretch our leaves toward—the 
first glimmers of a new sunrise. Although 
they have become somewhat clichéd, 
we cannot help repeating the remarkable 
words of Wordsworth:

 Though nothing can bring back the hour 
Of splendor in the grass, of glory in the flower; 
  We will grieve not, rather find 
  Strength in what remains behind; 
  In the primal sympathy 
  Which having been must ever be; 
  In the soothing thoughts that spring 
  Out of human suffering; 
  In the faith that looks through death, 
In years that bring the philosophic mind.780

A noödynamic awareness can emerge only through an expansive subsuming 
of various modes of expression by a deeply cultural élan. This requires, inter alia, 
several processes: (a) an analytical comprehension whose objective data includes the 
requisite logical objects of culture-systems; (b) an intuitive understanding involving 
certain abstract concepts among the determinate data of culture-systems; and (c) the 
aesthetic appreciation of this comprehension and understanding, necessarily derivative 
of analysis and intuition, but also autonomous as an expressive mode; and perhaps (d), 
some psychographical world-feeling which fully encultures all expressions according to 
postmodern conditions involving the culture-system as a datum. Academia—this thought-

779 Carnap, Ayer, Popper, et al.
780 Ode on Intimations of Immortality (1802-04)
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collective781—is like the mistletoe growing upon the sacred oak tree of Culture: it grows 
of its own volition; it sends its tendrils deep into every branch of the cultural being; and it 
can continue to bloom, if only for a short while, amidst a tree in ruins.

The true nature of Culture and the real Destiny of Mankind have been two of the most 
formative grand ideas throughout the construction of this multi-volume tome, and they 
remain so in the Institute today. We see Western Culture as entering a new millennium 
with the potential of many gifts, and we hope to redirect and fulfill these blessings in the 
development of our chosen Cause. This has come to be the expressed purpose of the 
life of the individuals of this endeavor. But the redefining and better understanding of 
Western Culture originally undertaken by the Noödynamics Institute has itself become 
part of a larger, more embracing idea—the understanding of Culture in itself.

The Noödynamics Institute recognizes High Culture as a species with special 
and unique traits, which are the highest expressions of human life. Some of these 
expressions, the theoretical and practical dealing with energy and matter, are elucidated 
for us explicitly by Science and Philosophy; some of them, the existential and ethical, 
we feel and struggle to express in our deeper psyche, giving them essence and form as 
Spirituality and Religion; and some of them, the aesthetic and contextual, are unfolded 
for us by the contemplation, examination, and representation of beauty and mechanics 
in Art and Technology. The totality of these traits is High Culture as a type of species, 
and the aspiration of the Noödynamics Institute has become the study, comprehension, 
and fulfillment of these gifts. Go out and burn the hearts of the people with the word! 
(Pushkin)

In each discipline covered by the volumes of this book, men and women have before 
them, consciously or subconsciously, a vision of High Culture. This above all is what 
the Noödynamics Institute does—inspires men and women with a feeling that there is 
an organism of High Culture, a living organism, to which they themselves belong. The 
Noödynamics Institute acknowledges Culture as the prime-mover in human life, that 
shapes societies and people, which then go on to give Culture its forms and engage in 
time-binding782—the ability to pass on knowledge from one generation to another over 
time. In this historical existentialism, one of the most important ideas is the idea that 
Mankind has of itself, within each High Culture.

The widespread indefinable sense of malaise and senseless drifting in the Academics 
of the West derive from our reliance on the outer forms of world-feeling, wherein symbols 
have been turned into mere signs. Our imagery and actions no longer bring spiritual reality 
to consciousness, and the Soul’s aspirations are no longer enacted in the ceremonies 
or expressed in the symbols of the culture-system. The inmost vitality of the psyche has 
thus withdrawn, finding no adequate channel in our symbolism, and no new channel 
within. Culture relates the world of subjective experience to corresponding inner and 
outer objective events. Because our objective experience has lost its connection to our 
inner reality, our society has become prey to dissociation, despair, and the dislocation of 
Psyche and Cosmos. In working to reestablish inward connections to cultural symbolism, 
the Noödynamics Institute begins the empirical study of the Culture-soul. We intend to 

781 Fleck, 1935
782 Korzybski, 1921
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use the empirical method to study the soul and the workings of the culture-system, a 
method heretofore used only with respect to the world of outer nature and the structures 
of cognition.

The noödynamic ideal of Mankind has an element of naturalism, which has lingered 
on in Western thought since the beginning; it is perhaps inseparable from the Western 
admiration for Will-to-power, over natural law and over entropy. Something of this naturalist 
sense of power, of mastering the inertia and corporeality of every epoch and era—in the 
Crusaders who unified the Culture; in the Cathedral-builders who gave it its first art-form; 
in the Artists and Scientists of the Renaissance who manifest the Culture’s unrivaled 
potency; in the baroque Philosophers who penetrated inner and outer worlds as had 
never been done before; in the Intellectuals and Industrialists of the Enlightenment who 
made the whole globe the West’s oyster; in the Second Religiosity-inspired members 
of the Noödynamics Institute, who hope to salvage Destiny from the looming maw of 
oblivion. Death, that hath sucked the honey of thy breath, hath had no power yet upon 
thy beauty.783

A different direction is set by the noödynamic idea of Culture, which compels 
encultured persons of every imaginable interest, and which will shape the ideals of the 
21st Century. This direction leads from the atheism and social-constructionism of the 20th 
Century to the existentialism and organicism of the 21st Century and beyond. The Second 
Religiosity is, at its best, a state of mind that is rational, free-thinking, creative, inspired, 
post-modern, tolerant, and yet convinced and single-minded in both dissent and self-
affirmation. Then men and women like satyrs organizing on the lawns, shall with their 
goat-feet dance the antic hay.784

The light of Culture surrounds us, suffuses us, tremulous as gossamer, durable 
as stone. Nay, more lasting than that, long as memory, durable as blood. For the 
achievement is not in the stone, nor the paint, nor the chords, though these had burst 
into flower under Western hands. If the forms that hold these shapes of splendor were 
broken and lost, yet these miracles would be here forever, because Westerners had 
once conceived them and made them live. As the soul outwears the body, so will culture 
outwear the civilization. Eyes that have once seen it see all things differently thereafter, 
having learned the measure of wholeness. Shatter this civilization, scatter its fragments 
to the four winds, and still in some secret measure Faust will have changed the world. 
     The enigmatic ardor of passion that drew out the powers of mankind to their highest, 
and lengthened the longings of the soul beyond the last limitation of knowledge, knows 
no such limitation. Henri Bergson, writing about this coursing of the élan vital through 
men, stated that:

It is the élan itself, communicated in its entirety to privileged human 
beings whose desire it is thereafter to set the imprint of it upon the whole 
of mankind and by a contradiction of which they are aware to convert a 
species, which is essentially a created thing, into creative effort; to make 
a movement out of something which, by definition, is a halt.785

783 Romeo and Juliet
784 Marlowe
785 The Two Sources of Morality and Religion (1932)
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There is a sui generis energy, a vitality, 
an élan vital that is translated through a 
culture-system into actuality in every 
period, and because there is only one of 
each culture-system in all history, this 
expression is unique. The Second 
Religiosity, too, has its own destiny, albeit a 
curtailed and delimited one, and if its 
actualization is stifled or distorted, it will 
never exist through any other medium and 
will be lost to history irretrievably. The 
West is going down and no human power 
can save it, but it can go down in a blaze of 
glory. We can go out like this, or we can go 
out in style. “If this myth is tragic, that is 
because its hero is conscious,” wrote 
Camus. “He knows the whole extent of this 
wretched condition.”786

True religiosity is one facet of High 
Culture which is strongest in the earlier 
epochs but which returns in the last, and 
to which, in myriad ways, every personage 
in the following pages and volumes was 
a witness. It is not an affront to modern values, to Science and Technics, but a desire 
by the Culture-soul to examine itself, and to discover and understand the necessary 
relations between its beginning and its end. When they built magnificent cathedrals to 
pierce the heavens, the Gothic artisans and engineers declared that architecture is a 
form of the Soul of the West. When they painted men, women, and Nature as beautiful 
and heroic, the artists of the Renaissance proclaimed that the representation of the World 
with great skill is a form of pride in the Soul that makes us Western. And the work of 
Philosophers, Scientists, Explorers, Historians, Technologists and Artists of the last four 
centuries similarly exclaims that the relation of Mankind to Nature and to himself is not 
predetermined, but is a process of evolution, an unfolding of Culture-soul, for Mankind to 
study, understand, form, and thereby enrich and fulfill.

The Second Religiosity, specifically because it always emerges in times dominated by 
Science and Technology, has an effect on every part of encultured society. The subject-
matter of Philosophy changed in the 20th Century with phenomenology, structuralism, 
and existentialism; painting, poetry, literature, and music will do likewise in the coming 
years. It is obvious that no Gothic or Renaissance writer could have written a thesis on 
modern electronics; but the Second Religiosity will give us modern men and women with 
the inspiration of things past, yet capable of revaluating modern Science and Technology. 
In his masterful Self-Renewal (1963), the inspirational psychologist and pedagogue John 
W. Gardner wrote:

786 The Myth of Sisyphus (1942)
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The future is shaped by men and women with a steady, even zestful, 
confidence that on balance their efforts will not have been in vain. 
They take failure and defeat not as a reason to doubt themselves 
but as reason to strengthen resolve. Some combination of hope, 
vitality and indomitability makes them willing to bet their lives on 
ventures of unknown outcome. If our forebears had all looked 
before the leaped, we would still be crouched in caves, sketching 
animal pictures on the wall.787

Noödynamics strives to be a new cartographer, organizing various mappings into 
a single metanarrative. We have no key except the emanations of the culture-system 
itself, which is problematic not only because even encultured individuals seldom fully 
understand what it is they are channeling, but also because the whole examination is 
ultimately self-referential. But each facet reflects a part of the dynamic whole, indicating 
for those sensitive to the messages—a work of art, a theological concept, an image of 
the cosmos, a machine, a myth, a code of ethics—that there lies meaning and destiny; 
there lies reality. The Noödynamics Institute surpasses its predecessors only because it 
begins by perceiving the reflections as reflections; it knows that there is no reality except 
the culture-system, which discovers itself only by creating mirrors in which it can see its 
own image; by creating a world into which it can project itself. The intellectual version of 
this psychography is called a “paradigm.”

What should we anticipate in the New Paradigm if the overall worldview of this volume 
is largely accurate? The volumes to follow will attempt to answer this question for all 
major aspects of the Culture-system, but we may list a few general principles underling 
the totality:

1. A new conception of human beings in which Mind and Body, 
History and Culture, are understood holistically and organically;

2. The recovery of Tradition, understood as an essential function 
of Culture-system dynamics and also as an element essential to 
development and evolution;

3. A new immediacy of systemic connectedness brought about by 
removing sociologistical intermediaries, themselves associated 
with incorrect conceptions of History and Culture;

4. The passing of Supernaturalism and Scientism, through a 
recognition of their pseudo-philosophical (illogical) characters 
and insufficiency even as myths;

5. The gradual dissolution of Materialism and the Reductionist 
attitude toward Science, Spirituality, and Art, simultaneous to 
a growing awareness of the existential as experienced without 
rationalistic mediation;

787 Preface to the 1981 edition.
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6. A shifting of the center of philosophic concern from questions 
of Epistemology to questions of Ontology—it is a truism that 
modern Academia has failed to ask the question of questions: 
What is the meaning of the term Being?

Just as the changes in outlook which result from culture-development affect the 
content of what people think and express, so they affect the manner in which they think 
and express. The style of a man or of an epoch mirrors the thought, and thus it is always 
difficult for one epoch to understand another. But the Second Religiosity will allow us 
to better grasp that thought effectively, its color and timbre, as the Culture-soul draws 
in upon itself for a final surge: culture-atavism. In the final analysis, membership in the 
Institute signifies knowledge of the tragedy of the human condition accompanied by 
courage and cheerful serenity as an affirmation of Western destiny. Hadyn’s Farewell 
Symphony (1772) is playing.

Whig historiography, from Gibbon to Ambrose, essentially crystallized the fashionable 
opinions of the Enlightenment Epoch concerning the past of Western society. The 
complete inability to understand the historico-political realities of Western Culture, the 
theoretical liberal-rationalism, and the smug prejudices of modernity all qualified these 
historiographers to compose masterpieces of misunderstanding that are still celebrated. 
They have thoroughly distorted the relation of Culture to History, with such exhaustive 
detail and Voltairean prose that much of Academia accepts their conceptualizations 
without question. Whig historians served a purpose—they pioneered the popularization 
of history for the bourgeoisie. But they lacked the foundation for an in-depth historical 
insight that is emerging today. 21st Century historians will be more fortunate.

The problem of gaining a scientific sense of History and Culture in the 21st Century 
is, ultimately, threefold: (1) the facts of history; (2) the connections between these facts; 
and (3) the units of historical action. On the first element, contemporary scholarship is 
excellent, since the information about several millennia has been discovered, researched, 
collected, sorted, and classified with a skill and zeal that has made historiography in the 
West one of the greatest triumphs of Mankind. The elements which follow, however, 
addressing what these facts show and mean, are the great task remaining before us.

The problem with which this volume ends is therefore based on concern not for the 
facts of History and Culture, but rather on the causal linkages which utilize them to present 
our culture-historical image of reality. In other words, a Philosophy of History is needed 
to contextualize the information above. We assert that the fallacious interpretation of 
the facts which has served as a paradigm in the West must now be surpassed. The true 
connections and units of history, including the nature and character of culture-systems, 
and the value and meaning of expressive modes, have had their inner forms obscured 
by contemporary bias. It is from such images that we derive our hopes and aspirations 
for the future, and thus a renewed devotion to the true Destiny of the West requires 
significant reorientation.

There is a great and destructive metaphysical disjunction at the heart of our sense of 
history based on an illusion of the “present” as a fixed factor, qualitatively distinct from 
both “past” and “future.” This leads to an attitude toward historical facts which categorizes 
them as wholly different types of facts. In this paradigm, the past is fixed and concluded, 
lived by others, while the future is infinitely malleable and fully subject to our will. The 
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present is the dominant “reality” over both. Noödynamic Magick

Pick a card and concentrate on it.  When you click the 
mouse, the Institute will make your card disappear.

This schema is illogical—the past was at 
one time the future, and the future will one 
day be the past. Moreover, the present 
does not really exist at all—it is essentially 
little more than a state of mind; a transient 
consciousness of future-becoming-past. 
Hence, there is no real difference or 
boundary between past and future, and 
the nature and structure of one must be 
the nature and structure of the other. All 
else is Presentism.788

A major goal of the Noödynamics Institute is to bring Academia to the realization 
that the identity of the past and future is an unbroken series of interlocked events. The 
division between past and future is merely an ephemeral experience of individuals 
collectively living the transition. Culture-history is an unbroken flow of life, altogether 
fluent and alive. This recognition of the fact that past and future do not exist, as Modernes 
would have us believe, as separate entities, one deterministic and characterized by 
otherness and the other entirely flexible and amenable to personal desire, carries with it 
the acknowledgement that Culture and History are fundamentally identical.

It is the thesis of this closing chapter of this volume that from this fuller understanding 
of culture-history, there flows an understanding of our future. Such understanding 
cannot, of course, confer foreknowledge of actual events, but it can confer insight into 
possibilities and probabilities, and what can be legitimately hoped for. And it can do 
much more. It can enable us to foresee the great inescapable alternatives that face us 
at this particular point in history, and the likely consequences of the decisions we must 
make. The present has been inexorably moulded by the past, and it logically follows that 
the future will be equally moulded by the present-becoming-past. In the first epistle of his 
Essay on Man (1753), Alexander Pope explained:

Oh blindness to the future! Kindly given, 
That each may fill the circle marked by Heaven 
Who sees with equal eye, as God of all, 
A hero perish, or a sparrow fall, 
Atoms or systems into ruin hurled, 
And now a bubble burst, and now a world.

On the threshold of the interregnum comes the Noödynamics Institute, with its 
essentially postmodern worldview, to shatter the three-part unilinear, melioristic paradigm. 

788 The application of the superior perspective of the present to the whole of the past does not appear to 
me at all to be the true nature of historical thinking, but characterizes the obstinate positivity of a naive 
historicism. Historical thinking has its dignity and its value as truth in the acknowledgement that, there 
is no such thing as “the present,” but rather constantly changing horizons of future and past. It is by no 
means settled (and can never be settled) that any particular perspective in which transmitted thoughts 
present themselves is the right one. The historical understanding, whether today’s or tomorrow’s, has 
no special privilege. It is itself embraced by the changing horizons and moves with them. (Hans-Georg 
Gadamer, Truth and Method, 1960)
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This perspective is already moving the best minds in their inmost being and awakening 
a world-outlook that will slowly but surely take possession of the culture-historical sense 
of Academia. Here and now begins a new epoch of world-history, and we will be able to 
say that we were there at its advent. Spengler wrote:

He who does not understand that this outcome is obligatory and 
unamenable to modification, that our choice is between willing 
this and willing nothing at all, between cleaving to this Destiny or 
despairing of the future and of life itself; he who cannot feel that 
there is grandeur also in the realizations of powerful intelligences, 
in the energy and discipline of metal-hard natures, in battles fought 
with the coldest and most abstract means; he who is obsessed with 
the idealism of the provincial and would pursue the ways of life of 
past ages—must forego all desire to comprehend History, to live 
through History, or to make History.789

The changes in Mankind’s view of Life and World become concrete in action as a 
Culture matures, in the revaluation of old institutions and in the development of new 
social institutions which may better promote new impulses and aspirations. Indeed, 
the first and most sincere expressions of the new ideas are usually criticism not of the 
values which inform institutions, but of the structure and management of the institutions 
per se. The Humanists of the Renaissance did not merely criticize the ideals of Gothic 
monastic virtue; they criticized the way in which monasteries operated within the context 
of the Culture. The Rationalists of the Enlightenment did not merely denounce spiritual 
inclinations; they denounced the way in which reason was marginalized in the context 
of religious doctrine. Characteristically, such crises of maturing development contain 
arguments about methodology rather than manifestation; they attack the forms and 
practices of previous epochs, not the essence and theory.790 The Second Religiosity is, 
then, an existential return of the Psyche/Soul to what Walt Whitman called the primal 
thought and Carl Jung the prima materia (Peter Wust’s second “naïvety”). As Samuel 
David enigmatically asked, who knows “What worlds in th’yet unformed Occident may 
come refined with th’accents that are ours?"791 —The hounds of spring are on winter’s 
traces.

As should be obvious from the preceding pages, and as will become more clear 
with each succeeding volume, the Noödynamics Institute has as one of its foundational 
principles the necessity of reasoned and tolerant dissent from modern academic 
orthodoxy. The great creative eras have tended to be those in which such dissent was 
welcome, at least by a powerful minority, and the period of Second Religiosity which 
the West has recently entered must follow this trend. One lesson that Western History 
teaches here is that such dissent is creative in all fields at once; as a cross-axial entity, 
the Institute finds this particularly promising. 

As is meticulously explained in Volume 6, the outward and the upward reachings 

789 The Decline of the West, vol. 1
790 q.v. the rise of the Stoics and Epicureans in Hellenic Culture ca. 300 B.C.E.; and the short but potent 

reign of Julian the Apostate (ca. 331-363 C.E.) in Roman Culture.
791 Musophilus (1959)
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of crusades and cathedrals occurred simultaneously; the High Gothic revaluations of 
philosophy (William of Ockham, Duns Scotus, Aquinas, et al.), vernacular literature (e.g. 
Dante), proto-perspective painting (e.g. Giotto), and the first gropings of exploration (by 
Portugal) coincided with each other; the painting, music, science, and exploration of 
the Renaissance went hand in hand, in space and time, with the emergence of modern 
political theory (e.g. Machiavelli and Thomas More) and the first modern state; the 
organizing powers of physics (Newton), taxonomy (Linnaeus), political economy (Adam 
Smith), government (Montesquieu), jurisprudence (e.g. Rousseau and Jefferson), and 
epistemology (e.g. Voltaire, Kant, Bentham) all sprang from the same Enlightenment soil; 
and the Romantic movement, partly in response to this, with its lush poetry, music, literature, 
and painting, coincided with equally lush conceptions of philosophy (e.g. Schopenhauer 
and Hegel) and historiography (Ranke, Humboldt, Lessing) and accompanied the up-rush 
of invention during the same period, and all took strength from and gave strength to the 
many revolutions of the age.

It is not only the right but the solemn duty of those who have accepted intellectual 
titles in our society, to study the “Book of Nature” as did the founders of our disciplines, 
i.e., without undue regard for “authority.” Both mankind and the world have to be studied 
with the same attitude, and a proper balance between detachment and involvement, 
unperturbed by the interventions of “authority.” Being an “Academic” entails a deep 
respect for the hard and sometimes uncomfortable facts of Nature over and above the 
aprioristic constructions our sociopoliticians, their fact-resistant lives a rattling nullity, 
wish to make true in order to ensure that Academia reigns but does not rule. Let us recall 
the wisdom of Darwin’s bulldog: “Sit down before fact as a little child, be prepared to give 
up every preconceived notion, follow humbly wherever and to whatever abysses nature 
leads, or you shall learn nothing.”792

Academia has to be accountable for achievement. But how is its achievement to be 
defined? How is it to be measured? How is it to be utilized? And to whom should Academia 
be accountable? The fact that these questions can be asked is in itself an indicator of the 
success and importance of Academia. That they need to be asked, however, is also an 
indictment of Academics. They have yet to face up to the fact that they represent power—
and power has to be accountable; has to be legitimate. Noblesse oblige. The glass 
bead game is over. Here is an entire system of inter-locking educational and socializing 
institutions which took generations to create and is the product of unmeasured sacrifice, 
and yet its primary contemporary objective is to indoctrinate scholars, engineers, and 
technicians with the ideology of politicians, economists, and bureaucrats. The reason 
our words are often vituperative rather than the common vers de société of Academia 
is simple: the degradation of Academia is already far advanced; the time allotted us to 
ameliorate this trend before it becomes complete is in all probability very short; and the 
consequent peril hanging over the West like the Sword of Damocles is fearsome.

People reading this in 2050 and 2100 will be surprised to learn that these truths were 
ever deemed controversial; indeed, that they even had to be asserted at all.  Life should 
be led in the light of what it means. An ‘Open Society’ is essentially pointless without an 
open mind. “But oppositions have the illimitable range of objections at command,” 

792 Letter to C. Kingsley, September 23, 1860; in The Life and Letters of Thomas Henry Huxley, Leonard 
Huxley, 1900.
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lamented George Eliot, “which need never 
stop short at the boundary of knowledge, 
but can draw for ever on the vasts of 
ignorance.”793

The Noödynamics Institute will no 
longer allow Academics to simply give 
up their natural birthright. It will prod 
and hopefully inspire, demanding that 
Academics keep their end of the bargain 
and make real the hidden form of our 
destiny, which is shorthand for the elusive 
and enigmatic significance of our position. 
Definitions are language and we are talking 
about Life per se. Academia has lost its 
ancient way and let go of its purpose, and 
thus must be nurtured and challenged 
anew. Its creative work, derailed in the 20th 
Century, adrift on a swollen sea of apathy, 
must be remembered, recalled, reinstated. 
Academia long ago forgot and abandoned 
its birthright, and will henceforth be 
haunted by that noble vision. The ariadnic 
thread is being unwound. We hear Vico’s 
roll of thunder—as did Nietzsche, Matthew 
Arnold, Georges Sorel, Stephan George, Yeats, D.H. Lawrence, Ezra Pound, T.S. Eliot, 
Valery, and so many others. 

A culture-system is first and foremost a being, tangible and alive rather than ideal and 
mechanistic. To be sure, we duly acknowledge the accomplishments of quantification 
in fields such as Anthropology and Sociology (q.v. Volume 6). But it is necessary to 
bring the insights gained from these sources to a new, higher plane of theoretical 
conceptualization, because such studies in and of themselves are incapable of satisfying 
encultured Academics’ deep-seated sense of Culture as a vital and empowering force. 
Academia in the 21st Century must learn once again to curb its inborn aptitude to 
overextend the power of reason, and allow itself to be guided by the Will at the root 
of Western being, from which intellect is but one emanation. An intellectually humbler 
attitude may be conducive to the recognition of what Western being is asserting from 
within every expressive mode, according reason its proper place in the grand scheme of 
things, and revealing an existentially nobler mission for Academia in the new millennium.

We have entered into a moment of extravagant trust. We must be not only a hand 
of the culture-system, but its soul, moved by its reasons, believing its beliefs, hoping its 
hopes, beholding the vision to which it points. We must take this inheritance, gathering 
for ages, and plod on. The years are crowding on our narrow lives as upon a bridge, and 
the bridge is breaking. But we have come in time. The future grows, and its frame is this 

793 Middlemarch (1871-2)
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growth, the remote stirrings of which have brought us here. Usque ad finem.
Revisioning Academia in the West depends upon a shared cultural vision and a 

broad understanding of the historical restructuring needed to realize the vision. It is up 
to Academics to foster the encultured vision of the Noödynamics Institute and to adopt 
the culturally defined historical paradigm needed to build a new future. This will require 
a systematic effort to integrate input from Academics of every field, in order to formulate 
a coherent program reflecting the new worldview. Generating broad public support for 
change on this scale will be a difficult task, since it involves challenging vested academic, 
political, and economic interests. A sustainable postmodern Academia will emerge only 
as a result of intelligent, heartfelt, concerted effort by an encultured citizenry supporting 
strong academic leadership. “And it ought to be remembered,” Machiavelli wrote in The 
Prince (1532), “that there is nothing more difficult to undertake, more perilous to conduct, 
or more uncertain of success, than to take the lead in introducing a new order of things.”

The bankruptcy of contemporary values has been exposed, and their world presages 
its own demise—the West wants to perish, wills its own downfall, in order to be born 
anew. Around those of us who perceive and assist this transition, the Will-to-power of 
the future will gather—after threadbare gods have been swept away. The will of post-
Western Mankind, which the vapid and venal Last Men will shout down for a time, and 
will attempt to exterminate with frenzied jingoism, will nevertheless come to the fore—
that which is falling must also be pushed (Nietzsche). Everywhere it is already apparent 
that the Will-to-power of the future is nowhere identical with the ways of modernity, not 
with its churches, not with its nations, not with its ideals. No, what Faust desires of us is 
indelibly written in postmodern values, as it stood written in Goethe, as it stood written 
in Nietzsche, as it stood written in Hermann Hesse. This force, the future, which is the 
only important impulse, will have room to breathe once the forces of modernity have 
sufficiently waned and begin to collapse. The apocalypse is now. In Demian (1919), 
Hermann Hesse admonished:

What will come is beyond imagining. The Soul of Europe is a beast 
that has lain fettered for an infinitely long time. And when it’s free, 
its first movements will not be the gentlest. But the means are 
unimportant if only the real needs of the Soul—which has been 
repeatedly stunted and anesthetized for so long—come to light. 
Then our day will come, then we will be needed. Not as leaders 
and lawmakers—we will not be there to see new laws—but rather 
as those who are willing, as humans who are ready to go forth 
and stand prepared wherever Destiny may need them. Look, all 
humans are prepared to accomplish the incredible if their ideals 
are threatened. But no one is ready when a new ideal, a new and 
perhaps dangerous and ominous impulse, makes itself felt. The few 
who will be prepared at that time and who will go forth—will be us.

The Noödynamics Institute is not a place but a crossroads, where many paths that 
have cognate directions intersect. It is separated from the rest of the world not by a 
boundary but by a distinct mode of vision. It exists in the world but on a plane different 
from that populated by the majority of humans. Our life-task is to present a community 
for the lonely; an island for those bearing the mark of Cain in a sea of happy Abels. We 
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find companionship in an awareness of our inner striving, directed toward a realization 
of Destiny. The Noödynamics Institute is an image, a symbol, through which driven 
Academics are groping after intimations of future potentialities. With prodigious efforts 
a mighty new prototype is being constructed. Everything past is not only prologue, but 
merely metaphor, and the primary duty we recognize entails becoming so completely 
ourselves, so utterly faithful to the active seed which Faust planted within us, that our 
growth and development can include no anxiety about the shape of the future. Hesse 
explained:

Always, you must think of these things in evolutionary, in historical 
terms! When the upheavals of the earth’s surface flung the creatures 
of the sea onto the land and the land creatures into the sea, the 
specimens of the various orders that were ready to follow their Destiny 
were the ones that accomplished the new and unprecedented; by 
making new biological adjustments they were able to save their 
species from destruction. We do not know whether these were the 
same specimens which had previously distinguished themselves 
among their fellows as conservatives, upholders of the status quo, 
or rather as eccentrics, revolutionaries; but we do know they were 
ready, and could therefore lead their species into new phases of 
evolution. That is why we want to be ready.794

A society with no true sense of History must lack a true sense of Politics, as 
contemporary society reveals. There is indeed, especially in Academia, a curious lack 
of a sense of Will as the core of character, the impersonal focus of the Self. Thus our 
Politics lacks any sense of integrated causality and the corresponding historicism and 
culturocentrism that alone enrich the field. We have Politics and Science, but no real 
Political Science. Thus the West has had countless Politicians in the last century but very 
few Statesmen. As Academia has selected the men and women of highest intellectual 
promise to fill its halls, resulting in ever-increasing numbers of the most intelligent, 
creative, and discerning people being effectively routed out of mainstream society 
into specialized pursuits, the task of coordinating the common affairs of the Civilization 
has fallen upon the less intellectually capable, to the point that the latter are becoming 
incapable of sustaining the former. Moreover, the exceptional harvest of the former has 
thus been put into the hands of the latter, whose lower-mentality comprehension, thus 
empowered, now threatens the entire world.

The sociological struggle of the Noödynamics Institute is against two parallel and 
interrelated movements: Neoliberalism and Neoconservatism. There is a dual intellectual 
movement, growing constantly more anti-Western, concomitant with the rise of Economics 
as the raison d’être of civilization. This two-fisted oligarchy is becoming constantly more 
hostile to any cultural or historical restraint on the power of Neoliberals or Neoconservatives. 
These movements, caught in the circular mill,795 have totally consumed our Intelligentsia. 
Throughout their works these true believers796 alternatingly take for granted and proclaim 

794 Demian (1919)
795 Beebe, 1921
796 Hoffer, 1951
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loudly the complete, indisputable, and 

Surrealism & Visionary Art by Fred Harper 

definitively established truths of their 
Rightwing and Leftwing starting points of 
historical and sociological analysis. “Who 
is to say which sight is the more horrible,” 
asked Balzac: “shriveled hearts or empty 
skulls?”797

Neoliberals and Neoconservatives 
object to real Culture as deeply as the 
Bolsheviks did, but instead of revisioning 
history as of little value against the 
achievements of modern progress, they 
deliberately falsify it and in doing so, 
falsify the causes and effects at work 
in the contemporary world. Their most 
objectionable axiom, from the point of 
view of the Noödynamics Institute, is 
that Academia must reign but not rule: 
Neoliberals and Neoconservatives alone 
have sufficient knowledge to enlighten 
the educated but uninformed virtue 
residing in the incredible and unrivaled 
power generated by Western Science and 
Technics. The direct descent from Bolshevik myth-as-sociology should be obvious.

In this paradigm, Government must be guided by the learning of the Neoliberal 
and Neoconservative intellectuals, who alone know how to guide the respective fonts 
of power, especially Academia. It is not coincidence that at the same time, monetary 
speculation and internationalized industry have become the dominant economic 
operations of society. Syndicates of Neoliberals and Neoconservatives have grown up 
within the networks of International Finance. The Noödynamics Institute shall be a bitter 
opponent of Academia’s continued inclusion in this scheme of ensorcelled captiousness 
and the durable, if empirically refuted, axioms that guard against unwelcome facts. The 
literati of Neoliberalism and Neoconservativism, whose ideas run the gamut from a to 
b, will intrigue against all we do, but no articulate person will be misled concerning our 
motivations.

Academia is supposed to adhere to its paradigm(s), not an ideology. An ideology is 
a set of assumptions and attitudes which is shared and promulgated by a social group, 
but it is less general and operates at a more superficial epistemic level than a paradigm. 
A paradigm determines what the members of a group regard as “natural,” based on 
metaphysical presuppositions, and this should determine the ideologies of that group, 
not vice versa. Our signal-to-noise ratio is approaching catastrophic levels.  Sociopolitical 
filth is pouring into this Civilization like water into a sinking ship.

The elements of a paradigm have been explicitly formulated and logically extrapolated 

797 Old Man Goirot (1835)
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as metaphysical propositions at some point in History, and only come to be taken for 
granted over time. The assumptions of an ideology are often tacit through and through. 
The ideology of Neoliberals and Neoconservatives has never been made explicit; in fact, 
it is rarely admitted to be a de facto ideology at all, and its promulgation is almost always 
by indirect, and often by illegitimate, means.

Because the ideology of Neoliberals and Neoconservatives has never been explicitly 
articulated and is never defended logically, it is not systematic and is in fact internally 
inconsistent. Although anomalies within a paradigm are possible, they are temporary, 
and no paradigm remains internally inconsistent—hence “paradigm shifts.” For these 
reasons, inter alia, the ideology of Neoliberals and Neoconservatives, with its irrationalism, 
sentimentalism, and obscurantism invigorated by apparently significant but ultimately 
vacuous gestures, must be rejected by—and purged from—Academia.

Our struggle will end only with the triumph of Academia over itself. This ingression 
of novelty will bring on the next great culture-cycle. We will strive for the intellectual 
advancement of Academics as a power unto themselves and in service to the High Culture, 
with titles of nobility above those of Politics and Economics. To encultured Academics, 
the Ψ shall become the beloved exemplar and symbol of intellectual responsibility and 
obligation, of the duty and destiny which a great culture-historical past lays upon men 
and women to concern themselves with a culture-historical future. In calling for Scientists 
to be activists we are in no manner attempting to politicize Science, but simply invoking 
the highest academic values in the truest tradition of Science per se, since this role 
was crucial to the emergence of this most remarkable of expressive modes in the first 
instance. At the beginning of this grand tradition, its first philosopher, Francis Bacon, 
declared that the vocation of the Scientist is not confined to the passive contemplation of 
Nature; that the Scientist should be actively involved in applying his superior knowledge 
of natural  laws  in order  to harness  their  hidden  forces  for  the  good  of Mankind . 
Simply put: Knowledge is power.

The misuse of Science by the Intelligentsia—i.e, by Neoliberals and Neoconservatives—
has been rampant and relentless. Science is essentially a discourse on method, not a body 
of answers. The most important criticism is that the Intelligentsia’s views on Culture do not 
pass the test of Science. They rest upon ideological platforms, not verified hypotheses. 
But Politics does not wait for Science. The Intelligentsia has political agendas and true 
Academics do not. It is natural, therefore, that the former and not the latter have inspired 
social change over the last century. When no one is asking the real questions, anyone 
can be an expert.798

Since all actual research, hypothesis formation, and testing has contradicted almost 
every premise held dear by the Intelligentsia, it has come to rely heavily upon the Delphic 
Approach to deal with important issues and then to shift the burden of proof to those 
who challenge their claims, a fundamental violation of the falsification principle at the 
heart of Science. “Delphi” refers to the town in ancient Greece that was the site of the 
oracle of Apollo. This approach seeks to overcome a lack of scientific evidence by taking 
opinion surveys of scientists, chosen for their sociopolitical reliability (i.e., echolalia), to 
answer specific questions about situations. All this agenda has needed to counteract the 

798 How many Westerners know that over 200 academic institutions have outside lobbyists working in 
Washington, DC?
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methodical notions of a long succession of scientific and philosophical thinkers is some 
dishonest populizers, pseudo-intellectuals to fire the public imagination, and these have 
been legion—the sordid soft underbelly of Academia. Consciously or unconsciously, 
Academics under the influence of the Intelligentsia—if a paronomasia can be forgiven, 
we may call them Academagogues, trailing clouds of glory—have rejected the centuries 
of empirical discipline and experimental objectivity that make Science possible. Their 
family quarterings are three cuckoos sable and a lawyer rampant.

Neoliberals and Neoconservatives, with their eunuch’s spite (Pope), have blackened 
the memory and mission of the West, and expunged its cultural heritage from the domain 
of geopolitical dialogue. All that remains and all that will carry us forward is the strength 
of Western Science and Technology. In Academia alone, as their cultural context, has 
been maintained the standards of honor and service, of thought of the past and care for 
the future that make possible the dawn of a new day. But Academia must be awakened 
from its dogmatic slumber and pushed through its Copernican revolution. “No man ever 
followed his genius till it misled him,” admonished Thoreau.799

To Neoliberals and Neoconservatives alike, “Democracy” in operation is concerned 
not with everyone’s opinion—that is merely its technical form—but only with the 
organizable opinion of those whose opinion can be made socio-politically effective. There 
is, therefore, that characteristic so common to all modern arguments, the casting of an 
issue in terms of emotional viewpoints presumed to be held by targeted demographics; 
that is, by the part of the populace whose opinions matter in the democratic machinery. 
Naturally, Neoliberals and Neoconservatives never openly proclaim their true motives 
in pursuing an agenda. The reasons of the finely honed doublespeak sound better and, 
properly applied in practical socio-political processes, can accomplish the same results. 
The best lack all conviction, while the worst are full of passionate intensity (Yeats). No 
one may legitimately lay claim to the title of “scholar” in the 21st Century until they accept 
and admit the empirical fact that for the status quo, even in the exalted halls of Academia, 
doublethink reigns supreme:

To know and not to know, to be conscious of complete truthfulness 
while telling carefully constructed lies, to hold simultaneously two 
opinions which cancelled out, knowing them to be contradictory 
and believing in both of them, to use logic against logic, to repudiate 
morality while laying claim to it, to believe that democracy was 
impossible and that the Party was the guardian of democracy, to 
forget, whatever it was necessary to forget, then to draw it back into 
memory again at the moment when it was needed, and then promptly 
to forget it again, and above all, to apply the same process to the 
process itself—that was the ultimate subtlety: consciously to induce 
unconsciousness, and then, once again, to become unconscious of 
the act of hypnosis you had just performed. Even to understand the 
word “doublethink” involved the use of doublethink.800 

799 Walden, or Life In The Woods (1845)
800 George Orwell, 1984 (1949)
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The bureaucratic system of democracy has its own kind of mindless obedience, just 
as does the most monstrous totalitarianism: a system capable of degrading independent 
thought, numbing the conscience, and making wretches arrogant in the knowledge that 
they are free to choose which miscreant rules them from among candidates carefully 
preselected by interests unseen. Whatever deed such minions would never perform 
in their own interests, they diligently and proudly carry out in the interests of their 
demagogues. For it is one of the characteristics of such ill-bred mongrels of the mind, 
one that best represents their passionate ineptitude, to have a sort of instinctual, almost 
involuntary, but resolute respect for the demagogue of the moment, who, in the eyes of 
these groveling peons, is imbued with all that is good and fair. The demagogue’s every 
word testifies to the purity of intentions and the sanctity of desires; every deed is self-
justifying with absolute rightness; every lofty enactment, even those impossible of any 
modicum of veracity; indeed, even those demonstrably contradicted by all of actuality, is 
deemed as infallible as those of the most abject popery. Ignorance is Strength. 

In total contradiction to all that we know to be right, plutocrats sit leering upon the 
thrones of the West, unchallenged dictators of financial, industrial, informational, political 
and military power—propped up by the knowledge and skill of Academia. But the mere 
fact that people are writing and people are reading this is proof that all hope is not lost. 
Our hope is that of Tennyson’s faustian Ulysses:

Though much is taken, much abides; and though
We are not now that strength which in the old days
Moved earth and heaven; that which we are, we are;
One equal temper of heroic hearts, 
Made weak by time and fate, but strong in will 
To strive, to seek, to find, and not to yield.

With Mediocrity united, as it so often was during the 20th Century, in foreign aggression 
in the name of “peace”; mired in a new “Cold War,” this one without a clearly definable 
opponent and therefore slated for perpetuity, is it even possible to conceive the prospect 
of an Academia united for fundamental change? Are Academics prepared to demand 
more than just compromising tinkering accompanied by highfalutin rhetoric? More than 
mere reform legislation or another round of posturing polemics or further doublespeak801 
misappropriation of culpability? In other words, amidst this severe, final thrust of Matter 
over Mind, is Academia even capable of launching a de facto movement for radical 
change in its own image? Has Academia the courage to seize the levers of power—which 
it created in moments of brilliance and gave away in more common moments of idiocy—
from those who possess them by default? We are certainly plagued by a modicum of 
pessimism, but nevertheless believe the ultimate answers to such questions to be in the 
affirmative.

It is far more difficult to understand what are “the Good, the Beautiful, and the True” 

801 National Council of Teachers of English (1973): “Language which pretends to communicate but really 
doesn’t. It is language which makes the bad seem good, the negative seem positive, the unpleasant 
appear attractive, or at least tolerable. It is language which avoids or shifts responsibility, language 
which is at variance with its real or its purported meaning. It is language which conceals or prevents 
thought.” (Quarterly Review of Doublespeak)
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than Neoliberals and Neoconservatives 

Point of Know Return by Kansas

admit or even comprehend. The complex 
values of human life depend upon a great 
number of variables—physical, 
psychological, biological, cognitive, social, 
historical, ecological—and all calculations 
are correspondingly more difficult than 
the merely sociopolitical would have us 
believe. Hence they most often resort to 
pseudo-intellectual sentimentality. But as 
the founder of the Philosophy of Science, 
Francis Bacon, advised somewhere, Ethics 
should so compose the passions that they 
fight on the side of Reason rather than 
invade it.

The implicit belief that modern Social 
Sciences are as firmly grounded in 
principles of objective observation and 
experimental verification as the natural 
sciences has done much to endow 
Political Correctness with intellectual 
respectability. In reality, however, 
Political Correctness is by definition anti-
intellectual, since it cannot be challenged 
by any countervailing evidence in the world. There is a name for such an ideological 
stance, characterized by an unwillingness to adapt to (or even recognize) knowledge 
which contradicts a specific version of proclaimed truth: fundamentalism.

The platitude-based bias of prominent Academics against any evidence—indeed, 
often against incontrovertible and overwhelming evidence—that is inconsistent with 
their sociopolitical views is startling, because Academia is supposed to revere rationality, 
including the principle of falsifiability. Thus a struggle has been joined between a rigorous 
intellectualism that embraces all empirical facts and a rigid pseudo-intellectualism 
predicated upon sentimental rationalistic declarations.

It is easily demonstrated that the imagery and information circulated by the Intelligentsia 
are not neutral but contain neoliberal and neoconservative messages that intentionally 
create a false sense of reality and produce a consciousness which serves a two-pronged 
anti-Western agenda. The Intelligentsia maintains its pervasive influence on mass belief 
and behavior through its totally controlled Mass Media systems. Imagery and information 
not transmitted by the Mass Media still exist, but have been marginalized to the point of 
practical insignificance, even in Academia.

The Intelligentsia mediates and interprets the experience of people according to its 
anti-cultural agenda, and the major accomplishment of its Mass Media in the last century 
has been to make it appear that the voices and narrative have emanated from the people’s 
own inclinations and sensibilities. Mass-mediated messages have in fact produced 
totally artificial values that have imposed themselves on the consciousness of passive 
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audiences, manipulating them according to the vested interests of the Neoliberals and 
Neoconservatives. The Mass Media is aimed exclusively at the functioning of this carefully 
manipulated and maintained system wherein discussions about genuine standards are 
eliminated.

We still maintain the myth of our “freedom of the press” in the West, and that its 
machinery is indifferent towards political ends, but in fact the Mass Media circumscribes 
all public discourse; it projects an ideological totality. It is thus naïve and irresponsible to 
continue to speak of the “freedom” of the press without reference to the ownership and 
control of the press. Yet due to what may be the last great invention of the West—the 
World Wide Web—we have not given up hope that a meaningful public discourse can 
still be re-appropriated by Academics to serve the emancipatory interests of the culture-
system.

So this is what the aspirations of Locke and Voltaire, and the ambitions of Rousseau 
and Jefferson, have come down to: a system that perverts reason, smothers creativity, 
and functions by indoctrination—but that now must compete with the Academics of 
the Noödynamics Institute, who offer hope. Is not virtue the most becoming apparel an 
Academic can wear? Le jour de gloire est arrive.

Our highest values are, ultimately, determined by (character-based) predisposition, 
rather than by pure reason. Such values are as based upon will and imagination as intellect 
and emotion. No one, for example, can prove that any thing is, or is not, beautiful. It has 
to be experienced, and its beauty (or lack thereof) apprehended phenomenologically.  
If two people or two societies disagree as to what is beautiful, and if they continue to 
disagree even after ignorance, misunderstanding, bias, and irrelevant considerations are 
(theoretically) eliminated or marginalized, then there is nothing more than can be done to 
reconcile their divergent dispositions—thus also with the Good and the True.

The Noödynamics Institute does not, however, take this understanding and therefrom 
confuse two questions which are actually quite distinct: (1) What should we desire and 
strive for? and (2) What would we desire and strive for if we knew much more about 
the nature of our self and the world? Neoliberals and Neoconservatives suppose that 
only the first question needs to be answered and propose ready-made answers. But 
it is quite common for people to change their opinions about the fundamental goals 
of human life as a result of learning more about themselves and the world. Values are 
based on predispositions, but predispositions themselves are shaped and guided and 
even transformed in response to knowledge and insight.

Most of the current ideals of our society, adopted without much consideration from 
anachronistic conceptions of the world and outmoded thought-forms—not to mention 
the moth-eaten ideologies and the corybantic corruption of the 20th Century—can be 
immeasurably improved by the application of the knowledge accumulated by Academia 
over the last two centuries. Real freedom involves the causal efficacy of intelligence, 
imagination, and character. The remarkable deepening and broadening of our insight into 
the nature of Mankind and the Cosmos—culminating in the science of Noödynamics—
should be transforming our ethical ideas and activities as we venture on into the new 
millennium. “The essential,” proclaimed Spengler, “is to understand the time for which 
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one is born.”802

The world needs, now more than ever, a coordinated effort of Academics of every 
field and every nation to deconstruct and then reconstruct the Information Age for the 
incorporation of ethical principles. Academia, to accomplish this life-task, will require 
the full actualization of its enormous reserve of existential energy, idle now for over a 
century; genius and élan now unused in a morbid tribute to mediocrity. The grand task 
the Noödynamics Institute has set for itself is the working out of ways to accomplish 
such feats without centralized bureaucracy; synergistically converging myriad dialogues 
organized only by natural impulses and good will—a global network of intellectual 
cooperatives in constant conjunction. This requires, a priori, a new, diversified forum, 
wherein all congruent forms of expression embrace cognate attributes in a quest for new 
transcendent values. Our metapolitical position was summed up perfectly by Nietzsche 
in his aptly entitled Twilight Of The Idols (1888), number 12 of the “maxims and arrows”: 
“If we possess our why of life, we can put up with almost any how.”

The Intelligentsia and a large portion of Academia have with every appearance of 
equanimity joined in vigilantly affronting the encultured intelligence of the West and 
have made it virtually impossible for true Scholars to be teachers and leaders in the 
Civilization without becoming at the same time heretics and iconoclasts. The notion that 
ideology must have predominance over fact, whether in matters of personal opinion or 
in matters of public discourse, is as pestilent and anti-intellectual a notion as can possibly 
be conceived. Intellectual and emotional courage are the only weapons left by which the 
real Academics can fight the reactionary and leveling movements of these postmodern 
barbarians presently storming the citadels of High Culture. Unless they can stand their 
ground and make their voice heard and their knowledge influential, it will not be long 
before a new Dark Ages is upon us. Cultural nihilism represents a clear and present 
danger to life and must be exposed and opposed at every level. The intellectual of the 
New Paradigm should recognize and incorporate into his or her view of the world the 
undeniable cultural basis of Mankind.

The estrangement experienced in much of Academia is apolitical, and thus can 
develop in various directions, and we wish to mobilize this compulsion into an integrated 
and coherent movement. Discontent must be channeled in a positive direction. The fact 
of this discontent is clear, as any survey of Academics reveals a large percentage to be 
distrustful of Government, of Industry, and of the Intelligentsia.803 This distrust now extends 
beyond the previous academic contrarianism of feminists, minorities, postmodernists, 
etc., to growing new forms of intellectual radicalism that are historically conscious, 
geopolitically aware, encultured, even spiritual. For the first time in the modern history of 
the West, there is a truly ontological disillusionment with modernity. Myriad encultured 
and inspired Academics are desperately seeking new paradigms capable of transcending 
the impotency of Materialism, the loneliness of the crowd, and the estrangement of the 
Self from itself. Academics are estranged from their work, from each other, from society, 
from nature, from existence itself, and from this malaise a new world-view is slowly and 
painfully emerging:

802 Decline of the West, II
803 If a Neoliberal and a Neoconservative were both drowning simultaneously, and you could only save 

one of them, would you read a book or listen to music?
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To start the world of old, 
We had one age of gold 
Not labored out of mines, 
And some say there are signs 
The second such has come, 
The true Millennium, 
The final golden glow 
To end it. And if so 
(And science ought to know) 
We all may raise our heads 
From weeding garden beds 
And annotating books 
To watch this end De Luxe.804

Academics are culturally superior to the Intelligentsia, and for that, craven hearts seek 
to destroy them and culture with them. They would rather see our civilization stomped 
into the gutter than preserved by their betters and be compelled to acknowledge this 
to their faces. Those ideals to which the encultured aspire—the analytic, intuitive, and 
aesthetic expressions of existential truth—are to a majority of our modern Intelligentsia 
not only abhorrent but absurd. They seek not to govern baser instincts, but to gratify 
them; to them reason is an impediment discommoding their fantasies, and civility but a 
vacant token. They are merely men (and women) of maxims. “All people of broad, strong 
sense have an instinctive repugnance to the men of maxims,” observed George Eliot; 
“because such people early discern that the mysterious complexity of our life is not to be 
embraced by maxims, and that to lace ourselves up in formulas of that sort is to repress all 
the divine promptings and inspirations that spring from growing insight and sympathy.”805 
At the end of every culture-cycle, amidst the morass of Homo economicus, a new type 
emerges to carry the light into the darkness: Homo religiosus. Where the outmoded men 
of maxims are guided in their actions solely by general rules of digestion and sensuality, 
the men and women of the Second Religiosity are led to a final apex by organic necessity, 
empowered by the historic insight that comes from a hard-earned estimate of Fate and 
character vivid and intense enough to encompass an entire millennium in a lifetime.

Everything excellent is as difficult as it is rare (Spinoza). The problem of restoring the 
balance which Academia has obviously lost in this epoch is not scientific, or spiritual, 
or artistic, or philosophical, or religious, or technological, but noödynamical. What is 
needed in the 21st Century is a generation of truly vigorous and rigorous Academics, 
fiercely devoted to High Culture and prepared to adapt all fields of knowledge to the 
needs of a new millennium; people capable of addressing the crucial issues honestly 
and courageously—compelled by two fearsome task-masters, duty and destiny—fighting 
through all the distracting misconceptions and confusing distortions that mix up modern 
thoughts, values, and lives.

What, after all, is “Academia,” but the center and apex of Civilization? Who but the 
“Academic” first brought the heavens down to us; and raised us up to them? And this is 

804 Robert Frost, It is Almost the Year Two Thousand (1928)
805 The Mill on the Floss (1860)
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he, in modernity, society treats with 

© The New Yorker (2005)

indifference, even as an oddity! Raise thy 
head, fire-stealer, with the blazing eye of 
hope, and visions of a nobler end. Too long 
hast thou sat there, like some navel-gazing 
fakir, drawing down the Cosmos’ secrets 
and powers for a world that scoffs at thee. 
Mankind will repay with interest its long-
accumulated debt; the fraction will become 
an exponent; and with astonishment this 
Civilization will recognize that Academia is 
its anchor in all storms and its guiding star 
in clear skies. Carlyle wrote:

One comfort is, that Great Men, taken up in any way, are profitable 
company. We cannot look, however imperfectly, upon a great man, 
without gaining something by him. He is the living light-fountain, 
which it is good and pleasant to be near. The light which enlightens, 
which has enlightened the darkness of the world; and this not as a 
kindled lamp only, but rather as a natural luminary shining by the 
gifts of Heaven; a flowing light-fountain, as I say, of native original 
insight, of manhood and heroic nobleness;—in whose radiance all 
souls feel that it is well with them.806

The heart of every civilization is its Academia, the members of which have devoted 
much of their lives to study. Even in modernity, when that study includes a large amount 
of rubbish, there is sound thought and intricate reasoning as well. Even today, when 
advanced students at universities are also teachers and specialization has created highly 
professional ingroups, the academic life still offers time and opportunity to the most 
original and speculative thinkers to go further, and become fully encultured. It is true that 
the university professors long ago stopped being the most original and powerful thinkers 
of the West, but they still furnish a body of competent, trained knowledge without which 
the continuity of Culture would be lost and the geniuses of the new millennium would have 
neither background to understand nor an audience by whom they can be understood.

The Bourgeoisie, like the modern people of every civilization, consider themselves 
educated with all the education that anyone needs, though their studies rarely exceed, 
even in Ph.D.’s, what a century ago amounted to a Bachelor’s degree. This is the heart 
not of our culture, but of the Intelligentsia. Naturally, it is a popular doctrine in this domain 
that true wisdom and culture lay in expressions that can be thoroughly understood on the 
basis of this education. The intricate reasoning necessary to usher in a new era, however, 
requires abstruse study of subjects no longer even required of most students. Thus they 
are easily herded into depersonalized masses under the whip of irresistible publicity, and 
taught to be arrogant in ignorance. In end-times the Intelligentsia has a thousand lovers; 
it becomes a whore—and a civilization is cuckolded.

The future needs Academics instinctively drawn to the hard discipline of the West. 

806 Sartor Resartus (1832)
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We must not fool ourselves into supposing  that the core and source of strength in our 
civilization can ever win the conscious approval  of the great bulk of those around us. 
Unconsciously  they live by and treasure the standards of the culture-system, but the 
intellectual  acknowledgement  of these standards runs counter to so many demands of 
popularity  and acceptance , of childish hopes and pathetic dreams, that most persons, 
even Academics  at the highest levels, can never make this concession  even only to 
themselves.

Whatever  lies within the easy grasp of everybody  does not count for much in the life 
of the West. The historical  development  to come has no use for mediocrity . That which 
is easier to believe than to discover will not create the unique greatness of our Destiny. 
The Noödynamics  Institute is, therefore, an esoteric, not a popular society, requiring for 
competence  in every field of its mission a degree of specialization  and devotion that few, 
even in Academia , will be able to give and probably none completely  able to enjoy. The 
hopeless variance between our inward convictions  and the outward events of history will 
destroy the peace of mind of every man and woman capable of this insight. We must live 
under an inner tension that can only be described  as tragic . Here we stand, repentant 
moderns; we cannot do otherwise:

We’ll know for the first time 
If we’re evil or divine. 
We’re the last in line.807

The complexity  of our mission will require combining  the élan of all fields in Western 
Academia and uniting it to new energies emerging on its periphery. Academics  will 
need to begin transforming  their respective  domains—the curriculum, the studentry , the 
university , the discipline—through intelligent  and creative initiatives, shifting ideals in the 
right direction. We do not pretend to conceive exactly how such a grandiose  agenda will 
develop and unfold, but we can certainly expect to see common strategies  which have 
proved successful  in the past, including the dissemination  of literature, marches, festivals, 
seminars, summits, even demonstrations , boycotts , and general strikes. There will be 
direct action to oppose pseudo-intellectual  deals, to reorient  curriculae , to regenerate 
cross-axial relationships , to reconstruct  institutions . We will create—in Science, Spirituality , 
Art, Philosophy , Religion, Technology , and in all realms of Academia and the High Culture 
at large—a new postmodernism , a new paradigm, ultimately, a new, post-Western culture-
system. Upon such sacrifices the Gods themselves throw incense.808

We are speaking truth to power here. “Between the idea and the reality...,” observed 
T.S. Eliot, “falls the shadow.”809 All that is necessary for stupidity to triumph is for smart 
people to do nothing. No matter how carefully the ideas and ideals herein have been 
developed and presented, of course, the thesis contains one inescapable  prediction : if 
any element is proven invalid, it may be dismissed; if any element is proven valid, it will 
be dismissed—in a politically -correctified  society, truth is no defense. “When the search 
for truth is confused with political advocacy,” observed the environmentalist-philosopher 

807 Ronnie James Dio, “The Last in Line” (1984)
808 King Lear
809 “The Hollow Men” (1936)
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Alston Chase, “the pursuit of knowledge is 

The Empire Stone by Stephen Youll

reduced to the quest for power.”810

The resistance to our movement will 
be strong, fierce, probably violent, but 
it will ultimately be futile. When a New 
Academia emerges in thousands of places 
all across the West, and Noödynamics 
Institutes arise in other culture-systems 
to rival our own, the trend—a New 
Paradigm—will simply be impossible to 
suppress, because all the very ideas and 
concepts, systems and gadgets, upon 
which the status quo depends to prevent 
such a movement derive from Academia. 
We have met the enemy, and although he 
is not us, he is certainly our stepchild. It 
will take enormous commitment, energy, 
and sacrifice, but in the end as in the 
beginning, the Round Table will triumph 
over the forces of Mordred. And because 
the beginning of this project entails 
nothing less than Academia’s rediscovery 
of its own true, deepest Self, the struggle 
will remain one—even amidst setbacks and defeats—of immense, unrivaled satisfaction 
and the joi de vivre found only by those who unite for a common transcendent purpose.

The tools of our adversaries—money, weapons, industry, control of information—will 
prove, in the final analysis, to be useless in the face of an emergent Faust, because Faust 
imagined, invented, and perfected them all. Once the servants of the one true Faust 
refuse to serve Mephistopheles, and begin serving themselves, the latter’s days will be 
numbered. This is our dark night of the Soul; the winter of our discontent; and still long 
till the postlapsarian Dawn: we languish in a necropolis of former glories, our polestar in 
clouds; and ungrateful specters stalk about the Earth, empowered with our knowledge 
and our tools, and call it theirs. How then is “Academia” still possible? In mutual devotion 
to Truth, Meaning, and Beauty—otherwise impossible; instead, hollow Economics and 
Industry and Trade. But a true Scholar, thank whatever gods may be, is autarchic; and 
where there are a hundred, united in Truth, Meaning, and Beauty, they are capable of 
being and doing what ten thousand singly must fail in. Our attitude must be that of men 
and women who say to mere rhetoric—begone; and to sociopolitical dilettantism—get 
thee behind me; and to Culture—thou art the form of divinity on Earth.

The Noödynamics Institute is certainly not the place for sociopolitical pragmatists. 
This is the place for men and women of Destiny; who in their quiet moments can sense 
the deep logic of world-becoming; who in such moments are possessed by a strong 
feeling as to the extent to which they are, and to what extent they have, a destiny. In 

810 In a Dark Wood (1995)
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such moments it is possible to understand how little the logic of Destiny needs particular 
persons or instances. If we should all perish tomorrow, then that which the Noödynamics 
Institute signifies will be actualized the day after tomorrow in some other form. Whereas 
it is a matter of contingency that culture-historical development unfolds pursuant to a 
millennial pattern,811 and the Western Culture awoke around the year 1000, therefore 
from that moment to this it has been bound by a charter. Within every epoch there are 
unforeseeable contingencies of self-actualization, but the epoch itself and its expressive 
unity is necessary; its inner form is precisely what it is and constitutes a specific 
determinism. Incident can affect the shape of its developments, but it cannot alter them—
and this epoch is not yet completed. “We have not the freedom to reach to this or to 
that, but the freedom to do the necessary or to do nothing,” announced Spengler in the 
closing lines of Decline of the West. “And a task that historic necessity has set will be 
accomplished with the individual or against him.”

The noödynamic revolution will be centered above all on achieving the empowerment 
and autonomy of the concept of the culture-system—scientific, spiritual, aesthetic—as 
the means and measure of a better geopolitical atmosphere. This powerful impulse will 
continue to grow throughout the coming decades, evolving and critically redefining 
the idea of “culture” year by year. This impulse will express itself in myriad forms, many 
of which will favor the encultured, today marginalized as unessential, and will usher 
in a new experience and identity of “cultural values”: greater awareness of a culture-
system’s holistic form, with an emphasis on supplementing analysis with intuition and 
aesthetics; cross-axial sensitivity; culturological embeddedness; a more fully embodied 
historical consciousness; creative pluralism; the preference for noödynamic dialogue 
over the “Clash of Civilizations,” and similar values and qualities long disassociated from 
Academia. “The identity of a people and of a civilization is reflected and concentrated 
in what has been created by the mind—in what is known as ‘culture’,” wrote the Czech 
cultural philosopher Milan Kundera. “If this identity is threatened with extinction, cultural 
life grows correspondingly more intense, more important, until culture itself becomes the 
living value around which all people rally.”812

Who will take care of the postmodern development of the West and the reörientation 
of Academia for the needs of society? It is a particular group of individuals who, we 
believe, have the task of watching over our culture-system—we agree with Fitche that 
only Scholars have the requisite knowledge and devotion. Within the framework of 
culture-historical development, we call upon Scholars—including autodidacts—to play 
the role similar to Plato’s “philosopher-king” in a perfect society. The Scholars are the most 
educated and refined people of every era, at the peak of culture-historical attainment, 
exemplary to society as a whole, and thus should assume a special duty for the future. In 
Some Lectures Concerning the Scholar’s Vocation (1794), Fichte wrote that the Scholar 
does not have to merely make people generally acquainted with society’s needs and the 
means for satisfying them:

He has to direct their attention to the needs that confront them under 
the particular circumstances in each specific time and place, as well 

811 q.v. Volume 6
812 “The Tragedy of Central Europe,” The New York Review of Books, #31:7, April 26, 1984
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as the particular means for attaining each purpose as it arises. He 
does not only perceive the present; he looks forward to the future 
as well. He does not see only the present standpoint; he also sees 
the direction in which the human race must now proceed if it is to 
continue on the path toward its final goal and is not to stray from this 
path or go backward on it. He cannot demand that the human race 
proceed at once to that point which illuminates his vision. No step 
along this path can be skipped. The Scholar simply has to ensure 
that we do not remain standing in one place or turn back. In this 
respect the Scholar is the educator of Mankind.813

We must ultimately apply to our Civilization a principle of normal distribution814 for the 
enculturation of Westerners; i.e., recognize cultural authority based on a bell (Gaussian) 
curve. There is an average level of enculturation, and positive and negative deviations 
from the norm. In any normal distribution about 68% of participants fall one standard 
deviation (half the square root of the total, or 5%) on both sides of the average, and 95% 
will fall within two standard deviations. In other words, approximately 63% of a population 
will possess an average level of enculturation, 18.5% will require remedial enculturation, 
and 18.5% will enjoy exceptional enculturation.

In the segments of a population above and below the mean, 2.5% should be 
recognized as culturally elite; 16% should be recognized as culturally gifted; 16% are 
culturally impaired; and 2.5% must be acknowledged as culturally retarded. The 18.5% 
of Westerners above the mean represent a Culture-bearing Stratum—the raison d’être 
of the Noödynamics Institute, deserving of Gauss’ motto pauca sep matura (“few but 
ripe”)—and have as a life-task the elevation and enhancement of the average level of 
enculturation in the Culture-system. High Culture, Ortega y Gasset explained, cannot 
survive without such an active and devoted elite:

The question as to who these superior individuals are may be 
discussed ad libitum, but that without them, whoever they are, 
humanity would cease to preserve its essentials, is something 
about which there can be no possible doubt, though Europe spend 
a century with its head under its wing, ostrich-fashion, trying if she 
can to avoid seeing such a plain truth. For we are not dealing with 
an opinion based on facts more or less frequent and probable, but 
on a law of social “physics,” much more immovable than the laws of 
Newton’s physics. The day when a genuine philosophy once more 
holds sway in Europe—it is the one thing that can save her—that day 
she will once again realize that mankind, whether he like it or not, is 
being forced by his nature to seek some higher authority.815

The threat of mediocrity, always inherent to democratic societies, has now reared its 
ugly head at the highest levels of Academia, and even the most liberal-minded intellectuals 
can be shaken from the dogmatic slumber of modernity. A college education is no longer 

813 Lecture 4
814 De Moivre, 1733
815 The Revolt of the Masses (1930)
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a guarantee against stupidity, and a system

Bud Handelsman © Punch (1982)

 
that sets up idiots as professors will soon 
have little of value to profess. 
Proletarianization of the Intelligentsia is a 
manageable problem; the ideas of 
Academia can always be plagiarized. But 
the proletarianization of Academia is 
another issue altogether—then the ideas 
of politicians, journalists, legislators, 
judges, diplomats, etc., must actually be 
their own. Thus mediocrity cuts off its own 
head.

The critical question in the 21st Century 
thus becomes whether Academia, so 
long complacent to the over-extension 
of marxoid ideals of “equality,” may be 
forced to perceive, through the sheer 
inexorability of degradation, that the only 
prospect for a survival of the mind is a 
rigorous reäppraisal and reörientation. 
The Academics of the West must be made 
to recognize that a meaningful equality 
can only be found in a system wherein 
every individual is given free access to and unfettered opportunity in ascending orders 
of excellence. This will require a substantial transformation of academic priorities—
the eradication of political correctness and privilege,816 first and foremost—presently 
predicated upon the untenable premise that equal opportunity and equal opportunism 
are synonymous concepts. Equality in a society of simple-minded dolts is nothing to be 
proud of. It is better to serve in excellence than to reign in mediocrity. Social philosopher 
Matthew B. Crawford has written:

A regard for human excellence is the aristocratic ethos. To speak 
of aristocracy is perhaps a bit eccentric in our time, but consider 
the paradoxical truth that equality is an aristocratic ideal. It is the 
ideal of friendship—of those who stand apart from the collective 
and recognize one another as peers. As professionals, or fellow 
journeymen, perhaps. By contrast, the bourgeois principle is not 
equality but equivalence—a positing of interchangeability that elides 
human differences of rank.

This train of thought can help us to a clearer conscience about our 
aristocratic intuitions: such intuitions may humanize and deepen, 
rather than threaten, our democratic commitments. People of 
aristocratic sympathies are alive to rank and difference, and take 

816 The establishment of institution-sponsored rights to some which are not available on equal terms to 
others.
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pleasure in beholding them. I think most of us have this response 
when we see talent, but we have become inarticulate about it…. Yet 
it is precisely our attraction to excellence—our being on the lookout 
for the choicer manifestations—that may lead us to attend to human 
practices searchingly without prejudice, and find superiority in 
unfamiliar places. For example, in the intellectual accomplishments 
of people who do work that is dirty, such as the mechanic. With such 
discoveries we extend our moral imagination to people who are 
conventionally beneath serious regard, and find them admirable. 
Not because we heed a moral injunction such as the universalist 
egalitarian urges upon us, but because we actually see something 
admirable, and are impressed by it.817

Henceforth, men and women of what used to be called “good breeding” must hear 
those mysterious whisperings that compel the consciousness at certain moments of 
crisis in life. A voice will forevermore murmur in their ears that they have just passed 
through the decisive hour of Fate. With determined effect, an enigma will rush across the 
chaos of their intellects and dissipate it, setting the dusk on one side and the dawn on 
the other, acting upon their soul, in the state in which it languishes, with the knowledge 
that a course of compromise no longer exists for them. Hereafter, if such people are not 
the best of Westerners, they shall be the worst. They must now, so to speak, climb to the 
supernal or fall lower than the infernal. If they wish to be good, they must become great; 
if they choose to remain bad, they must become mere beasts and what’s not prohibited 
must be made compulsory.

The defects of modern societies must be traced back to the defects of modern 
conceptualizations of human nature. All universalist creeds ultimately fail, over and over 
and over again, because the forms of social institutions must depend upon the essential 
character of the social groups involved rather than upon any merely rationalized socio-
political systems, however logical and/or ethical they may appear. In the final analysis, 
the central driving force of any society is an infrarational, amoral psychography, 
what Analytical Psychologists call the Collective Unconscious,818 whose only social 
function within cultural institutions is to insure the survival, development, expansion, 
expressiveness, and fulfillment of the civilization in which it is embodied—a function it 
performs (in vital years) with all the force it can muster and singleminded tenacity. The 
denial and suppression of this natural freedom is the source of all the perversions of 
human values found around our artificially modernized world. Men and women of “good 
breeding” have sensed this for some time, while the decadents of the Intelligentsia—
who confuse breeding with taming—have continued to promote utopian fantasies. The 
material progress of the West since World War II has been astounding and without equal 
in human history. The growth in per capita income and the number of gadgets available 
to make life easier, and presumable, more enjoyable, has been exponential—yet there 
has been no substantial parallel enhancement in the subjective level of well-being.819 

817 Shop Class as Soulcraft (2009)
818 see Volume 2: Psychology
819 q.v. The Progress Paradox, Gregg Easterbrook, 2003
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Why?
In the ethics of the West, what great men and women seek to propagate into the 

future are individuated acts of Will-to-power, which can operate in the world long after 
they are dead. The personality of one person cannot survive indefinitely in this world, 
but his or her purpose can. The purpose of one or many, truly inspired, can bring about 
perpetual action, can create a function—which we see as a real, albeit conceptual, entity—
that can act and endure through centuries; which in theory, at least, confers immortality. 
Such willed, purposeful action and endurance has always been the ethical standard 
of the West, and on this base we have raised numerous institutions which propagate 
great actions in perpetuity. Our universities, our intellectual societies, our churches, our 
dynasties, are enduring, purposeful entities, perpetual functions of this sort—they call to 
mind what the West has always meant by the term heroic.

The only true form of “immortality” ever actually embraced by the Faustian Soul, from 
the Havamal to Heidegger, is that associated with an individual’s significant contribution 
to the transmission of High Culture, which preserves a memory of the past into the future. 
Dante and Shakespeare possess an immortality embedded in the tradition which they 
helped create, as do Aquinas and Columbus, Roger and Francis Bacon, the Barons of 
Runnymede and Napoleon. The Noödynamics Institute considers this the highest value 
an individual can hope to achieve. The degree of a person’s immortality is the degree to 
which he or she enhances a culture-system. It required the speculations from Marlowe 
to Spengler before the Psychography of the West could be self-consciously recognized, 
permitting a full awareness of the unconscious motivation of a thousand years. While 
foreseen by Nietzsche it is made explicit only now, for reasons he explained:

The greatest events and thoughts—but the greatest thoughts are the 
greatest events—are comprehended last: the generations that are 
contemporaneous with them do not experience such events—they 
live right past them. What happens is a little like what happens in the 
realm of stars. The light of the remotest stars comes last to humanity; 
and until it has arrived Mankind denies that there are—stars there. 
“How many centuries does a Geist require to be comprehended?”—
that is a standard, too; with that, too, one creates an order of rank 
and etiquette that is still needed—for Geist and Star.820

The Noödynamics Institute represents a transfusion of meaning to fill the dissolute 
emptiness around us. Further retreat for Academia is impossible; our Thermopylae is at 
hand. Those who tergiversate are the pallbearers of Western Civilization. “We cannot 
escape history,” declared America’s greatest statesman and only poet-president, Abraham 
Lincoln. “We...will be remembered in spite of ourselves. No personal significance, or 
insignificance, can spare one or another of us. The fiery trial through which we pass, will 
light us down, in honor or dishonor, to the latest generation.”821 For countless reasons, our 
struggle may prove pyrrhic. The Noödynamics Institute offers no consolation; only a 
barricade. Truth, for Men and Women of Destiny, we happy few, does not liberate but 

820 Beyond Good and Evil (1886)
821 “Annual Message to Congress,” December 1, 1862, Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln, vol. 5
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binds—to the world, and the laws of nature; 

The Cosmic Puppets by Philip K. Dick (1956)

in other words, to reality. God is dead, now 
let the Overman live. But even if we fail, we 
know that our works will bear witness to 
what we were, although perhaps only to a 
handful of future Archeologists excavating 
the ruins of the Institute. “The struggle 
itself toward the heights is enough to fill a 
person’s heart,” exclaimed Camus.822

Thus we strive to remind Academia 
of that which the Intelligentsia wishes 
to continue forgetting: Knowledge is 
power. Bacon’s famous dictum reveals 
today the same message as it did when 
uttered—there is an enormous capacity 
of the Mind to assert itself over Matter, 
and hence of an apparently contented 
Academia to demand change from an only 
apparently intellectual Intelligentsia. We 
seek to uncover this ideal and its history 
as a way of rediscovering the powerful 
impulse of intelligence, will, and creativity 
to assert themselves in the world. For all 
the lip-service paid to Mind in the Information Age, its actual potential is dramatically 
underestimated by special-interest groups dominated by Matter. This accounts for the 
fact that the world is almost entirely in the hands of the idolaters of Matter, yet this control 
is actualized almost entirely through the power of Mind—the latter has been betrayed, 
perverted, arrogated by the former. Who is John Galt?

Myriad new developments in our era demand a reörientation; a paradigm-shifting 
reälignment, based upon the necessity of a general withdrawal of Mind from the present 
applications to Matter. The new conditions of politics, economics, sociology, diplomacy, 
ecology, etc., make it less and less valid for the Mind of the systems—Scientists, 
Philosophers, Technicians, Engineers, Scholars, et al.—to lend support to the status 
quo. Geopolitical conditions make it virtually impossible for the Academics of the West 
to continue feigning ignorance of the misuse of their contributions to modernity. With 
its psychoanalytical faith in the efficacy of verbalization, the Intelligentsia is practicing 
power-politics from a position of unchallengeable weakness. Never have so many trusted 
so few so blindly and with so little justification as the unctuous modern masses trust the 
stultifying Intelligentsia. Thus does Faust find himself like Gulliver in Lilliput, entangled by 
the cords of little people.

There is abundant evidence of growing dissatisfaction among the true Academics of 
the West. We have known for quite some time that both Neoliberals and Neoconservatives 
betray our true principles and interests at every turn, alienating us from a civilization that 

822 The Myth of Sisyphus (1942)
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uses but does not truly appreciate our contributions, and over which we have foolishly 
relinquished all control. But now the products of our creative labor have come to dominate 
every aspect of the civilization, its economy and politics, and its warfare. It would have 
been better if we had hidden ourselves away in Dürrenmatt’s asylum. We built these 
systems, unwittingly, and we can deconstruct them, combining general elements of 
intellectual discourse with specific elements of ingroup cohesiveness, and remaining 
open to solutions from the full spectrum of socio-political thought: We will stop the motor 
of the world.

Given the pervasive power and formidable influence of Neoliberal and Neoconservative 
ideologies, there is only a slim chance of rekindling the Second Religiosity begun circa 
1890 and aborted circa 1933, and thus achieving a denouement more in accord with the 
spirit of the West. Nevertheless, this chance is sufficient to support a rational hope of 
overcoming the maleficence and malaise that have led to the West’s present condition. 
The will to acquire knowledge, power, and experience is a significant component of 
what “Western” means. Of course, to desire this strongly enough to fight for it does not 
guarantee success. But it changes the odds. The rekindling of the Second Religiosity 
may be improbable , but Academia  is the most  powerful  force  in the history  of History 
and it will thus become finally impossible only when the last visionary gives up trying to 
make it come true.

Noödynamics, unlike the goddess Athena, was not born full-grown and fully 
armed. Noödynamics is essentially a meme823 and as such must struggle for survival 
in  the  Collective  Consciousness  and  amid  the  evolutionary  algorithms  of  the 
Collective Unconscious . Success will depend upon its phenotypic effects: its stability 
as a unit of cultural  information  and its penetration  of and influence  on the mentality  of 
society —hence  the  establishment  of the  Institute . Being , so to speak , a recessive 
meme , Noödynamics  will  only  have  phenotypic  consequences  if it is transmitted  to 
individuals  not thoroughly  indoctrinated  with dominant  memes contrary  to its content . 
Noödynamics  must  compete  continuously  for  the  attention  of and  acceptance  by 
Academics, and to do so must fit into the functionally organized collection of scientific 
theories in Academia, building upon existing knowledge while generating alternative 
hypotheses  which  overcome  current  contradictions  and  incorporate  presently 
omitted facts. This forced recombination  of existing memetic alleles will reveal novel 
aspects  and ultimately  lead to the acquisition  of new memes, including  Noödynamics . 
Volume  1 has been  a thought -experiment  of sorts , exploring  theoretical  boundaries 
and examining  conceptual  implications ; the practical  work of this monumental  task 
begins in Volume 2.

The Second Religiosity is still an abstract term—as abstract as the History of Ideas and 
the “conflict of minds.” Behind Religiosity, ideas, and minds is Culture: impulses, ideas, 
and actions are created, sustained, and implemented in the world of humans by Culture. 
To examine the history of thoughts and deeds out of the context of Culture is to violate 
them. Humans are as cultural as ideas, as historical, as autochthonic, and as transitory. 
The aim of this text is to show Culture in its full spatio-temporal setting: of events, of 
groups of humans, of history, of the world. The Western Culture, upon which we focus 
and concentrate, is not singular; what is and has been done has been done by other 

823 Dawkins, 1976
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High Cultures as well. Yet it is important to study and understand the particular forms 
of culture-expression which the Noödynamics Institute has singled out for attention, the 
Western forms, because this is our culture, and it has left the stamp of its style like a 
thumbprint upon our minds. As a result, our history is its History; our life is its Life; our 
future—if we have one—is its Future. High Culture is the entity within which we live and 
move and have our Being. But it is more and higher than that: It is a living organism, a 
superorganism, with its own traits, necessities, potentialities, and Destiny. Thus this text 
and this Institute are tributes to this superorganism, as well as a forum for all men and 
women who also pay such tribute—who have lived and who live still in Culture; and 
who, in their turn, create and give continued life to Culture. Goethe’s green serpent has 
whispered the fourth mystery of the kingdom into our ears, and thus we proclaim: The 
time is at hand!824

 I

And so I cross into another world, 
Shyly and in homage linger for an invitation 
From this unknown that I would trespass on.

I am very glad, and all alone in the world, 
All alone, and very glad, in a new world 
Where I am disembarked at last.

I could cry for joy, because I am in a new world, just ventured in; 
I could cry with joy, and quite freely, there is nobody to know.

And whosoever the unknown people of this unknown world will be, 
They will never understand my weeping for joy to be adventuring among them,

Because it will be a gesture of the old world I am making, 
Which they will not understand, because it is quite foreign to them

 VI

Ah, but it is good to have died and been trodden out! 
Trodden to nought in black, dead earth, 
Quite to nought 
To nothing; 
Absolutely to nothing.

 VII

When it is quite, quite nothing then it is everything 
When I am trodden quite out, quite quite out, 
Every vestige gone—then I am here, discovered, setting my foot on another world, 
Landed, claiming another terrestrial life, 

824 The Fairy Tale (1795)
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Disembarked from the voyage of death—not risen, not born again, 
But disembarked from out of the horrible foul ship, into a new heaven and earth, 
New beyond knowledge of newness, alive beyond life, 
Glad beyond glory and furthest conception of pride, 
Living where life was never yet dreamed, where nothing was hinted at 
That is, now, in the world, with me and with life.

 VIII

I put out my hand in the night, one night, and my hand 
Touched that which was verily not me, 
Verily it was not me. 
Where I had been, was a sudden blaze, 
A sudden flaring blaze of new being. 
So I put my hand out further, again, and further 
Felt that which was not I, 
It verily was not I, 
It was the Unknown.

I was a blaze leaping up 
I was a burst of light, a tiger, 
I was greedy, I was mad—for the unknown, 
I, new-landed, starved, disembarked from the tomb, 
Starved from a life of selfless consuming myself, 
Here was I now, arriving with my hand stretched out 
And touching the real Unknown, the Unknown, the Unknown.

And O, I can only say 
That I can touch, I can feel the Unknown; 
I, the first comer. 
Cortes, Pisarro, Columbus, they are nothing. 
I am the first Comer 
I am the discoverer 
I have found the other world.

Eureka! 
The Unknown, the unknown! 
I am thrown upon the shore, 
I am covering myself with the sand, 
I am filling my mouth with the earth, 
I am burrowing my body into the soil: 
The Unknown!825

825 D.H. Lawrence, from Terra Nuova (1915)
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