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This book is a multi-faceted exploration and critique of the human condition as it is presently
manifested. It addresses science and philosophy, explores the underlying nature of reality, the
state of our society and culture, the influence of the mainstream media, the nature of free will
and a number of other topics. Each of these examinations contributes an angle to an emerging
idea gestalt that challenges present mainstream views and behaviors and offers a sane
alternative. The book is organized as a series of short and self-contained essays, most of which
can be read in under one hour.

From the Back Cover"2008 AJN Book of the Year Winner!Like its popular predecessor, the new
edition of "Bathing Without a Battle" presents an individualized, problem-solving approach to
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WHAT PEOPLE ARE SAYING ABOUTBRIEF PEEKS BEYONDBetter than any book I’ve come
across, Bernardo Kastrup’s collection of essays confronts two mysteries that must be urgently
solved. The first is the mystery of reality.… The second … is the mystery of knowledge.… To
confront both mysteries at once … requires courage, tenacity, a willingness to swim upstream,
and thick skin.… But if you have a persistent, acute mind like Bernardo’s, an exciting journey
opens up. (From the Foreword)Deepak Chopra, M.D., pioneer in the field of mind-body
medicine. Author of more than 75 books with 23 New York Times best sellers.Some words, such
as the collection of essays in Brief Peeks Beyond, have the … power to evoke in the reader not
just the concept of infinite Consciousness … but the experience of it, a taste of its own essential
reality. I have been touched by the profundity of these essays and know that they will imprint their
healing intelligence in the broader medium of mind, from which humanity draws its knowledge
and experience, for many years to come. (From the Afterword)Rupert Spira, non-duality teacher
and author.In this pioneering, original and brilliantly written book Bernardo Kastrup is very critical
of the still widely accepted materialist approach in science, while making use of many
convincing rebuttals to materialist counterarguments. According to him all reality is in
consciousness itself, because it is the only carrier of reality anyone ever knows for sure, but it is
in a transpersonal mind-at-large, and not limited to our personal waking consciousness. His
inevitable conclusion is that consciousness must be fundamental in the universe. This important
book is an excellent contribution to the growing awareness that the domination of materialism in
science is irrefutably coming to an end, perhaps even in the next decade. Highly
recommended.Pim van Lommel, cardiologist, author of Consciousness Beyond Life.Occam’s
Razor never cut so deep as in this penetrating critique of science, philosophy and the cultural
cocoon we’ve constructed. Kastrup has followed up on his previous assault on dopey scientific
materialism with a knockout punch.Alex Tsakiris, author of Why Science is Wrong … About
Almost Everything and host of the Skeptiko podcast.Bernardo has the ability to communicate
with the readers, through challenging them, in order to help our human consciousness to
(re-)merge with the Whole of Consciousness, the ‘Infinite Womb’ of all that expresses Itself in
time/space. For the open-minded and openhearted seekers of truth, this is great stuff to
read.Fred Matser, humanitarian, philanthropist, author of Rediscover Your Heart.First published
by iff Books, 2015iff Books is an imprint of John Hunt Publishing Ltd., No. 3 East Street,
Alresford,Hampshire SO24 9EE, UKoffice1@jhpbooks.netFor distributor details and how to
order please visit the ‘Ordering’ section on our website.Copyright © 2011-2017 by Bernardo
Kastrup. All rights reserved.Foreword copyright © 2014 by Deepak Chopra. Used with
permission.Afterword copyright © 2014 by Rupert Spira. Used with permission.All quotations in
this book are either from works in the public domain or are believed, in good faith, to fall well
within fair use provisions.978 1 78535 019 1 (ebook)Library of Congress Control Number:
2015930443All rights reserved. Except for brief quotations in critical articles or reviews, no part



of this book may be reproduced in any manner without prior written permission from the
publishers.The rights of Bernardo Kastrup as author have been asserted in accordance with the
Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988.A CIP catalogue record for this book is available from
the British Library.Design: Stuart DaviesUK: Printed and bound by CPI Group (UK) Ltd, Croydon,
CR0 4YYUS: Printed and bound by Thomson Shore, 7300 West Joy Road, Dexter, MI 48130We
operate a distinctive and ethical publishing philosophy in all areas of our business, from our
global network of authors to production and worldwide distribution.ContentsOther books by
Bernardo KastrupAcknowledgementsForeword by Deepak Chopra1. Introduction2. On
metaphysics and cosmology2.1. A more parsimonious, logical, non-materialist worldview2.2.
Materialist arguments and why they are wrong2.3. Finding truth within the dream2.4. Survival
of consciousness beyond death: an implication of common sense2.5. The actual difference
between living beings and inanimate objects2.6. Finding God in metaphysical parsimony2.7.
Quantum physics: a parsimonious solution to the measurement problem3. On consciousness,
neuroscience and the media3.1. Consciousness: an unsolvable anomaly under materialism3.2.
The incredible trick of disappearing consciousness3.3. What are memories, after all?3.4.
Misleading journalism and the notion of implanted memories3.5. Psychedelics and the mind-
body problem4. On skepticism and science4.1. Intellectual fundamentalism4.2. Living in a
cocoon of mere hypotheses4.3. Scientific dogmatism and chance4.4. Science and the
defacement of reason4.5. The taboo against meaning4.6. Darwinian evolution: an open door to
purposefulness4.7. To understand the anomalous we need more skepticism, not less5. On
culture and society5.1. The idolatry of a new priesthood5.2. Education and the meaning of
life5.3. Has academic philosophy lost its relevance?5.4. Myths in contemporary culture5.5.
Enchantment: the lost treasure5.6. A cultural narrative of projections5.7. Direct experience,
philosophy and depth-psychology: why we need them all5.8. Unfathomable change is on the
horizon6. On the strange and mysterious6.1. Near-death experiences and the afterlife6.2. Why
Sam Harris is wrong about Eben Alexander’s visit to ‘heaven’6.3. UFOs: even more mysterious
than you’d think6.4. Extra-terrestrial life: implications for the materialist paradigm7. On free
will7.1. What is free will?7.2. Where is free will to be found?8. On practical applications8.1.
Pragmatism and the meaning of life8.2. What difference does it make if reality is in
consciousness?8.3. The case for integrative mind-body medicine8.4. Can our thoughts directly
affect reality at large?8.5. It starts and ends with us: what can we do individually?9. Takeaway
messageAfterword by Rupert SpiraNotesBibliographyOther books by Bernardo
KastrupRationalist Spirituality: An exploration of the meaning of life and existence informed by
logic and scienceDreamed up Reality: Diving into mind to uncover the astonishing hidden tale of
natureMeaning in Absurdity: What bizarre phenomena can tell us about the nature of realityWhy
Materialism Is Baloney: How true skeptics know there is no death and fathom answers to life, the
universe, and everythingMore Than Allegory: On religious myth, truth and beliefComing March
2019The Idea of the World: A multi-disciplinary argument for the mental nature of realityIdeally,
what should be said to every child, repeatedly, throughout his or her school life is something like



this: ‘You are in the process of being indoctrinated.… What you are being taught here is an
amalgam of current prejudice and the choices of this particular culture. The slightest look at
history will show how impermanent these must be. You are being taught by people who have
been able to accommodate themselves to a regime of thought laid down by their predecessors.
It is a self-perpetuating system.’1Doris LessingDisentrenchment of formative contexts provides
societies with a range of material and intangible advantages … In fact, all the varieties of
individual and collective empowerment seem to be connected in one way or another with the
mastery the concept of disentrenchment … describes.2Roberto UngerAcknowledgmentsThe
inspiration, insights and intuitions behind a book never arise in a vacuum. Indeed, I am indebted
to many who, directly and indirectly, have helped in the development of the ideas expressed
here.The many free-flowing, openhearted conversations I’ve had with my friends Rob van der
Werf, Paul Stuyvenberg, Guiba Guimarães, Natalia Vorontsova, Fred Matser and Rick Stuart,
about the nature of life and reality, have helped open me up to myriad aspects of my own
humanity and the world. These people are no longer lost in the trance of our society’s usual
games. Instead, they are willing to engage with truth whatever it may entail. I gratefully
acknowledge their influence on me. I am also grateful to my friend Alex Tsakiris and Niclas Thörn
for the sharp discussions that helped shape some of the more critically incisive essays in this
book. Finally, the subtle encouragement I was given by Pim van Lommel and Henry Stapp – two
people I greatly respect and admire – have strengthened my resolve to complete this work.I am
thankful to the participants of my online discussion forum3 for their help with this project,
particularly in its initial stages, when their suggestions influenced its directions most clearly. With
the risk of leaving equally important names out, I’d like to explicitly acknowledge the
contributions of Don Salmon, Bob Clark, Saajan Patel, Peter Jones, Neil Creamer, Paul
Middleton and Stewart Lynch. I am also grateful to Robin Carhart-Harris and Enzo Tagliazucchi,
researchers at Imperial College, London, for their willingness to engage with me in an in-depth
email discussion regarding the effects of psychedelics in the human brain.I am indebted to
Deepak Chopra for his continuing support in promoting my work and for the wonderful foreword
he wrote for this book. While I may have some skill in logically explaining aspects of the truth,
Deepak has the exceptional ability to make them alive to those with the eyes to see. Having
come to know him and his ideas more closely than through the occasional TV show or debate,
I’ve developed great respect for Deepak. Likewise, the generous validation I’ve received from
Rupert Spira, someone who knows more intimately and profoundly than me much of what is
written here, has been crucially encouraging. The masterful afterword he wrote captures the
spirit of this book in a manner I couldn’t hope to emulate.Finally, this work may have never seen
the light of day. As I wrote my earlier book, Why Materialism Is Baloney, a very dark and difficult
period of my life was unfolding. Only a strange yet irresistible – even compulsive – sense of duty
kept me going. Once the manuscript was duly complete, however, the compulsion had nothing
left to attach itself to. An incongruous mixture of relief and emptiness overtook me. I was done;
there was nothing else to achieve or aim for. Life had lost its felt meaning. It’s hard to describe



how dark that mental space is, or how strong its gravitational pull. Had I stayed there much
longer, I don’t know how things would have turned out. Yet here I am, with a new book imbued
with more fighting spirit than any of my previous ones. It was the serendipitous appearance in my
life of Claudia Damian, who embodied and radiated the very meaning I could no longer feel in
being alive, that enabled this revival. Her love, affection and living example of how to relate to life
simply and authentically, helped me escape the cage of my thoughts and reconnect with
immediate experience, source of all true meaning. Her entrance into my story – timed to
perfection – was palpable evidence, if any were needed, of something I already knew: nothing
really happens just by chance. I am grateful to her, as well as to whatever organizing principles
or agencies placed her in my world, for my new lease of life. With this book, I am trying to make it
count.Foreword by Deepak ChopraBetter than any book I’ve come across, Bernardo Kastrup’s
collection of essays confronts two mysteries that must be urgently solved. The first is the
mystery of reality. Holding this book in your hands, or any physical object, you are being
unwittingly tricked. The object feels secure and stable. It occupies three dimensions. You can
feel its weight in your hands. Yet none of these facts are reliable or even valid. They slip through
our fingers like sand once we take seriously the quantum revolution that occurred over a century
ago. The solid, stable, reliable world vanished into clouds of invisible energy, and in a stroke
everything we took for granted in everyday life was returned to its true state, as a profound
mystery.Even a quantum physicist would feel shaken to accept that he is driving a cloud of
energy to work instead of a Honda, and so the mystery of reality has been pushed aside.
Science is about things that can be measured and data that can be collected. With a shrug,
most of us believe that this is enough. Only a sliver of thought is given to the ‘real’ reality that lies
beyond the world’s appearance.The second mystery to be solved is wrapped up in the first. This
is the mystery of knowledge. How do we know what we know? The obvious answer is ‘through
the brain.’ But the human brain is a physical object like a bicycle, tree, or block of granite. It has
no privileged position in Nature. The glucose that serves as your brain’s primary nourishment
can’t think, any more than the sugar in a sugar cube can think. Besides, the brain vanished into a
cloud of invisible energy along with everything else in Nature after the quantum revolution.
Relying on it for true knowledge is shaky at best.If only a sliver of thought is devoted to the first
mystery – finding the ‘real’ reality – even less is devoted to the second – discovering where
knowledge comes from. To confront both mysteries at once, as Bernardo Kastrup does, requires
courage, tenacity, a willingness to swim upstream, and thick skin. Science disparages and
dismisses metaphysics, even though 99% of scientists haven’t actually investigated what it is.
History isn’t just written by the victors; it’s thought about by the victors. Science in our time feels
supremely victorious, and the door to metaphysics is padlocked with a sign reading ‘Don’t
Bother to Enter.’But if you have a persistent, acute mind like Bernardo’s, an exciting journey
opens up. You get to think your way to the truth, and when thinking falters, you can ‘peek beyond’
by means of insight, intuition, and self-awareness. This is what separates physics from
metaphysics (and why the ancient Greeks placed metaphysics higher). If the ‘real’ reality is



accessible at all, it must be knowable through the mind. Beyond space, time, matter, and energy,
nothing can be measured scientifically. There is no data to collect. There is no time before time
came into the picture via the Big Bang. What does exist is the pre-created state of the universe.
To explore it requires an Einstein of consciousness – as Einstein himself realized. Having
theorized relativity strictly through mental work (so-called thought experiments), he declared that
he was astonished when Nature turned out to confirm his theory.Why should Nature conform to
what we think about it? If you stand back, there’s no compelling reason for it to. Nature could
conform instead to a cat’s perception of reality or a snail’s or perhaps any nervous system at all,
including those we can’t conceive of. There’s no reason to give the human mind access to the
‘real’ reality except for one possibility. Nature and the human mind could be intimately connected
in the ‘beyond’ that metaphysics points to. The cosmos may be conscious, as some physicists
are beginning to speculate. The human mind could be a reflection of God’s mind, a religious
notion that can be translated into non-religious terms. Or, if you want to be truly radical, creation
may be a single thought expressing itself across the canvas of the universe in countless ways,
including our individual thoughts. When you think the word ‘rhinoceros,’ you could be going to
the same creative source where stars are born.What saves these possibilities from being mere
fancy is that for thousands of years there have been sages, seers, mystics, and philosophers
who undertook the journey into consciousness that is the primary – indeed, the only – tool of
metaphysics. Their findings are just as valid about reality as colliding electrons in a high-speed
particle accelerator. The field in which they are valid, however, isn’t materialistic. There are two
fields, actually. One is the field of existence, or ontology, which looks into what ‘real’ means at
the most basic level of being. The other is the field of knowledge, or epistemology, which looks
into how it happens that reality allows itself to be known in the first place.Bernardo isn’t fortunate
by the standards of mass media, which breathlessly announces the discovery of the Higgs
boson but remains silent about metaphysics. But he’s very fortunate to discover many cutting-
edge topics that push the envelope of both science and philosophy. To be frank, unless a
philosopher can satisfy the demands of science, meeting it halfway about the brain, the nature of
time, the existence of multiple universes, dark matter and energy, etc., the whole enterprise will
just be zombie philosophy. It will move around as if alive but actually be dead.Fortunately, this is
a fruitful time for ‘peeking beyond,’ because the accepted worldview of science, locked in its
materialistic assumptions, has failed to show where time and space came from, what
consciousness is, how deterministic laws of nature can be reconciled with free will, whether the
brain can think or only parallels the mind’s invisible processes, and a host of related questions.
These ‘meta’ issues will never be resolved, Bernardo holds, unless we investigate the two areas
that are his passion: ontology and epistemology. Do you know where your next thought is
coming from? Do you know where any thought comes from? Neither does science with all its
confidence and research findings. Brief Peeks Beyond is as much a book of questions as of
answers, but it has the enormous advantage that its author knows which questions to ask and
where to go to find the answers.Deepak ChopraCarlsbad, CaliforniaNovember 20141.



IntroductionThis is probably the most important book I’ve written. The original idea for it seemed
easy enough: my publisher and I discussed creating an anthology of essays I had previously
written for webzines, blogs and magazines. The intent was to update the essays and organize
them into a coherent structure. Once I embarked on the project, however, something within me
saw an opportunity and I became determined to take it way beyond its original scope. The result,
which you now hold in your hands, could no longer be honestly described as just an anthology. It
has turned into an experiment in ‘nonlinear philosophy,’ with a new, unifying message of its own.
Allow me to elaborate.As I reviewed my original essays, I noticed for the first time that they were
pieces of a larger jigsaw puzzle. Only with the benefit of hindsight did I realize this; the overall
picture in the puzzle had eluded me up to that moment. It became clear that much of the material
consisted in explorations of different angles of a single motif: an idea gestalt – an organized
cognitive whole beyond the mere sum of its parts – about the human condition as it is presently
manifested. It has various facets related to science, philosophy of mind, the underlying nature of
reality, the state of our society and culture, the influence of the mainstream media, etc. Because
of this apparent disparity of facets, the gestalt that links them together can’t be conveyed
through a linear narrative. There are just too many important nuances to capture that way. It can
only be conveyed by tackling each of its facets within its own context so that you, dear reader,
can combine the pieces of the puzzle and reconstruct the gestalt in your own mind. This is
precisely what this book attempts to achieve. The essay format turns out to have been critical in
that it allowed me to approach the target motif through several different angles, helping you build
an overall picture of it facet by facet. If the book succeeds in its endeavor, at the end of it you will
be looking upon the present nexus of the human story in a very different way.I’ve attempted to
make each essay in this book suggestive of, and conducive to, this global cognitive gestalt. Each
contributes an important angle to it. Yet, when putting the original material together, it became
clear to me that there were gaps; important pieces of the puzzle were missing. For this reason,
many of the essays here are entirely new, having never before been published. They are meant
to cover the gaps. All previously published material was also updated and in many ways
improved. Several essays were largely rewritten to reflect new, more complete insights I’ve had
since I first wrote them, or to make their message crisper and clearer. Most were also adapted
so as to complement each other in suggesting the subtleties and nuances of the global motif
that is the message of this book. Even among the essays that were least changed in terms of the
number of words edited, the importance of the changes is disproportionate to the space they
occupy.Overall, this work is characterized by a new readiness on my part to go all out with my
points of view. In my previous works, I’ve held myself back in the interest of striking a more
moderate note with broader appeal. It is, however, unclear whether that was effective. What is
sure is that it pruned the full expression of my views. Now, having turned 40 and witnessed my
life take turns I’d never expected, I feel less motivated to compromise on my discourse. Life is
just too short for that. Therefore, this book tackles, head-on, subjects I have hitherto kept out of
bounds: God, ‘conspiracies,’ the obvious flaws of science as practiced today, the often insidious



role of the media and a number of other polemical topics. You be the judge of whether my
uncensored views still hold up to reason and the available evidence.This book can be read in
two ways: in sequence, from beginning to end; or by picking a different essay at each sitting. The
essays have been organized in a logical and coherent sequence, optimized for insinuating the
subtle bridges and relationships between the various different topics. This way, readers who are
willing to read this book from cover to cover will probably develop a better grasp of the ideas in it.
That said, I am well aware that many readers will prefer to pick their favorite topic from the table
of contents, depending on their mood and disposition of the day, and go straight to it. I confess
to often preferring this approach myself, especially when reading in bed before sleep. Therefore,
I also made sure that each essay is self-contained and can be read independently of the others.
The majority can be read in well under an hour. When appropriate, I refer to other essays where
certain topics mentioned are covered in more depth. The price for this modularity, however, is
some redundancy: many of the essays contain summaries of my metaphysics, which is
necessary to give context to the ideas they express. I’ve endeavored to strike an optimal balance
between redundancy and modularity, so readers neither feel bored with repeated content, nor
miss essential context for understanding each essay.Whichever way you prefer to read this
book, I do suggest that you always start with essays 2.1 and 2.2. They provide context that
underlies what is discussed in most other essays. Although the key contextual points are, as
mentioned above, repeated each time, readers will derive more value from the rest of the book if
they have more extensive prior grasp of those two initial texts.A couple of observations should
be made at this point. This is largely a critical work: it criticizes today’s science, philosophy,
media, culture and society. It is also largely a body of – hopefully well-substantiated – opinions.
Yet, the criticisms it contains are not always preceded by a disclaimer asserting that what follows
is an expression of opinion. Doing so would be highly detrimental to flow and readability. Let this
be the general disclaimer, thus: unless stated otherwise, you should assume that what you will
find in the following pages is an expression of my opinions. The extensive substantiation of my
arguments does not change this fact.Another important observation: I use the words ‘mind’ and
‘consciousness’ interchangeably. The meaning I lend to the word ‘consciousness’ – and thus
‘mind’ – is defined early in essay 2.1. I use the term ‘psyche’ when I mean personal
consciousness, or personal mind. This terminology may be confusing to some: in non-duality
circles, the word ‘mind’ has come to be associated with ‘thoughts;’ that is, with a particular type
of contents of consciousness. Yet, my use of the terms is more consistent with their traditional
meaning in Western philosophy.Finally, this book contains a high concentration of ideas. Very
few words are wasted. I go quickly to the point and don’t ramble around. While this will probably
feed the enthusiasm of some readers, it may prove a little too intense to others. I apologize to the
latter: my approach here reflects my surrender to what comes more naturally to me, rather than a
deliberate attempt to favor a particular segment of my readership.So if you’re ready, buckle up
and join me in a multi-faceted, fast-paced, nonlinear exploration of the human condition in the
early 21st century. Here we go!2. On metaphysics and cosmologyOur culture takes for granted



that the empirical world exists ‘out there’ and is fundamentally independent of consciousness.
This postulate seems to explain a number of things that we, otherwise, would allegedly be
unable to make sense of: the continuity of events while we are asleep, the undeniable
correlations between brain states and experience, the fact that we all seem to inhabit the same
world, etc. For this reason, we’ve allowed our values, economic and political systems, ways of
relating to nature and each other, psychology, medicine, social dynamics, etc., to be all subtly
colored – if not outright determined – by such a postulate. But does it stand to reason and
evidence? In this chapter, we will explore the underlying nature of reality and our condition as
conscious entities within it.Essay 2.1 summarizes the metaphysics more extensively described
in my earlier book Why Materialism Is Baloney. But beyond a mere summary, it also extends and
refines that metaphysics, elaborating on it in a more direct, less metaphor-loaded manner. Essay
2.2 then lists and addresses each of the key materialist counter-arguments against the ideas in
essay 2.1, refuting them one by one. It is not only the longest essay of this book, but probably
one of its most important and original contributions as well. Essay 2.3 takes the form of a short
story. It seeks to illustrate a different way of seeing and interpreting the ancient ideas of an
immortal soul and an afterlife from the perspective of the metaphysics described in essay 2.1.
Essay 2.4 discusses how the survival of consciousness beyond physical death is, in fact, a
direct implication of our most basic common sense. Essay 2.5 confronts a distinction that
materialism has difficulties with: the obvious difference between living beings and inanimate
objects. It also explains why the notion that all reality is in consciousness does not imply that
inanimate objects are themselves individually conscious. Essay 2.6 then bites a big bullet: God.
It argues that the existence of a conscious, omniscient, omnipresent and omnipotent agency is,
surprisingly, a direct implication of metaphysical parsimony. This is profoundly counterintuitive
from a materialist perspective, which holds precisely that the existence of a deity defies
parsimony. The essay further maintains that evidence for God is literally all around us. Finally,
essay 2.7 grapples with one of the biggest mysteries in science today: the measurement
problem of quantum mechanics. It argues that the explanation for that conundrum is, in fact, the
very same phenomenon that explains how our ordinary awareness arises from seemingly
unconscious mental activity. In the process of making its case, the essay ends up bringing
together the Copenhagen and the Many-Worlds interpretations of quantum mechanics, which
materialism deems irreconcilable.2.1. A more parsimonious, logical, non-materialist
worldviewThe mainstream metaphysics of our culture – materialism – posits that the empirical
world is fundamentally outside consciousness. The world supposedly consists of an
unfathomably complex assemblage of stand-alone material particles, all of which would still exist
in the absence of any subjective experience. It’s not difficult to see why so many of us buy into
this view: the environment we live in is clearly outside our heads and different individuals
undoubtedly agree on what its salient aspects look like, so we all seem to share the same
environment. When I go to a stadium to watch a football match, the other thousands of people in
the stadium apparently experience the same match. The obvious explanation for this sharing of



experience is that the match exists outside the personal consciousness of the spectators, so
they can all simultaneously observe it. If the world were just a kind of subjective dream, how
could separate people share the same dream? Moreover, there are correlations between the
material activity of brains and subjective experience: through brain-imaging technology,
neuroscientists have demonstrated these correlations beyond any doubt.4 Therefore,
materialism seems to be entirely justified in extracting one additional conclusion: not only does
matter exist outside consciousness, specific arrangements of matter in the form of active brains
generate consciousness. All this seems to make perfect sense.There are, however, two major
problems with it: first, the seemingly persuasive argument behind materialism is ridden with
circular logic; second, since consciousness is the only carrier of reality anyone can ever know for
sure, inferring an entire universe outside consciousness comes at a very steep price in terms of
parsimony. Let us explore all this.To begin with, we need to define more precisely what we mean
by the word ‘consciousness.’ Although everybody has an intuitive understanding of it, the word
itself is often overloaded with metaphysical assumptions. A materialist might define
‘consciousness’ as the result of certain types of brain activity, while a religious person might
define it as the essential attribute of an immaterial soul. In both cases, the word is overloaded
with a particular explanation. To avoid these explanatory biases, it’s useful to define
‘consciousness’ in a purely operational manner. In this spirit, I use the following definition in this
book: consciousness is that whose excitations are subjective experiences. In other words, every
subjective experience is a particular excitation of consciousness – whatever consciousness may
intrinsically be – just like ripples are excitations of water. This operational definition is precise and
metaphysically neutral.Now notice that, in exactly the same way that there is nothing to ripples
but water, there is nothing to subjective experience but consciousness. There’s nothing to an
excitation but that which is excited. Therefore, there is a degree of equivalence between
experience and consciousness, so we could perhaps also say that consciousness is raw
subjective experience itself. This is an admittedly more restrictive version of the definition above:
after all, we don’t say that water is ripples; ripples are just a behavior of water. Water continues to
exist even when it’s not rippling. However, it is extremely difficult to find semantic room for the
word ‘consciousness’ without experience. What sense is there in saying that one is conscious
without being conscious of something? I am not saying that there can’t be intrinsic
consciousness without experience; in fact, my definition of consciousness in the previous
paragraph implies precisely that there is. Eastern spiritual traditions have also spoken for
centuries of ‘pure consciousness’ without experience. What I am trying to point out here is
merely the impossibility to coherently articulate this pure consciousness in language. As such,
whatever consciousness may intrinsically be in the absence of experience – in the absence of
ripples – is fundamentally beyond our ability to talk about or make sense of. Hence, defining
consciousness rather restrictively as its own behavior seems fair enough for discussion
purposes, as long as we understand what we are doing.With all this in mind, we can then assert
that consciousness – whatever it may intrinsically be – is the only carrier of reality anyone can



ever know for sure. It is the one undeniable empirical fact of existence. After all, what can we
really know that isn’t experienced in some form, even if only through instrumentation or the
reports of others? If something is fundamentally beyond all forms of experience, direct or
indirect, it might as well not exist. Because all knowledge resides in consciousness, we cannot
know what is supposedly outside consciousness; we can only infer it through our capacity for
abstraction.Now, because of the principle of parsimony (which I elaborate upon in essay 4.7),
we are only justified in inferring an abstract universe outside consciousness if this inference is
necessary to make sense of things. For instance, if we cannot otherwise make sense of the fact
that thousands of people can experience the same football match concurrently, then – and only
then – we are justified in inferring that there is a match outside experience. But notice what a
great demand this is: it is enough that we find one coherent explanation for reality on the basis of
excitations of consciousness alone for a postulated universe outside consciousness to become
akin to the Flying Spaghetti Monster.5 Like the Spaghetti Monster, we cannot prove it isn’t there;
but it would be entirely unnecessary – and flat-out ridiculous – to seriously propose its
existence.I claim that we do not need more than consciousness to explain reality: all things and
phenomena can be made sense of as excitations of consciousness itself. According to this more
parsimonious view, the ground of all reality is a transpersonal flow of subjective experiences that
I metaphorically describe as a stream. Our personal awareness is simply a localization of this
flow: a whirlpool in the stream. It is this localization that leads to the illusion of personal identity
and separateness. The body-brain system is the image of the process of localization in the
stream of consciousness, like a whirlpool is the image of a process of localization in a stream of
water. There is nothing to a whirlpool but water. Yet, we can point at it and say: there’s a
whirlpool! Analogously, there is nothing to a body but consciousness. Yet, we can point at it and
say: there’s a body!For exactly the same reason that a whirlpool doesn’t generate water, the
body-brain system doesn’t generate consciousness. Yet, because the image of a process
carries valid information about the inner dynamics of the process – just like the colors of flames
carry valid information about the microscopic details of combustion – brain activity correlates
with subjective experience. This is why neuroscientists find tight correspondences between a
subject’s conscious inner life and their measured brain activity: the latter is simply what the
former looks like from the outside. We don’t say that lightning is the cause of atmospheric
electric discharge, do we? Lightning is simply what atmospheric electric discharge looks like
from the outside. For exactly the same reason, it is absurd to say that neurons cause thoughts,
emotions or perceptions. Neurons are simply what our thoughts, emotions and perceptions look
like when another person observes them.Still according to this more parsimonious interpretation
of reality, it is the body-brain system that is in consciousness, not consciousness in the body-
brain system. After all, it is the whirlpool that is in the stream, not the stream in the whirlpool.
Think of the empirical world as a collective dream: in a dream, it is your dream character that is
in consciousness, not consciousness in your dream character. This becomes obvious when you
wake up and realize that the whole dream was your mind’s creation. But it isn’t obvious at all



while you are asleep: during the dream, it is easy to implicitly assume that your consciousness is
somehow inside your dream character. Can you be sure that the same illusion isn’t taking place
right now?Moreover, if the body is in consciousness, as opposed to the other way around, then
the fact that our bodies are separate does not imply that our personal psyches are
fundamentally separate. Indeed, once you drop the notion that your consciousness is confined
to your body, it becomes entirely plausible that our psyches are all united at the deepest, most
obfuscated levels. Depth-psychology, despite erroneously calling it the ‘collective unconscious,’
has accumulated decades-worth of evidence for the existence of this obfuscated, collective part
of consciousness.6 Inferring that personal psyches share a common root does not entail
postulating a new, abstract theoretical entity – namely, a universe outside consciousness – but
merely extrapolating consciousness itself beyond its face-value personal limits. As such, to see
the world as akin to a shared dream grounded in a collective, obfuscated part of consciousness
is much more parsimonious than materialism.But where is this collective part of consciousness?
It’s easy to see. As our personal psyches are like whirlpools in a broader stream, so the broader
stream itself is a transpersonal form of consciousness that underlies all reality and unites all
whirlpools. The broader stream is the ‘collective unconscious.’ Aldous Huxley ably called it ‘mind-
at-large,’7 a more accurate terminology that I shall adopt from this point on. For the same reason
that the experiences of another person appear to us as a seemingly objective phenomenon –
namely, an active brain – the seemingly objective world around us is what experiences in mind-
at-large look like from the outside. In other words: for the same reason that a neuroscientist can
know that a person has conscious inner life merely by measuring the person’s brain activity, we
can know that mind-at-large exists merely by observing the world around us. The empirical world
itself is the overwhelming, concrete evidence for the existence of mind-at-large.Think about it for
a moment: an active brain is a structured collection of so-called subatomic particles. Yet we
know that an active brain is what conscious processes look like from the outside. Likewise,
consensus reality is also a structured collection of subatomic particles. Therefore, it, as a whole,
must also be the outside image of conscious processes. But whose conscious processes?
Those of mind-at-large, of course; whose else could they be? Personal experiences are to brain
activity as the transpersonal experiences of mind-at-large are to the world we observe around
us. The correspondences that lead to this conclusion are clear: our consensus reality – that is,
the empirical world – is the framework wherein active brains arise as local structures, just as the
stream – that is, mind-at-large – is the framework wherein whirlpools arise as localized patterns
of water flow; whirlpools are made of nothing but the stream’s water, just as active brains are
made of nothing but the subatomic particles of consensus reality; there is nothing to an active
brain but those particles, just as there is nothing to a whirlpool but water; etc.Interpreting reality
as excitations of mind-at-large allows the physical world to be exactly what it seems to be: to
have colors, flavors, smells, textures and melodies. It acknowledges that those colors, flavors,
smells, textures and melodies exist outside our head. After all, it is our head that is in
consciousness, not consciousness in our head. The materialist metaphysics, on the other hand,



posits that all qualities of experience – all colors, flavors, smells, textures and melodies – are
generated by our brain. Therefore, they can only exist inside our skull! It is materialism that says
the world we perceive is inside our head. According to it, the actual world ‘out there’ is a purely
abstract realm of concepts and associated quantities. Matter, as such, has no intrinsic qualities:
it isn’t hard or rough, or cold, or concrete; it’s just an abstract concept to which we attach
numbers in order to characterize it. We can’t even visualize what this abstract world may be like,
since visualization necessarily entails the qualities of experience.Recently, physicist Max
Tegmark acknowledged the awkwardness of this situation by deeming the metaphysical
conceptualizations of materialism, like atoms and subatomic particles, to be unnecessary
‘baggage.’8 The obvious next step in this line of reasoning is to acknowledge the sufficiency of
experience, but Tegmark isn’t ready to go that far: he still insists on some form of reality outside
consciousness. He drops the conceptual part of it but keeps the quantities. In other words, he
postulates that it is all just numbers out there; no particles to attach the numbers to. At first sight,
this seems to be just an extreme version of the materialist endeavor to replace reality with
abstractions. But if you look carefully, you will notice that, by being so ready to embrace
abstraction all the way, Tegmark comes full circle: after all, mathematics – quantities and their
relationships – is a mental construct. ‘The fool who persists in his folly will become wise,’ said
Blake. By positing that the physical world consists solely of mathematical entities, there is an
important way in which Tegmark is at least flirting with the views expressed in this essay.The key
to the consciousness-only ontology I am proposing is the realization that there can potentially be
two angles, or facets, to an experience: the necessary first-person but also a possible second-
person perspective; the inside and the outside views. This way, what I feel when I watch erotic
material is a first-person, inside perspective of the experience of arousal. But if I am placed in a
brain scanner while watching erotic material, the neuroscientist operating the brain scanner will
gain a second-person, outside perspective of my arousal in the form of patterns of brain activity.
Notice that the second-person perspective is also an experience: the neuroscientist sees my
brain activation patterns; he just doesn’t feel arousal. Indeed, the first- and second-person
perspectives, despite being correlated, are qualitatively different experiences: observing brain
scans is anything but arousing! To say that there is a second-person perspective to an
experience means only that valid information about it is carried by another experience in another
part of the broader stream of consciousness. Naturally, there can be experiences in the stream
that have no second-person perspective at all. An ‘experience’ without a first-person
perspective, however, is a contradiction in terms.It is the localization of flow in the broader
stream of consciousness – the formation of whirlpools – that gives rise to a second-person
perspective and, with it, the illusion of a world outside consciousness. Let’s unpack this slowly,
step-by-step.Neuroscience has found out empirically that our ordinary awareness correlates
with reverberating brain activity, involving back-and-forth communication between different brain
areas.9 Insofar as it is a phenomenon of the nervous system, this reverberation is a
consequence of the localization of experiences. Now, just as it does with sound in a room,



reverberation amplifies the localized mental contents caught in it. Analogously to how the
stronger glare of the Sun obfuscates the stars at noon, the amplified, reverberating mental
contents in the ‘center’ of the whirlpool obfuscate everything else, to the point of rendering it all
seemingly unconscious. This is the reason why depth-psychology has come to adopt the
misnomer ‘unconscious.’ What psychology and neuroscience mistakenly consider unconscious
neural processes are merely the outside image of obfuscated mental contents in the periphery
of the whirlpool, which don’t get caught in the reverberation. They correspond to what analytical
psychology calls the ‘personal unconscious.’ Of course, the amplification of reverberating mental
contents in the ‘center’ of the whirlpool also obfuscates everything going on outside the
whirlpool itself; that is, in mind-at-large. In the terminology of analytical psychology, the
obfuscated processes in mind-at-large are called the ‘collective unconscious.’ All these
obfuscated mental contents, both inside and outside the whirlpool, are still in consciousness –
for the same reason that the stars are still in the sky at noon – but not in the field of ordinary,
lucid awareness. As neuroscience has empirically determined, the latter only arises from
reverberation.There’s no true unconscious, for all reality is in consciousness. But because the
conscious activity unfolding in mind-at-large becomes seemingly unconscious from the point of
view of a whirlpool, every human being effectively turns into a dissociated personality – an alter –
of mind-at-large. People with Dissociative Identity Disorder, for instance, can exhibit multiple
alters, each experiencing itself as separate from the rest of the psyche and having its own
stream of thoughts, imagination, memory, skills, emotions, self-image, etc.10 Alters arise
because they become seemingly unconscious of the mental activity in the remaining parts of
mind. This is easy to see when we turn it around: if I were lucidly aware of your entire inner life,
and you of mine, we would be effectively the same conscious entity, wouldn’t we? We feel that
we are separate precisely because we are seemingly unconscious of each other’s inner lives. It
is thus easy to see that the reverberation/amplification of mental contents in the ‘center’ of their
whirlpool can effectively dissociate human beings from the rest of mind-at-large. Mind-at-large
suffers from ‘Dissociative Identity Disorder’ and we are its ‘alters.’Finally, the key point: the
formation of an alter delineates a boundary between mental activity inside and outside the alter.
This boundary is what creates the second-person perspective of experience and the illusion of a
world outside mind: conscious activity unfolding outside the alter can only become accessible to
it from a second-person perspective. The first-person perspective becomes obfuscated by the
reverberation/amplification mechanism in the whirlpool.How exactly does this process work? To
visualize it, let’s get back to the stream metaphor. Each whirlpool corresponds to a person and
each person to at least one alter of mind-at-large. The rim of the whirlpool delineates the
boundary between ourselves – including our thoughts, fantasies, emotions, bodily sensations,
etc. – and the outer world, which we perceive through our five senses. The whirlpool’s rim is our
sense organs: skin, eyes, nose, ears and tongue. Let us now imagine that experiences are
disturbances of the water flow in the stream – that is, excitations of consciousness. Dynamic
processes creating disturbances inside a whirlpool can become amplified and lucid: these are



our thoughts, fantasies and emotions, which all constantly arise within ourselves. However,
because of obfuscation, we become seemingly unconscious of similar dynamic processes
creating disturbances outside our respective whirlpools.Very well. Now, some of those outside
disturbances create ripples that penetrate our whirlpools through their rim. This is what our
sense perceptions are. We call those incoming ripples ‘photons,’ ‘sound waves,’ ‘scent
molecules,’ etc. Once they penetrate the whirlpool – that is, engage our sense organs – the
incoming ripples may also become amplified, reaching our lucid awareness. But the ripples that
penetrate a whirlpool are just traces of outside dynamic processes unfolding in mind-at-large;
the wake of the ship, not the ship itself. While the original outside disturbances that generated
the ripples correspond to the first-person perspective of experiences in mind-at-large, the
incoming ripples correspond to a second-person perspective of those original experiences.
Indeed, it is for this reason that the second-person perspective of an experience feels so
qualitatively different from the first-person one: the incoming ripples aren’t the outside
disturbances that generated them in the first place; the wake isn’t the ship, although it
corresponds to the ship’s movements. Active neurons aren’t arousal, but merely the trace left by
arousal.The second-person perspective of an original experience is the result of amplification,
within a whirlpool, of ripples generated by the outside disturbance of consciousness that is the
original experience. The second-person perspective is always itself an experience within a
whirlpool, which carries information about a disturbance of the stream of consciousness outside
the whirlpool. When you see another person, what you perceive are the ripples that the whirlpool
corresponding to that other person has generated. If you close your eyes, you can no longer see
the person because you are making it impossible for these ripples to penetrate your own
whirlpool.In conclusion, we can explain personal awareness by a process of localization in the
flow of a broader, transpersonal stream of experiences. We can explain the so-called
‘unconscious’ psyche by the obfuscation of mental contents that results from reverberation of
experiences within localized awareness. We can explain the divide between thoughts, emotions
and imagination on the one hand, and perceptions on the other hand, by the dissociation that
accompanies this obfuscation. We can explain the correlations between brain activity and
subjective experience by the first- and second-person perspectives of experience that result
from the dissociation. And, finally, we can explain consensus reality as the shared second-
person perspective of mental activity unfolding in a collective, obfuscated part of consciousness.
In short, we can explain all reality without postulating anything but consciousness
itself.Philosophers call this worldview idealism. All we need to do to make idealism work is
extrapolate consciousness beyond the limits of personal psyches. This is entirely reasonable for
at least two reasons: first, there is significant empirical evidence for transpersonal states of
consciousness;11 second, regardless of any empirical evidence, inferring that the boundaries of
a known ontological category extend beyond face-value limits is much more parsimonious than
inferring a whole new ontological category, such as a universe outside consciousness. Even if
there were no extra empirical evidence in its favor – though there is plenty – idealism would still



trump materialism on grounds of parsimony alone.This essay is an attempt to summarize a
worldview described in detail, and substantiated rigorously, in my earlier book Why Materialism
Is Baloney. Naturally, I can’t really do justice to an argument originally laid out in 250 pages when
squeezing it into only a few paragraphs. Many important points had to be left out. Therefore, I
urge those interested in a more in-depth understanding of this worldview – as well as those
inclined to dismiss it on the basis of what this essay fails to cover – to read that more complete
work before final judgment. For understanding the views expressed in the remainder of this
book, however, the present essay provides sufficient background.2.2. Materialist arguments and
why they are wrongI am a proponent of the philosophy of idealism: the notion that all reality is
grounded in a transpersonal form of consciousness of which we, as living beings, are merely
dissociated complexes, or alters. I maintain that inferring a whole universe fundamentally outside
consciousness is unnecessary: we can explain all reality purely as excitations of consciousness
itself. Moreover, I also maintain that inferring this universe outside consciousness is insufficient
to make sense of reality: it fails to explain consciousness itself, the most present – and arguably
sole – fact of existence, as discussed in essay 3.1. My argument for idealism is summarized in
essay 2.1. Here, I’d like to tackle some of the most common materialist counter-arguments to
it.This essay is organized as a series of criticisms and rebuttals, with interspersed commentary.
The criticisms are the materialist counter-arguments to idealism. The rebuttals are my respective
rejoinders. For ease of reference, criticisms and rebuttals are organized in numbered pairs.There
are different ways in which the materialist criticisms listed below are fallacious. A common fallacy
is a kind of circular reasoning called ‘begging the question.’ One begs the question when one
takes the conclusion of an argument as a premise of the argument. For instance, if one says:
‘God exists because the Bible says so, and the Bible is true because it was written by God,’ one
is begging the question of God’s existence. Although the circularity of the reasoning is obvious in
this simplistic example, one often begs the question in an indirect and somewhat concealed
manner. In the next five pairs of criticism and rebuttal, I explore common ways in which
materialists beg the question, arguing for the validity of materialism by assuming materialism in
the argument. The circularity of their reasoning becomes clear once it’s pointed out, so it is
rather surprising how often educated, otherwise intelligent materialists fall for it.Criticism 1: Our
sense perceptions provide direct evidence for a world outside consciousness.Rebuttal 1: All we
can assert with certainty about our sense perceptions is that they are a particular modality of
experience. Other modalities are thoughts, emotions and imagination. The difference is that we
often identify with our thoughts, emotions and imagination – that is, we think they form part of
who we are – and seldom identify with the contents of our sense perceptions. Indeed, we do not
ordinarily believe that the world we see around us is part of us. Moreover, while we have some
degree of direct volitional control of our thoughts, emotions and fantasies, we do not have any
direct volitional control of the world we perceive around us. We cannot change the world by
merely wishing it to be different. Therefore, all we can assert is that our sense perceptions
represent a modality of experience that we do not identify with or have direct volitional control of.



That’s it; nothing more. When materialists assert that sense perceptions are direct evidence for a
world outside consciousness, they are at best begging the question. If not, then they are
necessarily concluding that experiences we do not identify with, or have direct volitional control
of, can only originate in a world outside consciousness. Such a conclusion is, of course, illogical
and betrays a surprising incapacity to see alternatives. See the next rebuttal.Criticism 2:
Because we cannot change reality by merely wishing it to be different, it’s clear that reality is
outside consciousness.Rebuttal 2: This begs the question in roughly the same way as the
previous criticism, but let us elaborate on the answer in a different way. The fact that certain
contents of consciousness fall outside the control of our personal volition does not imply that
they originate outside consciousness itself. After all, there are plenty of examples of undeniably
mental phenomena that we do not identify with and cannot control: our nightmares,
schizophrenic hallucinations, spontaneous visions, certain obsessions and compulsions, etc.
Schizophrenics do not identify with and cannot control their hallucinations; they experience them
as external phenomena. Yet, their hallucinations are entirely mental. Similarly, we do not identify
with and cannot control the part of our psyches that generates our dreams and nightmares,
otherwise we would never have the latter. We experience the scenarios of our dreams and
nightmares as if they were external to us. Yet, they are entirely mental. Schizophrenic
hallucinations and dreams clearly aren’t perceptions of a strongly objective world outside mind.
They are generated subjectively by and within mind. The only difference that can be empirically
asserted between dreams and hallucinations on the one hand, and the ordinary waking world on
the other hand, is that the latter is a shared experience, while the former are usually personal,
idiosyncratic experiences. But they are all experiences in consciousness.Criticism 3: Because
we are separate beings inhabiting the same environment, the empirical world has to be outside
consciousness.Rebuttal 3: The idea here is that, if the world is a kind of collective dream, how
can we all be sharing the same dream world, given that our psyches aren’t connected?
Naturally, this begs the question entirely: it is only under the notion that our psyches are
generated by our bodies that we can say that they are disconnected; after all, our bodies are
indeed separate. But if reality is in consciousness, then it is our bodies that are in
consciousness, not consciousness in our bodies. The fact that our bodies are separate in the
canvas of spacetime simply does not imply that our psyches are fundamentally disconnected. To
say so is analogous to stating that, because one has two applications open in a computer
screen, one must be using two separate computers! It is the application that is in the computer,
not the computer in the application. Separate applications do not imply separate
computers.Criticism 4: It is untenable to maintain that there is no reality independent of
consciousness, for there is plenty of evidence about what was going on in the universe before
consciousness evolved.Rebuttal 4: This, of course, assumes materialism – the notion that
consciousness is generated by, and confined to, biological nervous systems – in a circular
argument for materialism. Biological nervous systems indeed evolved at some point in time. But
if the entire universe is in consciousness, then it is nervous systems that evolved in



consciousness, not consciousness in nervous systems. Nervous systems are images of
particular localization processes in consciousness, which could and did evolve later than other,
earlier processes in consciousness. Those earlier processes weren’t biology, but corresponded
to everything that happened in the universe before life arose. A living being is like a whirlpool – a
localization of flow – in a stream of transpersonal experiences, while non-biological phenomena
are like ripples. As such, nothing in idealism precludes the possibility that there were plenty of
ripples long before the first whirlpool ever formed (more on this in essay 2.5). The fact that there
is evidence for the existence of the universe before nervous systems arose does not invalidate
idealism. The circularity of this criticism should be self-evident enough. Yet, well-known biologist,
author and militant materialist Jerry Coyne attacked my work precisely along these
lines.12Criticism 5: It is not parsimonious to say that the world is in consciousness, because this
would require postulating an unfathomably complex entity to be imagining the world.Rebuttal 5:
The assumption here is that consciousness can only exist if it is generated by something else;
by an entity outside consciousness, whose complexity must be proportional to the complexity of
the mental contents being generated. This is a hardly disguised way to assume materialism in
the first place: to assume that mind must be reducible to complex arrangements of something
outside mind. Naturally, when one claims that the world is in consciousness, one is claiming
precisely that consciousness is irreducible, primary, fundamental. Consciousness, as such, is
not generated by complex entities or, for that matter, by anything outside consciousness: it is
simply what is. To say that irreducible consciousness generates the world poses no more
problems than to say that irreducible laws of physics generate the world. In fact, it poses less
problems, since it avoids the so-called ‘hard problem of consciousness’ altogether (see essay
3.1). For the same reason that we accept that simple laws of physics generated the
unfathomable complexity of today’s universe, fairly simple ‘laws of consciousness’ could – and
did – generate the phenomenality of all existence. In both cases, very simple rules generate
unfathomable complexity, something well understood in complexity science.13 The difference is
that materialism postulates these complexity-creating rules to exist fundamentally outside
consciousness and, in some totally non-understood way rather akin to magic, to generate
consciousness. Idealism, on the other hand, sticks to the obvious: the complexity-generating
rules are the intrinsic regularities of the unfolding of consciousness itself. This is not only much
more parsimonious and empirically honest, it avoids the artificial and unsolvable ‘hard problem
of consciousness’ altogether.I personally believe that most materialists beg the question
sincerely. They can’t see the circularity of the ways in which they interpret, and then think to
confirm their interpretations of, reality. This happens because we live in a culture that has
completely lost objectivity: we can’t see past the assumptions and beliefs we are immersed in,
and indoctrinated into, since childhood. This is understandable, even though it remains one’s
personal responsibility to overcome it at some point.However, when it comes to militant
materialists – often scientists – who make it their mission in life to promote the materialist
metaphysics, the stakes are higher. When these people come to the mainstream media and beg



the question of materialism so vocally, condescendingly and blatantly, they are going much
beyond doing harm to themselves. It is your children, especially those still going through the
educational system, who are listening to them with the openness characteristic of those who
trust authority and aren’t yet ready to evaluate more critically what’s being said. Whether these
militant materialists are genuinely confused in their question-begging or not is irrelevant: by
choosing militancy, they take on the responsibility of knowing better. After all, ignorance of the
law does not entitle anyone to commit the crime. Their actions are irresponsible. If it weren’t for
the damage they cause, it would be entertaining to watch these people promote idiocy with the
hubris of an emperor with no clothes. However, the reality of the situation is rather serious.And it
doesn’t stop at question-begging. Some of the most common arguments used by materialists
contradict materialism itself! Indeed, these arguments seem to be made by people who
completely fail to understand the internal logic and implications of materialism. Unfortunately,
such confused individuals – who can often be found in so-called ‘skeptics discussion fora’ on the
Internet – tend to be the most tireless champions of materialism. Oh, the irony. The following are
two of their favorite lines.Criticism 6: The world is clearly not inside our heads, therefore idealism
is wrong.Rebuttal 6: I blush to have to refute this point but, since it comes up so often, I felt I
couldn’t ignore it. You see, it is materialism that posits that the world you perceive is inside your
head. After all, experience is supposedly the product of brain activity. Your actual skull is
allegedly above the stars you see at night, a point acknowledged by materialists in a formal
academic paper.14The actual world outside your head purportedly has none of the qualities of
experience – no color, flavor, melody, texture or odor. After all, if the qualities of experience are
somehow squirted out by brains, there is absolutely no reason to believe that they exist
anywhere else but inside skulls. On the other hand, idealism states that the world you perceive is
indeed outside your head. It does entail that it’s all in consciousness, but then it is your head – as
a part of the world – that is in consciousness, not consciousness in your head. Remember: it is
your dream character that is in your dreaming consciousness at night, not your consciousness in
your dream character. Under idealism, your head occupies a tiny ‘space’ in the canvas of
transpersonal consciousness, the rest of the world occupying other ‘spaces’ in it. As such, the
world you see around you indeed exists outside your skull and has phenomenal qualities.
Idealism does justice to our most concrete and visceral intuitions about reality, while materialism
flies in their face.Criticism 7: Idealism is too metaphysical.WHAT PEOPLE ARE SAYING
ABOUTBRIEF PEEKS BEYONDBetter than any book I’ve come across, Bernardo Kastrup’s
collection of essays confronts two mysteries that must be urgently solved. The first is the
mystery of reality.… The second … is the mystery of knowledge.… To confront both mysteries at
once … requires courage, tenacity, a willingness to swim upstream, and thick skin.… But if you
have a persistent, acute mind like Bernardo’s, an exciting journey opens up. (From the
Foreword)Deepak Chopra, M.D., pioneer in the field of mind-body medicine. Author of more than
75 books with 23 New York Times best sellers.Some words, such as the collection of essays in
Brief Peeks Beyond, have the … power to evoke in the reader not just the concept of infinite



Consciousness … but the experience of it, a taste of its own essential reality. I have been
touched by the profundity of these essays and know that they will imprint their healing
intelligence in the broader medium of mind, from which humanity draws its knowledge and
experience, for many years to come. (From the Afterword)Rupert Spira, non-duality teacher and
author.In this pioneering, original and brilliantly written book Bernardo Kastrup is very critical of
the still widely accepted materialist approach in science, while making use of many convincing
rebuttals to materialist counterarguments. According to him all reality is in consciousness itself,
because it is the only carrier of reality anyone ever knows for sure, but it is in a transpersonal
mind-at-large, and not limited to our personal waking consciousness. His inevitable conclusion
is that consciousness must be fundamental in the universe. This important book is an excellent
contribution to the growing awareness that the domination of materialism in science is irrefutably
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to make it count.Foreword by Deepak ChopraBetter than any book I’ve come across, Bernardo
Kastrup’s collection of essays confronts two mysteries that must be urgently solved. The first is
the mystery of reality. Holding this book in your hands, or any physical object, you are being
unwittingly tricked. The object feels secure and stable. It occupies three dimensions. You can
feel its weight in your hands. Yet none of these facts are reliable or even valid. They slip through
our fingers like sand once we take seriously the quantum revolution that occurred over a century
ago. The solid, stable, reliable world vanished into clouds of invisible energy, and in a stroke



everything we took for granted in everyday life was returned to its true state, as a profound
mystery.Even a quantum physicist would feel shaken to accept that he is driving a cloud of
energy to work instead of a Honda, and so the mystery of reality has been pushed aside.
Science is about things that can be measured and data that can be collected. With a shrug,
most of us believe that this is enough. Only a sliver of thought is given to the ‘real’ reality that lies
beyond the world’s appearance.The second mystery to be solved is wrapped up in the first. This
is the mystery of knowledge. How do we know what we know? The obvious answer is ‘through
the brain.’ But the human brain is a physical object like a bicycle, tree, or block of granite. It has
no privileged position in Nature. The glucose that serves as your brain’s primary nourishment
can’t think, any more than the sugar in a sugar cube can think. Besides, the brain vanished into a
cloud of invisible energy along with everything else in Nature after the quantum revolution.
Relying on it for true knowledge is shaky at best.If only a sliver of thought is devoted to the first
mystery – finding the ‘real’ reality – even less is devoted to the second – discovering where
knowledge comes from. To confront both mysteries at once, as Bernardo Kastrup does, requires
courage, tenacity, a willingness to swim upstream, and thick skin. Science disparages and
dismisses metaphysics, even though 99% of scientists haven’t actually investigated what it is.
History isn’t just written by the victors; it’s thought about by the victors. Science in our time feels
supremely victorious, and the door to metaphysics is padlocked with a sign reading ‘Don’t
Bother to Enter.’But if you have a persistent, acute mind like Bernardo’s, an exciting journey
opens up. You get to think your way to the truth, and when thinking falters, you can ‘peek beyond’
by means of insight, intuition, and self-awareness. This is what separates physics from
metaphysics (and why the ancient Greeks placed metaphysics higher). If the ‘real’ reality is
accessible at all, it must be knowable through the mind. Beyond space, time, matter, and energy,
nothing can be measured scientifically. There is no data to collect. There is no time before time
came into the picture via the Big Bang. What does exist is the pre-created state of the universe.
To explore it requires an Einstein of consciousness – as Einstein himself realized. Having
theorized relativity strictly through mental work (so-called thought experiments), he declared that
he was astonished when Nature turned out to confirm his theory.Why should Nature conform to
what we think about it? If you stand back, there’s no compelling reason for it to. Nature could
conform instead to a cat’s perception of reality or a snail’s or perhaps any nervous system at all,
including those we can’t conceive of. There’s no reason to give the human mind access to the
‘real’ reality except for one possibility. Nature and the human mind could be intimately connected
in the ‘beyond’ that metaphysics points to. The cosmos may be conscious, as some physicists
are beginning to speculate. The human mind could be a reflection of God’s mind, a religious
notion that can be translated into non-religious terms. Or, if you want to be truly radical, creation
may be a single thought expressing itself across the canvas of the universe in countless ways,
including our individual thoughts. When you think the word ‘rhinoceros,’ you could be going to
the same creative source where stars are born.What saves these possibilities from being mere
fancy is that for thousands of years there have been sages, seers, mystics, and philosophers



who undertook the journey into consciousness that is the primary – indeed, the only – tool of
metaphysics. Their findings are just as valid about reality as colliding electrons in a high-speed
particle accelerator. The field in which they are valid, however, isn’t materialistic. There are two
fields, actually. One is the field of existence, or ontology, which looks into what ‘real’ means at
the most basic level of being. The other is the field of knowledge, or epistemology, which looks
into how it happens that reality allows itself to be known in the first place.Bernardo isn’t fortunate
by the standards of mass media, which breathlessly announces the discovery of the Higgs
boson but remains silent about metaphysics. But he’s very fortunate to discover many cutting-
edge topics that push the envelope of both science and philosophy. To be frank, unless a
philosopher can satisfy the demands of science, meeting it halfway about the brain, the nature of
time, the existence of multiple universes, dark matter and energy, etc., the whole enterprise will
just be zombie philosophy. It will move around as if alive but actually be dead.Fortunately, this is
a fruitful time for ‘peeking beyond,’ because the accepted worldview of science, locked in its
materialistic assumptions, has failed to show where time and space came from, what
consciousness is, how deterministic laws of nature can be reconciled with free will, whether the
brain can think or only parallels the mind’s invisible processes, and a host of related questions.
These ‘meta’ issues will never be resolved, Bernardo holds, unless we investigate the two areas
that are his passion: ontology and epistemology. Do you know where your next thought is
coming from? Do you know where any thought comes from? Neither does science with all its
confidence and research findings. Brief Peeks Beyond is as much a book of questions as of
answers, but it has the enormous advantage that its author knows which questions to ask and
where to go to find the answers.Deepak ChopraCarlsbad, CaliforniaNovember 2014Foreword by
Deepak ChopraBetter than any book I’ve come across, Bernardo Kastrup’s collection of essays
confronts two mysteries that must be urgently solved. The first is the mystery of reality. Holding
this book in your hands, or any physical object, you are being unwittingly tricked. The object feels
secure and stable. It occupies three dimensions. You can feel its weight in your hands. Yet none
of these facts are reliable or even valid. They slip through our fingers like sand once we take
seriously the quantum revolution that occurred over a century ago. The solid, stable, reliable
world vanished into clouds of invisible energy, and in a stroke everything we took for granted in
everyday life was returned to its true state, as a profound mystery.Even a quantum physicist
would feel shaken to accept that he is driving a cloud of energy to work instead of a Honda, and
so the mystery of reality has been pushed aside. Science is about things that can be measured
and data that can be collected. With a shrug, most of us believe that this is enough. Only a sliver
of thought is given to the ‘real’ reality that lies beyond the world’s appearance.The second
mystery to be solved is wrapped up in the first. This is the mystery of knowledge. How do we
know what we know? The obvious answer is ‘through the brain.’ But the human brain is a
physical object like a bicycle, tree, or block of granite. It has no privileged position in Nature. The
glucose that serves as your brain’s primary nourishment can’t think, any more than the sugar in a
sugar cube can think. Besides, the brain vanished into a cloud of invisible energy along with



everything else in Nature after the quantum revolution. Relying on it for true knowledge is shaky
at best.If only a sliver of thought is devoted to the first mystery – finding the ‘real’ reality – even
less is devoted to the second – discovering where knowledge comes from. To confront both
mysteries at once, as Bernardo Kastrup does, requires courage, tenacity, a willingness to swim
upstream, and thick skin. Science disparages and dismisses metaphysics, even though 99% of
scientists haven’t actually investigated what it is. History isn’t just written by the victors; it’s
thought about by the victors. Science in our time feels supremely victorious, and the door to
metaphysics is padlocked with a sign reading ‘Don’t Bother to Enter.’But if you have a persistent,
acute mind like Bernardo’s, an exciting journey opens up. You get to think your way to the truth,
and when thinking falters, you can ‘peek beyond’ by means of insight, intuition, and self-
awareness. This is what separates physics from metaphysics (and why the ancient Greeks
placed metaphysics higher). If the ‘real’ reality is accessible at all, it must be knowable through
the mind. Beyond space, time, matter, and energy, nothing can be measured scientifically. There
is no data to collect. There is no time before time came into the picture via the Big Bang. What
does exist is the pre-created state of the universe. To explore it requires an Einstein of
consciousness – as Einstein himself realized. Having theorized relativity strictly through mental
work (so-called thought experiments), he declared that he was astonished when Nature turned
out to confirm his theory.Why should Nature conform to what we think about it? If you stand
back, there’s no compelling reason for it to. Nature could conform instead to a cat’s perception of
reality or a snail’s or perhaps any nervous system at all, including those we can’t conceive of.
There’s no reason to give the human mind access to the ‘real’ reality except for one possibility.
Nature and the human mind could be intimately connected in the ‘beyond’ that metaphysics
points to. The cosmos may be conscious, as some physicists are beginning to speculate. The
human mind could be a reflection of God’s mind, a religious notion that can be translated into
non-religious terms. Or, if you want to be truly radical, creation may be a single thought
expressing itself across the canvas of the universe in countless ways, including our individual
thoughts. When you think the word ‘rhinoceros,’ you could be going to the same creative source
where stars are born.What saves these possibilities from being mere fancy is that for thousands
of years there have been sages, seers, mystics, and philosophers who undertook the journey
into consciousness that is the primary – indeed, the only – tool of metaphysics. Their findings are
just as valid about reality as colliding electrons in a high-speed particle accelerator. The field in
which they are valid, however, isn’t materialistic. There are two fields, actually. One is the field of
existence, or ontology, which looks into what ‘real’ means at the most basic level of being. The
other is the field of knowledge, or epistemology, which looks into how it happens that reality
allows itself to be known in the first place.Bernardo isn’t fortunate by the standards of mass
media, which breathlessly announces the discovery of the Higgs boson but remains silent about
metaphysics. But he’s very fortunate to discover many cutting-edge topics that push the
envelope of both science and philosophy. To be frank, unless a philosopher can satisfy the
demands of science, meeting it halfway about the brain, the nature of time, the existence of



multiple universes, dark matter and energy, etc., the whole enterprise will just be zombie
philosophy. It will move around as if alive but actually be dead.Fortunately, this is a fruitful time
for ‘peeking beyond,’ because the accepted worldview of science, locked in its materialistic
assumptions, has failed to show where time and space came from, what consciousness is, how
deterministic laws of nature can be reconciled with free will, whether the brain can think or only
parallels the mind’s invisible processes, and a host of related questions. These ‘meta’ issues will
never be resolved, Bernardo holds, unless we investigate the two areas that are his passion:
ontology and epistemology. Do you know where your next thought is coming from? Do you know
where any thought comes from? Neither does science with all its confidence and research
findings. Brief Peeks Beyond is as much a book of questions as of answers, but it has the
enormous advantage that its author knows which questions to ask and where to go to find the
answers.Deepak ChopraCarlsbad, CaliforniaNovember 20141. IntroductionThis is probably the
most important book I’ve written. The original idea for it seemed easy enough: my publisher and I
discussed creating an anthology of essays I had previously written for webzines, blogs and
magazines. The intent was to update the essays and organize them into a coherent structure.
Once I embarked on the project, however, something within me saw an opportunity and I
became determined to take it way beyond its original scope. The result, which you now hold in
your hands, could no longer be honestly described as just an anthology. It has turned into an
experiment in ‘nonlinear philosophy,’ with a new, unifying message of its own. Allow me to
elaborate.As I reviewed my original essays, I noticed for the first time that they were pieces of a
larger jigsaw puzzle. Only with the benefit of hindsight did I realize this; the overall picture in the
puzzle had eluded me up to that moment. It became clear that much of the material consisted in
explorations of different angles of a single motif: an idea gestalt – an organized cognitive whole
beyond the mere sum of its parts – about the human condition as it is presently manifested. It
has various facets related to science, philosophy of mind, the underlying nature of reality, the
state of our society and culture, the influence of the mainstream media, etc. Because of this
apparent disparity of facets, the gestalt that links them together can’t be conveyed through a
linear narrative. There are just too many important nuances to capture that way. It can only be
conveyed by tackling each of its facets within its own context so that you, dear reader, can
combine the pieces of the puzzle and reconstruct the gestalt in your own mind. This is precisely
what this book attempts to achieve. The essay format turns out to have been critical in that it
allowed me to approach the target motif through several different angles, helping you build an
overall picture of it facet by facet. If the book succeeds in its endeavor, at the end of it you will be
looking upon the present nexus of the human story in a very different way.I’ve attempted to make
each essay in this book suggestive of, and conducive to, this global cognitive gestalt. Each
contributes an important angle to it. Yet, when putting the original material together, it became
clear to me that there were gaps; important pieces of the puzzle were missing. For this reason,
many of the essays here are entirely new, having never before been published. They are meant
to cover the gaps. All previously published material was also updated and in many ways



improved. Several essays were largely rewritten to reflect new, more complete insights I’ve had
since I first wrote them, or to make their message crisper and clearer. Most were also adapted
so as to complement each other in suggesting the subtleties and nuances of the global motif
that is the message of this book. Even among the essays that were least changed in terms of the
number of words edited, the importance of the changes is disproportionate to the space they
occupy.Overall, this work is characterized by a new readiness on my part to go all out with my
points of view. In my previous works, I’ve held myself back in the interest of striking a more
moderate note with broader appeal. It is, however, unclear whether that was effective. What is
sure is that it pruned the full expression of my views. Now, having turned 40 and witnessed my
life take turns I’d never expected, I feel less motivated to compromise on my discourse. Life is
just too short for that. Therefore, this book tackles, head-on, subjects I have hitherto kept out of
bounds: God, ‘conspiracies,’ the obvious flaws of science as practiced today, the often insidious
role of the media and a number of other polemical topics. You be the judge of whether my
uncensored views still hold up to reason and the available evidence.This book can be read in
two ways: in sequence, from beginning to end; or by picking a different essay at each sitting. The
essays have been organized in a logical and coherent sequence, optimized for insinuating the
subtle bridges and relationships between the various different topics. This way, readers who are
willing to read this book from cover to cover will probably develop a better grasp of the ideas in it.
That said, I am well aware that many readers will prefer to pick their favorite topic from the table
of contents, depending on their mood and disposition of the day, and go straight to it. I confess
to often preferring this approach myself, especially when reading in bed before sleep. Therefore,
I also made sure that each essay is self-contained and can be read independently of the others.
The majority can be read in well under an hour. When appropriate, I refer to other essays where
certain topics mentioned are covered in more depth. The price for this modularity, however, is
some redundancy: many of the essays contain summaries of my metaphysics, which is
necessary to give context to the ideas they express. I’ve endeavored to strike an optimal balance
between redundancy and modularity, so readers neither feel bored with repeated content, nor
miss essential context for understanding each essay.Whichever way you prefer to read this
book, I do suggest that you always start with essays 2.1 and 2.2. They provide context that
underlies what is discussed in most other essays. Although the key contextual points are, as
mentioned above, repeated each time, readers will derive more value from the rest of the book if
they have more extensive prior grasp of those two initial texts.A couple of observations should
be made at this point. This is largely a critical work: it criticizes today’s science, philosophy,
media, culture and society. It is also largely a body of – hopefully well-substantiated – opinions.
Yet, the criticisms it contains are not always preceded by a disclaimer asserting that what follows
is an expression of opinion. Doing so would be highly detrimental to flow and readability. Let this
be the general disclaimer, thus: unless stated otherwise, you should assume that what you will
find in the following pages is an expression of my opinions. The extensive substantiation of my
arguments does not change this fact.Another important observation: I use the words ‘mind’ and



‘consciousness’ interchangeably. The meaning I lend to the word ‘consciousness’ – and thus
‘mind’ – is defined early in essay 2.1. I use the term ‘psyche’ when I mean personal
consciousness, or personal mind. This terminology may be confusing to some: in non-duality
circles, the word ‘mind’ has come to be associated with ‘thoughts;’ that is, with a particular type
of contents of consciousness. Yet, my use of the terms is more consistent with their traditional
meaning in Western philosophy.Finally, this book contains a high concentration of ideas. Very
few words are wasted. I go quickly to the point and don’t ramble around. While this will probably
feed the enthusiasm of some readers, it may prove a little too intense to others. I apologize to the
latter: my approach here reflects my surrender to what comes more naturally to me, rather than a
deliberate attempt to favor a particular segment of my readership.So if you’re ready, buckle up
and join me in a multi-faceted, fast-paced, nonlinear exploration of the human condition in the
early 21st century. Here we go!1. IntroductionThis is probably the most important book I’ve
written. The original idea for it seemed easy enough: my publisher and I discussed creating an
anthology of essays I had previously written for webzines, blogs and magazines. The intent was
to update the essays and organize them into a coherent structure. Once I embarked on the
project, however, something within me saw an opportunity and I became determined to take it
way beyond its original scope. The result, which you now hold in your hands, could no longer be
honestly described as just an anthology. It has turned into an experiment in ‘nonlinear
philosophy,’ with a new, unifying message of its own. Allow me to elaborate.As I reviewed my
original essays, I noticed for the first time that they were pieces of a larger jigsaw puzzle. Only
with the benefit of hindsight did I realize this; the overall picture in the puzzle had eluded me up
to that moment. It became clear that much of the material consisted in explorations of different
angles of a single motif: an idea gestalt – an organized cognitive whole beyond the mere sum of
its parts – about the human condition as it is presently manifested. It has various facets related
to science, philosophy of mind, the underlying nature of reality, the state of our society and
culture, the influence of the mainstream media, etc. Because of this apparent disparity of facets,
the gestalt that links them together can’t be conveyed through a linear narrative. There are just
too many important nuances to capture that way. It can only be conveyed by tackling each of its
facets within its own context so that you, dear reader, can combine the pieces of the puzzle and
reconstruct the gestalt in your own mind. This is precisely what this book attempts to achieve.
The essay format turns out to have been critical in that it allowed me to approach the target motif
through several different angles, helping you build an overall picture of it facet by facet. If the
book succeeds in its endeavor, at the end of it you will be looking upon the present nexus of the
human story in a very different way.I’ve attempted to make each essay in this book suggestive
of, and conducive to, this global cognitive gestalt. Each contributes an important angle to it. Yet,
when putting the original material together, it became clear to me that there were gaps;
important pieces of the puzzle were missing. For this reason, many of the essays here are
entirely new, having never before been published. They are meant to cover the gaps. All
previously published material was also updated and in many ways improved. Several essays



were largely rewritten to reflect new, more complete insights I’ve had since I first wrote them, or
to make their message crisper and clearer. Most were also adapted so as to complement each
other in suggesting the subtleties and nuances of the global motif that is the message of this
book. Even among the essays that were least changed in terms of the number of words edited,
the importance of the changes is disproportionate to the space they occupy.Overall, this work is
characterized by a new readiness on my part to go all out with my points of view. In my previous
works, I’ve held myself back in the interest of striking a more moderate note with broader appeal.
It is, however, unclear whether that was effective. What is sure is that it pruned the full
expression of my views. Now, having turned 40 and witnessed my life take turns I’d never
expected, I feel less motivated to compromise on my discourse. Life is just too short for that.
Therefore, this book tackles, head-on, subjects I have hitherto kept out of bounds: God,
‘conspiracies,’ the obvious flaws of science as practiced today, the often insidious role of the
media and a number of other polemical topics. You be the judge of whether my uncensored
views still hold up to reason and the available evidence.This book can be read in two ways: in
sequence, from beginning to end; or by picking a different essay at each sitting. The essays have
been organized in a logical and coherent sequence, optimized for insinuating the subtle bridges
and relationships between the various different topics. This way, readers who are willing to read
this book from cover to cover will probably develop a better grasp of the ideas in it. That said, I
am well aware that many readers will prefer to pick their favorite topic from the table of contents,
depending on their mood and disposition of the day, and go straight to it. I confess to often
preferring this approach myself, especially when reading in bed before sleep. Therefore, I also
made sure that each essay is self-contained and can be read independently of the others. The
majority can be read in well under an hour. When appropriate, I refer to other essays where
certain topics mentioned are covered in more depth. The price for this modularity, however, is
some redundancy: many of the essays contain summaries of my metaphysics, which is
necessary to give context to the ideas they express. I’ve endeavored to strike an optimal balance
between redundancy and modularity, so readers neither feel bored with repeated content, nor
miss essential context for understanding each essay.Whichever way you prefer to read this
book, I do suggest that you always start with essays 2.1 and 2.2. They provide context that
underlies what is discussed in most other essays. Although the key contextual points are, as
mentioned above, repeated each time, readers will derive more value from the rest of the book if
they have more extensive prior grasp of those two initial texts.A couple of observations should
be made at this point. This is largely a critical work: it criticizes today’s science, philosophy,
media, culture and society. It is also largely a body of – hopefully well-substantiated – opinions.
Yet, the criticisms it contains are not always preceded by a disclaimer asserting that what follows
is an expression of opinion. Doing so would be highly detrimental to flow and readability. Let this
be the general disclaimer, thus: unless stated otherwise, you should assume that what you will
find in the following pages is an expression of my opinions. The extensive substantiation of my
arguments does not change this fact.Another important observation: I use the words ‘mind’ and



‘consciousness’ interchangeably. The meaning I lend to the word ‘consciousness’ – and thus
‘mind’ – is defined early in essay 2.1. I use the term ‘psyche’ when I mean personal
consciousness, or personal mind. This terminology may be confusing to some: in non-duality
circles, the word ‘mind’ has come to be associated with ‘thoughts;’ that is, with a particular type
of contents of consciousness. Yet, my use of the terms is more consistent with their traditional
meaning in Western philosophy.Finally, this book contains a high concentration of ideas. Very
few words are wasted. I go quickly to the point and don’t ramble around. While this will probably
feed the enthusiasm of some readers, it may prove a little too intense to others. I apologize to the
latter: my approach here reflects my surrender to what comes more naturally to me, rather than a
deliberate attempt to favor a particular segment of my readership.So if you’re ready, buckle up
and join me in a multi-faceted, fast-paced, nonlinear exploration of the human condition in the
early 21st century. Here we go!2. On metaphysics and cosmologyOur culture takes for granted
that the empirical world exists ‘out there’ and is fundamentally independent of consciousness.
This postulate seems to explain a number of things that we, otherwise, would allegedly be
unable to make sense of: the continuity of events while we are asleep, the undeniable
correlations between brain states and experience, the fact that we all seem to inhabit the same
world, etc. For this reason, we’ve allowed our values, economic and political systems, ways of
relating to nature and each other, psychology, medicine, social dynamics, etc., to be all subtly
colored – if not outright determined – by such a postulate. But does it stand to reason and
evidence? In this chapter, we will explore the underlying nature of reality and our condition as
conscious entities within it.Essay 2.1 summarizes the metaphysics more extensively described
in my earlier book Why Materialism Is Baloney. But beyond a mere summary, it also extends and
refines that metaphysics, elaborating on it in a more direct, less metaphor-loaded manner. Essay
2.2 then lists and addresses each of the key materialist counter-arguments against the ideas in
essay 2.1, refuting them one by one. It is not only the longest essay of this book, but probably
one of its most important and original contributions as well. Essay 2.3 takes the form of a short
story. It seeks to illustrate a different way of seeing and interpreting the ancient ideas of an
immortal soul and an afterlife from the perspective of the metaphysics described in essay 2.1.
Essay 2.4 discusses how the survival of consciousness beyond physical death is, in fact, a
direct implication of our most basic common sense. Essay 2.5 confronts a distinction that
materialism has difficulties with: the obvious difference between living beings and inanimate
objects. It also explains why the notion that all reality is in consciousness does not imply that
inanimate objects are themselves individually conscious. Essay 2.6 then bites a big bullet: God.
It argues that the existence of a conscious, omniscient, omnipresent and omnipotent agency is,
surprisingly, a direct implication of metaphysical parsimony. This is profoundly counterintuitive
from a materialist perspective, which holds precisely that the existence of a deity defies
parsimony. The essay further maintains that evidence for God is literally all around us. Finally,
essay 2.7 grapples with one of the biggest mysteries in science today: the measurement
problem of quantum mechanics. It argues that the explanation for that conundrum is, in fact, the



very same phenomenon that explains how our ordinary awareness arises from seemingly
unconscious mental activity. In the process of making its case, the essay ends up bringing
together the Copenhagen and the Many-Worlds interpretations of quantum mechanics, which
materialism deems irreconcilable.2.1. A more parsimonious, logical, non-materialist
worldviewThe mainstream metaphysics of our culture – materialism – posits that the empirical
world is fundamentally outside consciousness. The world supposedly consists of an
unfathomably complex assemblage of stand-alone material particles, all of which would still exist
in the absence of any subjective experience. It’s not difficult to see why so many of us buy into
this view: the environment we live in is clearly outside our heads and different individuals
undoubtedly agree on what its salient aspects look like, so we all seem to share the same
environment. When I go to a stadium to watch a football match, the other thousands of people in
the stadium apparently experience the same match. The obvious explanation for this sharing of
experience is that the match exists outside the personal consciousness of the spectators, so
they can all simultaneously observe it. If the world were just a kind of subjective dream, how
could separate people share the same dream? Moreover, there are correlations between the
material activity of brains and subjective experience: through brain-imaging technology,
neuroscientists have demonstrated these correlations beyond any doubt.4 Therefore,
materialism seems to be entirely justified in extracting one additional conclusion: not only does
matter exist outside consciousness, specific arrangements of matter in the form of active brains
generate consciousness. All this seems to make perfect sense.There are, however, two major
problems with it: first, the seemingly persuasive argument behind materialism is ridden with
circular logic; second, since consciousness is the only carrier of reality anyone can ever know for
sure, inferring an entire universe outside consciousness comes at a very steep price in terms of
parsimony. Let us explore all this.To begin with, we need to define more precisely what we mean
by the word ‘consciousness.’ Although everybody has an intuitive understanding of it, the word
itself is often overloaded with metaphysical assumptions. A materialist might define
‘consciousness’ as the result of certain types of brain activity, while a religious person might
define it as the essential attribute of an immaterial soul. In both cases, the word is overloaded
with a particular explanation. To avoid these explanatory biases, it’s useful to define
‘consciousness’ in a purely operational manner. In this spirit, I use the following definition in this
book: consciousness is that whose excitations are subjective experiences. In other words, every
subjective experience is a particular excitation of consciousness – whatever consciousness may
intrinsically be – just like ripples are excitations of water. This operational definition is precise and
metaphysically neutral.Now notice that, in exactly the same way that there is nothing to ripples
but water, there is nothing to subjective experience but consciousness. There’s nothing to an
excitation but that which is excited. Therefore, there is a degree of equivalence between
experience and consciousness, so we could perhaps also say that consciousness is raw
subjective experience itself. This is an admittedly more restrictive version of the definition above:
after all, we don’t say that water is ripples; ripples are just a behavior of water. Water continues to



exist even when it’s not rippling. However, it is extremely difficult to find semantic room for the
word ‘consciousness’ without experience. What sense is there in saying that one is conscious
without being conscious of something? I am not saying that there can’t be intrinsic
consciousness without experience; in fact, my definition of consciousness in the previous
paragraph implies precisely that there is. Eastern spiritual traditions have also spoken for
centuries of ‘pure consciousness’ without experience. What I am trying to point out here is
merely the impossibility to coherently articulate this pure consciousness in language. As such,
whatever consciousness may intrinsically be in the absence of experience – in the absence of
ripples – is fundamentally beyond our ability to talk about or make sense of. Hence, defining
consciousness rather restrictively as its own behavior seems fair enough for discussion
purposes, as long as we understand what we are doing.With all this in mind, we can then assert
that consciousness – whatever it may intrinsically be – is the only carrier of reality anyone can
ever know for sure. It is the one undeniable empirical fact of existence. After all, what can we
really know that isn’t experienced in some form, even if only through instrumentation or the
reports of others? If something is fundamentally beyond all forms of experience, direct or
indirect, it might as well not exist. Because all knowledge resides in consciousness, we cannot
know what is supposedly outside consciousness; we can only infer it through our capacity for
abstraction.Now, because of the principle of parsimony (which I elaborate upon in essay 4.7),
we are only justified in inferring an abstract universe outside consciousness if this inference is
necessary to make sense of things. For instance, if we cannot otherwise make sense of the fact
that thousands of people can experience the same football match concurrently, then – and only
then – we are justified in inferring that there is a match outside experience. But notice what a
great demand this is: it is enough that we find one coherent explanation for reality on the basis of
excitations of consciousness alone for a postulated universe outside consciousness to become
akin to the Flying Spaghetti Monster.5 Like the Spaghetti Monster, we cannot prove it isn’t there;
but it would be entirely unnecessary – and flat-out ridiculous – to seriously propose its
existence.I claim that we do not need more than consciousness to explain reality: all things and
phenomena can be made sense of as excitations of consciousness itself. According to this more
parsimonious view, the ground of all reality is a transpersonal flow of subjective experiences that
I metaphorically describe as a stream. Our personal awareness is simply a localization of this
flow: a whirlpool in the stream. It is this localization that leads to the illusion of personal identity
and separateness. The body-brain system is the image of the process of localization in the
stream of consciousness, like a whirlpool is the image of a process of localization in a stream of
water. There is nothing to a whirlpool but water. Yet, we can point at it and say: there’s a
whirlpool! Analogously, there is nothing to a body but consciousness. Yet, we can point at it and
say: there’s a body!For exactly the same reason that a whirlpool doesn’t generate water, the
body-brain system doesn’t generate consciousness. Yet, because the image of a process
carries valid information about the inner dynamics of the process – just like the colors of flames
carry valid information about the microscopic details of combustion – brain activity correlates



with subjective experience. This is why neuroscientists find tight correspondences between a
subject’s conscious inner life and their measured brain activity: the latter is simply what the
former looks like from the outside. We don’t say that lightning is the cause of atmospheric
electric discharge, do we? Lightning is simply what atmospheric electric discharge looks like
from the outside. For exactly the same reason, it is absurd to say that neurons cause thoughts,
emotions or perceptions. Neurons are simply what our thoughts, emotions and perceptions look
like when another person observes them.Still according to this more parsimonious interpretation
of reality, it is the body-brain system that is in consciousness, not consciousness in the body-
brain system. After all, it is the whirlpool that is in the stream, not the stream in the whirlpool.
Think of the empirical world as a collective dream: in a dream, it is your dream character that is
in consciousness, not consciousness in your dream character. This becomes obvious when you
wake up and realize that the whole dream was your mind’s creation. But it isn’t obvious at all
while you are asleep: during the dream, it is easy to implicitly assume that your consciousness is
somehow inside your dream character. Can you be sure that the same illusion isn’t taking place
right now?Moreover, if the body is in consciousness, as opposed to the other way around, then
the fact that our bodies are separate does not imply that our personal psyches are
fundamentally separate. Indeed, once you drop the notion that your consciousness is confined
to your body, it becomes entirely plausible that our psyches are all united at the deepest, most
obfuscated levels. Depth-psychology, despite erroneously calling it the ‘collective unconscious,’
has accumulated decades-worth of evidence for the existence of this obfuscated, collective part
of consciousness.6 Inferring that personal psyches share a common root does not entail
postulating a new, abstract theoretical entity – namely, a universe outside consciousness – but
merely extrapolating consciousness itself beyond its face-value personal limits. As such, to see
the world as akin to a shared dream grounded in a collective, obfuscated part of consciousness
is much more parsimonious than materialism.But where is this collective part of consciousness?
It’s easy to see. As our personal psyches are like whirlpools in a broader stream, so the broader
stream itself is a transpersonal form of consciousness that underlies all reality and unites all
whirlpools. The broader stream is the ‘collective unconscious.’ Aldous Huxley ably called it ‘mind-
at-large,’7 a more accurate terminology that I shall adopt from this point on. For the same reason
that the experiences of another person appear to us as a seemingly objective phenomenon –
namely, an active brain – the seemingly objective world around us is what experiences in mind-
at-large look like from the outside. In other words: for the same reason that a neuroscientist can
know that a person has conscious inner life merely by measuring the person’s brain activity, we
can know that mind-at-large exists merely by observing the world around us. The empirical world
itself is the overwhelming, concrete evidence for the existence of mind-at-large.Think about it for
a moment: an active brain is a structured collection of so-called subatomic particles. Yet we
know that an active brain is what conscious processes look like from the outside. Likewise,
consensus reality is also a structured collection of subatomic particles. Therefore, it, as a whole,
must also be the outside image of conscious processes. But whose conscious processes?



Those of mind-at-large, of course; whose else could they be? Personal experiences are to brain
activity as the transpersonal experiences of mind-at-large are to the world we observe around
us. The correspondences that lead to this conclusion are clear: our consensus reality – that is,
the empirical world – is the framework wherein active brains arise as local structures, just as the
stream – that is, mind-at-large – is the framework wherein whirlpools arise as localized patterns
of water flow; whirlpools are made of nothing but the stream’s water, just as active brains are
made of nothing but the subatomic particles of consensus reality; there is nothing to an active
brain but those particles, just as there is nothing to a whirlpool but water; etc.Interpreting reality
as excitations of mind-at-large allows the physical world to be exactly what it seems to be: to
have colors, flavors, smells, textures and melodies. It acknowledges that those colors, flavors,
smells, textures and melodies exist outside our head. After all, it is our head that is in
consciousness, not consciousness in our head. The materialist metaphysics, on the other hand,
posits that all qualities of experience – all colors, flavors, smells, textures and melodies – are
generated by our brain. Therefore, they can only exist inside our skull! It is materialism that says
the world we perceive is inside our head. According to it, the actual world ‘out there’ is a purely
abstract realm of concepts and associated quantities. Matter, as such, has no intrinsic qualities:
it isn’t hard or rough, or cold, or concrete; it’s just an abstract concept to which we attach
numbers in order to characterize it. We can’t even visualize what this abstract world may be like,
since visualization necessarily entails the qualities of experience.Recently, physicist Max
Tegmark acknowledged the awkwardness of this situation by deeming the metaphysical
conceptualizations of materialism, like atoms and subatomic particles, to be unnecessary
‘baggage.’8 The obvious next step in this line of reasoning is to acknowledge the sufficiency of
experience, but Tegmark isn’t ready to go that far: he still insists on some form of reality outside
consciousness. He drops the conceptual part of it but keeps the quantities. In other words, he
postulates that it is all just numbers out there; no particles to attach the numbers to. At first sight,
this seems to be just an extreme version of the materialist endeavor to replace reality with
abstractions. But if you look carefully, you will notice that, by being so ready to embrace
abstraction all the way, Tegmark comes full circle: after all, mathematics – quantities and their
relationships – is a mental construct. ‘The fool who persists in his folly will become wise,’ said
Blake. By positing that the physical world consists solely of mathematical entities, there is an
important way in which Tegmark is at least flirting with the views expressed in this essay.The key
to the consciousness-only ontology I am proposing is the realization that there can potentially be
two angles, or facets, to an experience: the necessary first-person but also a possible second-
person perspective; the inside and the outside views. This way, what I feel when I watch erotic
material is a first-person, inside perspective of the experience of arousal. But if I am placed in a
brain scanner while watching erotic material, the neuroscientist operating the brain scanner will
gain a second-person, outside perspective of my arousal in the form of patterns of brain activity.
Notice that the second-person perspective is also an experience: the neuroscientist sees my
brain activation patterns; he just doesn’t feel arousal. Indeed, the first- and second-person



perspectives, despite being correlated, are qualitatively different experiences: observing brain
scans is anything but arousing! To say that there is a second-person perspective to an
experience means only that valid information about it is carried by another experience in another
part of the broader stream of consciousness. Naturally, there can be experiences in the stream
that have no second-person perspective at all. An ‘experience’ without a first-person
perspective, however, is a contradiction in terms.It is the localization of flow in the broader
stream of consciousness – the formation of whirlpools – that gives rise to a second-person
perspective and, with it, the illusion of a world outside consciousness. Let’s unpack this slowly,
step-by-step.Neuroscience has found out empirically that our ordinary awareness correlates
with reverberating brain activity, involving back-and-forth communication between different brain
areas.9 Insofar as it is a phenomenon of the nervous system, this reverberation is a
consequence of the localization of experiences. Now, just as it does with sound in a room,
reverberation amplifies the localized mental contents caught in it. Analogously to how the
stronger glare of the Sun obfuscates the stars at noon, the amplified, reverberating mental
contents in the ‘center’ of the whirlpool obfuscate everything else, to the point of rendering it all
seemingly unconscious. This is the reason why depth-psychology has come to adopt the
misnomer ‘unconscious.’ What psychology and neuroscience mistakenly consider unconscious
neural processes are merely the outside image of obfuscated mental contents in the periphery
of the whirlpool, which don’t get caught in the reverberation. They correspond to what analytical
psychology calls the ‘personal unconscious.’ Of course, the amplification of reverberating mental
contents in the ‘center’ of the whirlpool also obfuscates everything going on outside the
whirlpool itself; that is, in mind-at-large. In the terminology of analytical psychology, the
obfuscated processes in mind-at-large are called the ‘collective unconscious.’ All these
obfuscated mental contents, both inside and outside the whirlpool, are still in consciousness –
for the same reason that the stars are still in the sky at noon – but not in the field of ordinary,
lucid awareness. As neuroscience has empirically determined, the latter only arises from
reverberation.There’s no true unconscious, for all reality is in consciousness. But because the
conscious activity unfolding in mind-at-large becomes seemingly unconscious from the point of
view of a whirlpool, every human being effectively turns into a dissociated personality – an alter –
of mind-at-large. People with Dissociative Identity Disorder, for instance, can exhibit multiple
alters, each experiencing itself as separate from the rest of the psyche and having its own
stream of thoughts, imagination, memory, skills, emotions, self-image, etc.10 Alters arise
because they become seemingly unconscious of the mental activity in the remaining parts of
mind. This is easy to see when we turn it around: if I were lucidly aware of your entire inner life,
and you of mine, we would be effectively the same conscious entity, wouldn’t we? We feel that
we are separate precisely because we are seemingly unconscious of each other’s inner lives. It
is thus easy to see that the reverberation/amplification of mental contents in the ‘center’ of their
whirlpool can effectively dissociate human beings from the rest of mind-at-large. Mind-at-large
suffers from ‘Dissociative Identity Disorder’ and we are its ‘alters.’Finally, the key point: the



formation of an alter delineates a boundary between mental activity inside and outside the alter.
This boundary is what creates the second-person perspective of experience and the illusion of a
world outside mind: conscious activity unfolding outside the alter can only become accessible to
it from a second-person perspective. The first-person perspective becomes obfuscated by the
reverberation/amplification mechanism in the whirlpool.How exactly does this process work? To
visualize it, let’s get back to the stream metaphor. Each whirlpool corresponds to a person and
each person to at least one alter of mind-at-large. The rim of the whirlpool delineates the
boundary between ourselves – including our thoughts, fantasies, emotions, bodily sensations,
etc. – and the outer world, which we perceive through our five senses. The whirlpool’s rim is our
sense organs: skin, eyes, nose, ears and tongue. Let us now imagine that experiences are
disturbances of the water flow in the stream – that is, excitations of consciousness. Dynamic
processes creating disturbances inside a whirlpool can become amplified and lucid: these are
our thoughts, fantasies and emotions, which all constantly arise within ourselves. However,
because of obfuscation, we become seemingly unconscious of similar dynamic processes
creating disturbances outside our respective whirlpools.Very well. Now, some of those outside
disturbances create ripples that penetrate our whirlpools through their rim. This is what our
sense perceptions are. We call those incoming ripples ‘photons,’ ‘sound waves,’ ‘scent
molecules,’ etc. Once they penetrate the whirlpool – that is, engage our sense organs – the
incoming ripples may also become amplified, reaching our lucid awareness. But the ripples that
penetrate a whirlpool are just traces of outside dynamic processes unfolding in mind-at-large;
the wake of the ship, not the ship itself. While the original outside disturbances that generated
the ripples correspond to the first-person perspective of experiences in mind-at-large, the
incoming ripples correspond to a second-person perspective of those original experiences.
Indeed, it is for this reason that the second-person perspective of an experience feels so
qualitatively different from the first-person one: the incoming ripples aren’t the outside
disturbances that generated them in the first place; the wake isn’t the ship, although it
corresponds to the ship’s movements. Active neurons aren’t arousal, but merely the trace left by
arousal.The second-person perspective of an original experience is the result of amplification,
within a whirlpool, of ripples generated by the outside disturbance of consciousness that is the
original experience. The second-person perspective is always itself an experience within a
whirlpool, which carries information about a disturbance of the stream of consciousness outside
the whirlpool. When you see another person, what you perceive are the ripples that the whirlpool
corresponding to that other person has generated. If you close your eyes, you can no longer see
the person because you are making it impossible for these ripples to penetrate your own
whirlpool.In conclusion, we can explain personal awareness by a process of localization in the
flow of a broader, transpersonal stream of experiences. We can explain the so-called
‘unconscious’ psyche by the obfuscation of mental contents that results from reverberation of
experiences within localized awareness. We can explain the divide between thoughts, emotions
and imagination on the one hand, and perceptions on the other hand, by the dissociation that



accompanies this obfuscation. We can explain the correlations between brain activity and
subjective experience by the first- and second-person perspectives of experience that result
from the dissociation. And, finally, we can explain consensus reality as the shared second-
person perspective of mental activity unfolding in a collective, obfuscated part of consciousness.
In short, we can explain all reality without postulating anything but consciousness
itself.Philosophers call this worldview idealism. All we need to do to make idealism work is
extrapolate consciousness beyond the limits of personal psyches. This is entirely reasonable for
at least two reasons: first, there is significant empirical evidence for transpersonal states of
consciousness;11 second, regardless of any empirical evidence, inferring that the boundaries of
a known ontological category extend beyond face-value limits is much more parsimonious than
inferring a whole new ontological category, such as a universe outside consciousness. Even if
there were no extra empirical evidence in its favor – though there is plenty – idealism would still
trump materialism on grounds of parsimony alone.This essay is an attempt to summarize a
worldview described in detail, and substantiated rigorously, in my earlier book Why Materialism
Is Baloney. Naturally, I can’t really do justice to an argument originally laid out in 250 pages when
squeezing it into only a few paragraphs. Many important points had to be left out. Therefore, I
urge those interested in a more in-depth understanding of this worldview – as well as those
inclined to dismiss it on the basis of what this essay fails to cover – to read that more complete
work before final judgment. For understanding the views expressed in the remainder of this
book, however, the present essay provides sufficient background.2.2. Materialist arguments and
why they are wrongI am a proponent of the philosophy of idealism: the notion that all reality is
grounded in a transpersonal form of consciousness of which we, as living beings, are merely
dissociated complexes, or alters. I maintain that inferring a whole universe fundamentally outside
consciousness is unnecessary: we can explain all reality purely as excitations of consciousness
itself. Moreover, I also maintain that inferring this universe outside consciousness is insufficient
to make sense of reality: it fails to explain consciousness itself, the most present – and arguably
sole – fact of existence, as discussed in essay 3.1. My argument for idealism is summarized in
essay 2.1. Here, I’d like to tackle some of the most common materialist counter-arguments to
it.This essay is organized as a series of criticisms and rebuttals, with interspersed commentary.
The criticisms are the materialist counter-arguments to idealism. The rebuttals are my respective
rejoinders. For ease of reference, criticisms and rebuttals are organized in numbered pairs.There
are different ways in which the materialist criticisms listed below are fallacious. A common fallacy
is a kind of circular reasoning called ‘begging the question.’ One begs the question when one
takes the conclusion of an argument as a premise of the argument. For instance, if one says:
‘God exists because the Bible says so, and the Bible is true because it was written by God,’ one
is begging the question of God’s existence. Although the circularity of the reasoning is obvious in
this simplistic example, one often begs the question in an indirect and somewhat concealed
manner. In the next five pairs of criticism and rebuttal, I explore common ways in which
materialists beg the question, arguing for the validity of materialism by assuming materialism in



the argument. The circularity of their reasoning becomes clear once it’s pointed out, so it is
rather surprising how often educated, otherwise intelligent materialists fall for it.Criticism 1: Our
sense perceptions provide direct evidence for a world outside consciousness.Rebuttal 1: All we
can assert with certainty about our sense perceptions is that they are a particular modality of
experience. Other modalities are thoughts, emotions and imagination. The difference is that we
often identify with our thoughts, emotions and imagination – that is, we think they form part of
who we are – and seldom identify with the contents of our sense perceptions. Indeed, we do not
ordinarily believe that the world we see around us is part of us. Moreover, while we have some
degree of direct volitional control of our thoughts, emotions and fantasies, we do not have any
direct volitional control of the world we perceive around us. We cannot change the world by
merely wishing it to be different. Therefore, all we can assert is that our sense perceptions
represent a modality of experience that we do not identify with or have direct volitional control of.
That’s it; nothing more. When materialists assert that sense perceptions are direct evidence for a
world outside consciousness, they are at best begging the question. If not, then they are
necessarily concluding that experiences we do not identify with, or have direct volitional control
of, can only originate in a world outside consciousness. Such a conclusion is, of course, illogical
and betrays a surprising incapacity to see alternatives. See the next rebuttal.Criticism 2:
Because we cannot change reality by merely wishing it to be different, it’s clear that reality is
outside consciousness.Rebuttal 2: This begs the question in roughly the same way as the
previous criticism, but let us elaborate on the answer in a different way. The fact that certain
contents of consciousness fall outside the control of our personal volition does not imply that
they originate outside consciousness itself. After all, there are plenty of examples of undeniably
mental phenomena that we do not identify with and cannot control: our nightmares,
schizophrenic hallucinations, spontaneous visions, certain obsessions and compulsions, etc.
Schizophrenics do not identify with and cannot control their hallucinations; they experience them
as external phenomena. Yet, their hallucinations are entirely mental. Similarly, we do not identify
with and cannot control the part of our psyches that generates our dreams and nightmares,
otherwise we would never have the latter. We experience the scenarios of our dreams and
nightmares as if they were external to us. Yet, they are entirely mental. Schizophrenic
hallucinations and dreams clearly aren’t perceptions of a strongly objective world outside mind.
They are generated subjectively by and within mind. The only difference that can be empirically
asserted between dreams and hallucinations on the one hand, and the ordinary waking world on
the other hand, is that the latter is a shared experience, while the former are usually personal,
idiosyncratic experiences. But they are all experiences in consciousness.Criticism 3: Because
we are separate beings inhabiting the same environment, the empirical world has to be outside
consciousness.Rebuttal 3: The idea here is that, if the world is a kind of collective dream, how
can we all be sharing the same dream world, given that our psyches aren’t connected?
Naturally, this begs the question entirely: it is only under the notion that our psyches are
generated by our bodies that we can say that they are disconnected; after all, our bodies are



indeed separate. But if reality is in consciousness, then it is our bodies that are in
consciousness, not consciousness in our bodies. The fact that our bodies are separate in the
canvas of spacetime simply does not imply that our psyches are fundamentally disconnected. To
say so is analogous to stating that, because one has two applications open in a computer
screen, one must be using two separate computers! It is the application that is in the computer,
not the computer in the application. Separate applications do not imply separate
computers.Criticism 4: It is untenable to maintain that there is no reality independent of
consciousness, for there is plenty of evidence about what was going on in the universe before
consciousness evolved.Rebuttal 4: This, of course, assumes materialism – the notion that
consciousness is generated by, and confined to, biological nervous systems – in a circular
argument for materialism. Biological nervous systems indeed evolved at some point in time. But
if the entire universe is in consciousness, then it is nervous systems that evolved in
consciousness, not consciousness in nervous systems. Nervous systems are images of
particular localization processes in consciousness, which could and did evolve later than other,
earlier processes in consciousness. Those earlier processes weren’t biology, but corresponded
to everything that happened in the universe before life arose. A living being is like a whirlpool – a
localization of flow – in a stream of transpersonal experiences, while non-biological phenomena
are like ripples. As such, nothing in idealism precludes the possibility that there were plenty of
ripples long before the first whirlpool ever formed (more on this in essay 2.5). The fact that there
is evidence for the existence of the universe before nervous systems arose does not invalidate
idealism. The circularity of this criticism should be self-evident enough. Yet, well-known biologist,
author and militant materialist Jerry Coyne attacked my work precisely along these
lines.12Criticism 5: It is not parsimonious to say that the world is in consciousness, because this
would require postulating an unfathomably complex entity to be imagining the world.Rebuttal 5:
The assumption here is that consciousness can only exist if it is generated by something else;
by an entity outside consciousness, whose complexity must be proportional to the complexity of
the mental contents being generated. This is a hardly disguised way to assume materialism in
the first place: to assume that mind must be reducible to complex arrangements of something
outside mind. Naturally, when one claims that the world is in consciousness, one is claiming
precisely that consciousness is irreducible, primary, fundamental. Consciousness, as such, is
not generated by complex entities or, for that matter, by anything outside consciousness: it is
simply what is. To say that irreducible consciousness generates the world poses no more
problems than to say that irreducible laws of physics generate the world. In fact, it poses less
problems, since it avoids the so-called ‘hard problem of consciousness’ altogether (see essay
3.1). For the same reason that we accept that simple laws of physics generated the
unfathomable complexity of today’s universe, fairly simple ‘laws of consciousness’ could – and
did – generate the phenomenality of all existence. In both cases, very simple rules generate
unfathomable complexity, something well understood in complexity science.13 The difference is
that materialism postulates these complexity-creating rules to exist fundamentally outside



consciousness and, in some totally non-understood way rather akin to magic, to generate
consciousness. Idealism, on the other hand, sticks to the obvious: the complexity-generating
rules are the intrinsic regularities of the unfolding of consciousness itself. This is not only much
more parsimonious and empirically honest, it avoids the artificial and unsolvable ‘hard problem
of consciousness’ altogether.I personally believe that most materialists beg the question
sincerely. They can’t see the circularity of the ways in which they interpret, and then think to
confirm their interpretations of, reality. This happens because we live in a culture that has
completely lost objectivity: we can’t see past the assumptions and beliefs we are immersed in,
and indoctrinated into, since childhood. This is understandable, even though it remains one’s
personal responsibility to overcome it at some point.However, when it comes to militant
materialists – often scientists – who make it their mission in life to promote the materialist
metaphysics, the stakes are higher. When these people come to the mainstream media and beg
the question of materialism so vocally, condescendingly and blatantly, they are going much
beyond doing harm to themselves. It is your children, especially those still going through the
educational system, who are listening to them with the openness characteristic of those who
trust authority and aren’t yet ready to evaluate more critically what’s being said. Whether these
militant materialists are genuinely confused in their question-begging or not is irrelevant: by
choosing militancy, they take on the responsibility of knowing better. After all, ignorance of the
law does not entitle anyone to commit the crime. Their actions are irresponsible. If it weren’t for
the damage they cause, it would be entertaining to watch these people promote idiocy with the
hubris of an emperor with no clothes. However, the reality of the situation is rather serious.And it
doesn’t stop at question-begging. Some of the most common arguments used by materialists
contradict materialism itself! Indeed, these arguments seem to be made by people who
completely fail to understand the internal logic and implications of materialism. Unfortunately,
such confused individuals – who can often be found in so-called ‘skeptics discussion fora’ on the
Internet – tend to be the most tireless champions of materialism. Oh, the irony. The following are
two of their favorite lines.Criticism 6: The world is clearly not inside our heads, therefore idealism
is wrong.Rebuttal 6: I blush to have to refute this point but, since it comes up so often, I felt I
couldn’t ignore it. You see, it is materialism that posits that the world you perceive is inside your
head. After all, experience is supposedly the product of brain activity. Your actual skull is
allegedly above the stars you see at night, a point acknowledged by materialists in a formal
academic paper.14The actual world outside your head purportedly has none of the qualities of
experience – no color, flavor, melody, texture or odor. After all, if the qualities of experience are
somehow squirted out by brains, there is absolutely no reason to believe that they exist
anywhere else but inside skulls. On the other hand, idealism states that the world you perceive is
indeed outside your head. It does entail that it’s all in consciousness, but then it is your head – as
a part of the world – that is in consciousness, not consciousness in your head. Remember: it is
your dream character that is in your dreaming consciousness at night, not your consciousness in
your dream character. Under idealism, your head occupies a tiny ‘space’ in the canvas of



transpersonal consciousness, the rest of the world occupying other ‘spaces’ in it. As such, the
world you see around you indeed exists outside your skull and has phenomenal qualities.
Idealism does justice to our most concrete and visceral intuitions about reality, while materialism
flies in their face.Criticism 7: Idealism is too metaphysical.2. On metaphysics and cosmologyOur
culture takes for granted that the empirical world exists ‘out there’ and is fundamentally
independent of consciousness. This postulate seems to explain a number of things that we,
otherwise, would allegedly be unable to make sense of: the continuity of events while we are
asleep, the undeniable correlations between brain states and experience, the fact that we all
seem to inhabit the same world, etc. For this reason, we’ve allowed our values, economic and
political systems, ways of relating to nature and each other, psychology, medicine, social
dynamics, etc., to be all subtly colored – if not outright determined – by such a postulate. But
does it stand to reason and evidence? In this chapter, we will explore the underlying nature of
reality and our condition as conscious entities within it.Essay 2.1 summarizes the metaphysics
more extensively described in my earlier book Why Materialism Is Baloney. But beyond a mere
summary, it also extends and refines that metaphysics, elaborating on it in a more direct, less
metaphor-loaded manner. Essay 2.2 then lists and addresses each of the key materialist
counter-arguments against the ideas in essay 2.1, refuting them one by one. It is not only the
longest essay of this book, but probably one of its most important and original contributions as
well. Essay 2.3 takes the form of a short story. It seeks to illustrate a different way of seeing and
interpreting the ancient ideas of an immortal soul and an afterlife from the perspective of the
metaphysics described in essay 2.1. Essay 2.4 discusses how the survival of consciousness
beyond physical death is, in fact, a direct implication of our most basic common sense. Essay
2.5 confronts a distinction that materialism has difficulties with: the obvious difference between
living beings and inanimate objects. It also explains why the notion that all reality is in
consciousness does not imply that inanimate objects are themselves individually conscious.
Essay 2.6 then bites a big bullet: God. It argues that the existence of a conscious, omniscient,
omnipresent and omnipotent agency is, surprisingly, a direct implication of metaphysical
parsimony. This is profoundly counterintuitive from a materialist perspective, which holds
precisely that the existence of a deity defies parsimony. The essay further maintains that
evidence for God is literally all around us. Finally, essay 2.7 grapples with one of the biggest
mysteries in science today: the measurement problem of quantum mechanics. It argues that the
explanation for that conundrum is, in fact, the very same phenomenon that explains how our
ordinary awareness arises from seemingly unconscious mental activity. In the process of making
its case, the essay ends up bringing together the Copenhagen and the Many-Worlds
interpretations of quantum mechanics, which materialism deems irreconcilable.2.1. A more
parsimonious, logical, non-materialist worldviewThe mainstream metaphysics of our culture –
materialism – posits that the empirical world is fundamentally outside consciousness. The world
supposedly consists of an unfathomably complex assemblage of stand-alone material particles,
all of which would still exist in the absence of any subjective experience. It’s not difficult to see



why so many of us buy into this view: the environment we live in is clearly outside our heads and
different individuals undoubtedly agree on what its salient aspects look like, so we all seem to
share the same environment. When I go to a stadium to watch a football match, the other
thousands of people in the stadium apparently experience the same match. The obvious
explanation for this sharing of experience is that the match exists outside the personal
consciousness of the spectators, so they can all simultaneously observe it. If the world were just
a kind of subjective dream, how could separate people share the same dream? Moreover, there
are correlations between the material activity of brains and subjective experience: through brain-
imaging technology, neuroscientists have demonstrated these correlations beyond any doubt.4
Therefore, materialism seems to be entirely justified in extracting one additional conclusion: not
only does matter exist outside consciousness, specific arrangements of matter in the form of
active brains generate consciousness. All this seems to make perfect sense.There are, however,
two major problems with it: first, the seemingly persuasive argument behind materialism is
ridden with circular logic; second, since consciousness is the only carrier of reality anyone can
ever know for sure, inferring an entire universe outside consciousness comes at a very steep
price in terms of parsimony. Let us explore all this.To begin with, we need to define more
precisely what we mean by the word ‘consciousness.’ Although everybody has an intuitive
understanding of it, the word itself is often overloaded with metaphysical assumptions. A
materialist might define ‘consciousness’ as the result of certain types of brain activity, while a
religious person might define it as the essential attribute of an immaterial soul. In both cases, the
word is overloaded with a particular explanation. To avoid these explanatory biases, it’s useful to
define ‘consciousness’ in a purely operational manner. In this spirit, I use the following definition
in this book: consciousness is that whose excitations are subjective experiences. In other words,
every subjective experience is a particular excitation of consciousness – whatever
consciousness may intrinsically be – just like ripples are excitations of water. This operational
definition is precise and metaphysically neutral.Now notice that, in exactly the same way that
there is nothing to ripples but water, there is nothing to subjective experience but consciousness.
There’s nothing to an excitation but that which is excited. Therefore, there is a degree of
equivalence between experience and consciousness, so we could perhaps also say that
consciousness is raw subjective experience itself. This is an admittedly more restrictive version
of the definition above: after all, we don’t say that water is ripples; ripples are just a behavior of
water. Water continues to exist even when it’s not rippling. However, it is extremely difficult to find
semantic room for the word ‘consciousness’ without experience. What sense is there in saying
that one is conscious without being conscious of something? I am not saying that there can’t be
intrinsic consciousness without experience; in fact, my definition of consciousness in the
previous paragraph implies precisely that there is. Eastern spiritual traditions have also spoken
for centuries of ‘pure consciousness’ without experience. What I am trying to point out here is
merely the impossibility to coherently articulate this pure consciousness in language. As such,
whatever consciousness may intrinsically be in the absence of experience – in the absence of



ripples – is fundamentally beyond our ability to talk about or make sense of. Hence, defining
consciousness rather restrictively as its own behavior seems fair enough for discussion
purposes, as long as we understand what we are doing.With all this in mind, we can then assert
that consciousness – whatever it may intrinsically be – is the only carrier of reality anyone can
ever know for sure. It is the one undeniable empirical fact of existence. After all, what can we
really know that isn’t experienced in some form, even if only through instrumentation or the
reports of others? If something is fundamentally beyond all forms of experience, direct or
indirect, it might as well not exist. Because all knowledge resides in consciousness, we cannot
know what is supposedly outside consciousness; we can only infer it through our capacity for
abstraction.Now, because of the principle of parsimony (which I elaborate upon in essay 4.7),
we are only justified in inferring an abstract universe outside consciousness if this inference is
necessary to make sense of things. For instance, if we cannot otherwise make sense of the fact
that thousands of people can experience the same football match concurrently, then – and only
then – we are justified in inferring that there is a match outside experience. But notice what a
great demand this is: it is enough that we find one coherent explanation for reality on the basis of
excitations of consciousness alone for a postulated universe outside consciousness to become
akin to the Flying Spaghetti Monster.5 Like the Spaghetti Monster, we cannot prove it isn’t there;
but it would be entirely unnecessary – and flat-out ridiculous – to seriously propose its
existence.I claim that we do not need more than consciousness to explain reality: all things and
phenomena can be made sense of as excitations of consciousness itself. According to this more
parsimonious view, the ground of all reality is a transpersonal flow of subjective experiences that
I metaphorically describe as a stream. Our personal awareness is simply a localization of this
flow: a whirlpool in the stream. It is this localization that leads to the illusion of personal identity
and separateness. The body-brain system is the image of the process of localization in the
stream of consciousness, like a whirlpool is the image of a process of localization in a stream of
water. There is nothing to a whirlpool but water. Yet, we can point at it and say: there’s a
whirlpool! Analogously, there is nothing to a body but consciousness. Yet, we can point at it and
say: there’s a body!For exactly the same reason that a whirlpool doesn’t generate water, the
body-brain system doesn’t generate consciousness. Yet, because the image of a process
carries valid information about the inner dynamics of the process – just like the colors of flames
carry valid information about the microscopic details of combustion – brain activity correlates
with subjective experience. This is why neuroscientists find tight correspondences between a
subject’s conscious inner life and their measured brain activity: the latter is simply what the
former looks like from the outside. We don’t say that lightning is the cause of atmospheric
electric discharge, do we? Lightning is simply what atmospheric electric discharge looks like
from the outside. For exactly the same reason, it is absurd to say that neurons cause thoughts,
emotions or perceptions. Neurons are simply what our thoughts, emotions and perceptions look
like when another person observes them.Still according to this more parsimonious interpretation
of reality, it is the body-brain system that is in consciousness, not consciousness in the body-



brain system. After all, it is the whirlpool that is in the stream, not the stream in the whirlpool.
Think of the empirical world as a collective dream: in a dream, it is your dream character that is
in consciousness, not consciousness in your dream character. This becomes obvious when you
wake up and realize that the whole dream was your mind’s creation. But it isn’t obvious at all
while you are asleep: during the dream, it is easy to implicitly assume that your consciousness is
somehow inside your dream character. Can you be sure that the same illusion isn’t taking place
right now?Moreover, if the body is in consciousness, as opposed to the other way around, then
the fact that our bodies are separate does not imply that our personal psyches are
fundamentally separate. Indeed, once you drop the notion that your consciousness is confined
to your body, it becomes entirely plausible that our psyches are all united at the deepest, most
obfuscated levels. Depth-psychology, despite erroneously calling it the ‘collective unconscious,’
has accumulated decades-worth of evidence for the existence of this obfuscated, collective part
of consciousness.6 Inferring that personal psyches share a common root does not entail
postulating a new, abstract theoretical entity – namely, a universe outside consciousness – but
merely extrapolating consciousness itself beyond its face-value personal limits. As such, to see
the world as akin to a shared dream grounded in a collective, obfuscated part of consciousness
is much more parsimonious than materialism.But where is this collective part of consciousness?
It’s easy to see. As our personal psyches are like whirlpools in a broader stream, so the broader
stream itself is a transpersonal form of consciousness that underlies all reality and unites all
whirlpools. The broader stream is the ‘collective unconscious.’ Aldous Huxley ably called it ‘mind-
at-large,’7 a more accurate terminology that I shall adopt from this point on. For the same reason
that the experiences of another person appear to us as a seemingly objective phenomenon –
namely, an active brain – the seemingly objective world around us is what experiences in mind-
at-large look like from the outside. In other words: for the same reason that a neuroscientist can
know that a person has conscious inner life merely by measuring the person’s brain activity, we
can know that mind-at-large exists merely by observing the world around us. The empirical world
itself is the overwhelming, concrete evidence for the existence of mind-at-large.Think about it for
a moment: an active brain is a structured collection of so-called subatomic particles. Yet we
know that an active brain is what conscious processes look like from the outside. Likewise,
consensus reality is also a structured collection of subatomic particles. Therefore, it, as a whole,
must also be the outside image of conscious processes. But whose conscious processes?
Those of mind-at-large, of course; whose else could they be? Personal experiences are to brain
activity as the transpersonal experiences of mind-at-large are to the world we observe around
us. The correspondences that lead to this conclusion are clear: our consensus reality – that is,
the empirical world – is the framework wherein active brains arise as local structures, just as the
stream – that is, mind-at-large – is the framework wherein whirlpools arise as localized patterns
of water flow; whirlpools are made of nothing but the stream’s water, just as active brains are
made of nothing but the subatomic particles of consensus reality; there is nothing to an active
brain but those particles, just as there is nothing to a whirlpool but water; etc.Interpreting reality



as excitations of mind-at-large allows the physical world to be exactly what it seems to be: to
have colors, flavors, smells, textures and melodies. It acknowledges that those colors, flavors,
smells, textures and melodies exist outside our head. After all, it is our head that is in
consciousness, not consciousness in our head. The materialist metaphysics, on the other hand,
posits that all qualities of experience – all colors, flavors, smells, textures and melodies – are
generated by our brain. Therefore, they can only exist inside our skull! It is materialism that says
the world we perceive is inside our head. According to it, the actual world ‘out there’ is a purely
abstract realm of concepts and associated quantities. Matter, as such, has no intrinsic qualities:
it isn’t hard or rough, or cold, or concrete; it’s just an abstract concept to which we attach
numbers in order to characterize it. We can’t even visualize what this abstract world may be like,
since visualization necessarily entails the qualities of experience.Recently, physicist Max
Tegmark acknowledged the awkwardness of this situation by deeming the metaphysical
conceptualizations of materialism, like atoms and subatomic particles, to be unnecessary
‘baggage.’8 The obvious next step in this line of reasoning is to acknowledge the sufficiency of
experience, but Tegmark isn’t ready to go that far: he still insists on some form of reality outside
consciousness. He drops the conceptual part of it but keeps the quantities. In other words, he
postulates that it is all just numbers out there; no particles to attach the numbers to. At first sight,
this seems to be just an extreme version of the materialist endeavor to replace reality with
abstractions. But if you look carefully, you will notice that, by being so ready to embrace
abstraction all the way, Tegmark comes full circle: after all, mathematics – quantities and their
relationships – is a mental construct. ‘The fool who persists in his folly will become wise,’ said
Blake. By positing that the physical world consists solely of mathematical entities, there is an
important way in which Tegmark is at least flirting with the views expressed in this essay.The key
to the consciousness-only ontology I am proposing is the realization that there can potentially be
two angles, or facets, to an experience: the necessary first-person but also a possible second-
person perspective; the inside and the outside views. This way, what I feel when I watch erotic
material is a first-person, inside perspective of the experience of arousal. But if I am placed in a
brain scanner while watching erotic material, the neuroscientist operating the brain scanner will
gain a second-person, outside perspective of my arousal in the form of patterns of brain activity.
Notice that the second-person perspective is also an experience: the neuroscientist sees my
brain activation patterns; he just doesn’t feel arousal. Indeed, the first- and second-person
perspectives, despite being correlated, are qualitatively different experiences: observing brain
scans is anything but arousing! To say that there is a second-person perspective to an
experience means only that valid information about it is carried by another experience in another
part of the broader stream of consciousness. Naturally, there can be experiences in the stream
that have no second-person perspective at all. An ‘experience’ without a first-person
perspective, however, is a contradiction in terms.It is the localization of flow in the broader
stream of consciousness – the formation of whirlpools – that gives rise to a second-person
perspective and, with it, the illusion of a world outside consciousness. Let’s unpack this slowly,



step-by-step.Neuroscience has found out empirically that our ordinary awareness correlates
with reverberating brain activity, involving back-and-forth communication between different brain
areas.9 Insofar as it is a phenomenon of the nervous system, this reverberation is a
consequence of the localization of experiences. Now, just as it does with sound in a room,
reverberation amplifies the localized mental contents caught in it. Analogously to how the
stronger glare of the Sun obfuscates the stars at noon, the amplified, reverberating mental
contents in the ‘center’ of the whirlpool obfuscate everything else, to the point of rendering it all
seemingly unconscious. This is the reason why depth-psychology has come to adopt the
misnomer ‘unconscious.’ What psychology and neuroscience mistakenly consider unconscious
neural processes are merely the outside image of obfuscated mental contents in the periphery
of the whirlpool, which don’t get caught in the reverberation. They correspond to what analytical
psychology calls the ‘personal unconscious.’ Of course, the amplification of reverberating mental
contents in the ‘center’ of the whirlpool also obfuscates everything going on outside the
whirlpool itself; that is, in mind-at-large. In the terminology of analytical psychology, the
obfuscated processes in mind-at-large are called the ‘collective unconscious.’ All these
obfuscated mental contents, both inside and outside the whirlpool, are still in consciousness –
for the same reason that the stars are still in the sky at noon – but not in the field of ordinary,
lucid awareness. As neuroscience has empirically determined, the latter only arises from
reverberation.There’s no true unconscious, for all reality is in consciousness. But because the
conscious activity unfolding in mind-at-large becomes seemingly unconscious from the point of
view of a whirlpool, every human being effectively turns into a dissociated personality – an alter –
of mind-at-large. People with Dissociative Identity Disorder, for instance, can exhibit multiple
alters, each experiencing itself as separate from the rest of the psyche and having its own
stream of thoughts, imagination, memory, skills, emotions, self-image, etc.10 Alters arise
because they become seemingly unconscious of the mental activity in the remaining parts of
mind. This is easy to see when we turn it around: if I were lucidly aware of your entire inner life,
and you of mine, we would be effectively the same conscious entity, wouldn’t we? We feel that
we are separate precisely because we are seemingly unconscious of each other’s inner lives. It
is thus easy to see that the reverberation/amplification of mental contents in the ‘center’ of their
whirlpool can effectively dissociate human beings from the rest of mind-at-large. Mind-at-large
suffers from ‘Dissociative Identity Disorder’ and we are its ‘alters.’Finally, the key point: the
formation of an alter delineates a boundary between mental activity inside and outside the alter.
This boundary is what creates the second-person perspective of experience and the illusion of a
world outside mind: conscious activity unfolding outside the alter can only become accessible to
it from a second-person perspective. The first-person perspective becomes obfuscated by the
reverberation/amplification mechanism in the whirlpool.How exactly does this process work? To
visualize it, let’s get back to the stream metaphor. Each whirlpool corresponds to a person and
each person to at least one alter of mind-at-large. The rim of the whirlpool delineates the
boundary between ourselves – including our thoughts, fantasies, emotions, bodily sensations,



etc. – and the outer world, which we perceive through our five senses. The whirlpool’s rim is our
sense organs: skin, eyes, nose, ears and tongue. Let us now imagine that experiences are
disturbances of the water flow in the stream – that is, excitations of consciousness. Dynamic
processes creating disturbances inside a whirlpool can become amplified and lucid: these are
our thoughts, fantasies and emotions, which all constantly arise within ourselves. However,
because of obfuscation, we become seemingly unconscious of similar dynamic processes
creating disturbances outside our respective whirlpools.Very well. Now, some of those outside
disturbances create ripples that penetrate our whirlpools through their rim. This is what our
sense perceptions are. We call those incoming ripples ‘photons,’ ‘sound waves,’ ‘scent
molecules,’ etc. Once they penetrate the whirlpool – that is, engage our sense organs – the
incoming ripples may also become amplified, reaching our lucid awareness. But the ripples that
penetrate a whirlpool are just traces of outside dynamic processes unfolding in mind-at-large;
the wake of the ship, not the ship itself. While the original outside disturbances that generated
the ripples correspond to the first-person perspective of experiences in mind-at-large, the
incoming ripples correspond to a second-person perspective of those original experiences.
Indeed, it is for this reason that the second-person perspective of an experience feels so
qualitatively different from the first-person one: the incoming ripples aren’t the outside
disturbances that generated them in the first place; the wake isn’t the ship, although it
corresponds to the ship’s movements. Active neurons aren’t arousal, but merely the trace left by
arousal.The second-person perspective of an original experience is the result of amplification,
within a whirlpool, of ripples generated by the outside disturbance of consciousness that is the
original experience. The second-person perspective is always itself an experience within a
whirlpool, which carries information about a disturbance of the stream of consciousness outside
the whirlpool. When you see another person, what you perceive are the ripples that the whirlpool
corresponding to that other person has generated. If you close your eyes, you can no longer see
the person because you are making it impossible for these ripples to penetrate your own
whirlpool.In conclusion, we can explain personal awareness by a process of localization in the
flow of a broader, transpersonal stream of experiences. We can explain the so-called
‘unconscious’ psyche by the obfuscation of mental contents that results from reverberation of
experiences within localized awareness. We can explain the divide between thoughts, emotions
and imagination on the one hand, and perceptions on the other hand, by the dissociation that
accompanies this obfuscation. We can explain the correlations between brain activity and
subjective experience by the first- and second-person perspectives of experience that result
from the dissociation. And, finally, we can explain consensus reality as the shared second-
person perspective of mental activity unfolding in a collective, obfuscated part of consciousness.
In short, we can explain all reality without postulating anything but consciousness
itself.Philosophers call this worldview idealism. All we need to do to make idealism work is
extrapolate consciousness beyond the limits of personal psyches. This is entirely reasonable for
at least two reasons: first, there is significant empirical evidence for transpersonal states of



consciousness;11 second, regardless of any empirical evidence, inferring that the boundaries of
a known ontological category extend beyond face-value limits is much more parsimonious than
inferring a whole new ontological category, such as a universe outside consciousness. Even if
there were no extra empirical evidence in its favor – though there is plenty – idealism would still
trump materialism on grounds of parsimony alone.This essay is an attempt to summarize a
worldview described in detail, and substantiated rigorously, in my earlier book Why Materialism
Is Baloney. Naturally, I can’t really do justice to an argument originally laid out in 250 pages when
squeezing it into only a few paragraphs. Many important points had to be left out. Therefore, I
urge those interested in a more in-depth understanding of this worldview – as well as those
inclined to dismiss it on the basis of what this essay fails to cover – to read that more complete
work before final judgment. For understanding the views expressed in the remainder of this
book, however, the present essay provides sufficient background.2.2. Materialist arguments and
why they are wrongI am a proponent of the philosophy of idealism: the notion that all reality is
grounded in a transpersonal form of consciousness of which we, as living beings, are merely
dissociated complexes, or alters. I maintain that inferring a whole universe fundamentally outside
consciousness is unnecessary: we can explain all reality purely as excitations of consciousness
itself. Moreover, I also maintain that inferring this universe outside consciousness is insufficient
to make sense of reality: it fails to explain consciousness itself, the most present – and arguably
sole – fact of existence, as discussed in essay 3.1. My argument for idealism is summarized in
essay 2.1. Here, I’d like to tackle some of the most common materialist counter-arguments to
it.This essay is organized as a series of criticisms and rebuttals, with interspersed commentary.
The criticisms are the materialist counter-arguments to idealism. The rebuttals are my respective
rejoinders. For ease of reference, criticisms and rebuttals are organized in numbered pairs.There
are different ways in which the materialist criticisms listed below are fallacious. A common fallacy
is a kind of circular reasoning called ‘begging the question.’ One begs the question when one
takes the conclusion of an argument as a premise of the argument. For instance, if one says:
‘God exists because the Bible says so, and the Bible is true because it was written by God,’ one
is begging the question of God’s existence. Although the circularity of the reasoning is obvious in
this simplistic example, one often begs the question in an indirect and somewhat concealed
manner. In the next five pairs of criticism and rebuttal, I explore common ways in which
materialists beg the question, arguing for the validity of materialism by assuming materialism in
the argument. The circularity of their reasoning becomes clear once it’s pointed out, so it is
rather surprising how often educated, otherwise intelligent materialists fall for it.Criticism 1: Our
sense perceptions provide direct evidence for a world outside consciousness.Rebuttal 1: All we
can assert with certainty about our sense perceptions is that they are a particular modality of
experience. Other modalities are thoughts, emotions and imagination. The difference is that we
often identify with our thoughts, emotions and imagination – that is, we think they form part of
who we are – and seldom identify with the contents of our sense perceptions. Indeed, we do not
ordinarily believe that the world we see around us is part of us. Moreover, while we have some



degree of direct volitional control of our thoughts, emotions and fantasies, we do not have any
direct volitional control of the world we perceive around us. We cannot change the world by
merely wishing it to be different. Therefore, all we can assert is that our sense perceptions
represent a modality of experience that we do not identify with or have direct volitional control of.
That’s it; nothing more. When materialists assert that sense perceptions are direct evidence for a
world outside consciousness, they are at best begging the question. If not, then they are
necessarily concluding that experiences we do not identify with, or have direct volitional control
of, can only originate in a world outside consciousness. Such a conclusion is, of course, illogical
and betrays a surprising incapacity to see alternatives. See the next rebuttal.Criticism 2:
Because we cannot change reality by merely wishing it to be different, it’s clear that reality is
outside consciousness.Rebuttal 2: This begs the question in roughly the same way as the
previous criticism, but let us elaborate on the answer in a different way. The fact that certain
contents of consciousness fall outside the control of our personal volition does not imply that
they originate outside consciousness itself. After all, there are plenty of examples of undeniably
mental phenomena that we do not identify with and cannot control: our nightmares,
schizophrenic hallucinations, spontaneous visions, certain obsessions and compulsions, etc.
Schizophrenics do not identify with and cannot control their hallucinations; they experience them
as external phenomena. Yet, their hallucinations are entirely mental. Similarly, we do not identify
with and cannot control the part of our psyches that generates our dreams and nightmares,
otherwise we would never have the latter. We experience the scenarios of our dreams and
nightmares as if they were external to us. Yet, they are entirely mental. Schizophrenic
hallucinations and dreams clearly aren’t perceptions of a strongly objective world outside mind.
They are generated subjectively by and within mind. The only difference that can be empirically
asserted between dreams and hallucinations on the one hand, and the ordinary waking world on
the other hand, is that the latter is a shared experience, while the former are usually personal,
idiosyncratic experiences. But they are all experiences in consciousness.Criticism 3: Because
we are separate beings inhabiting the same environment, the empirical world has to be outside
consciousness.Rebuttal 3: The idea here is that, if the world is a kind of collective dream, how
can we all be sharing the same dream world, given that our psyches aren’t connected?
Naturally, this begs the question entirely: it is only under the notion that our psyches are
generated by our bodies that we can say that they are disconnected; after all, our bodies are
indeed separate. But if reality is in consciousness, then it is our bodies that are in
consciousness, not consciousness in our bodies. The fact that our bodies are separate in the
canvas of spacetime simply does not imply that our psyches are fundamentally disconnected. To
say so is analogous to stating that, because one has two applications open in a computer
screen, one must be using two separate computers! It is the application that is in the computer,
not the computer in the application. Separate applications do not imply separate
computers.Criticism 4: It is untenable to maintain that there is no reality independent of
consciousness, for there is plenty of evidence about what was going on in the universe before



consciousness evolved.Rebuttal 4: This, of course, assumes materialism – the notion that
consciousness is generated by, and confined to, biological nervous systems – in a circular
argument for materialism. Biological nervous systems indeed evolved at some point in time. But
if the entire universe is in consciousness, then it is nervous systems that evolved in
consciousness, not consciousness in nervous systems. Nervous systems are images of
particular localization processes in consciousness, which could and did evolve later than other,
earlier processes in consciousness. Those earlier processes weren’t biology, but corresponded
to everything that happened in the universe before life arose. A living being is like a whirlpool – a
localization of flow – in a stream of transpersonal experiences, while non-biological phenomena
are like ripples. As such, nothing in idealism precludes the possibility that there were plenty of
ripples long before the first whirlpool ever formed (more on this in essay 2.5). The fact that there
is evidence for the existence of the universe before nervous systems arose does not invalidate
idealism. The circularity of this criticism should be self-evident enough. Yet, well-known biologist,
author and militant materialist Jerry Coyne attacked my work precisely along these
lines.12Criticism 5: It is not parsimonious to say that the world is in consciousness, because this
would require postulating an unfathomably complex entity to be imagining the world.Rebuttal 5:
The assumption here is that consciousness can only exist if it is generated by something else;
by an entity outside consciousness, whose complexity must be proportional to the complexity of
the mental contents being generated. This is a hardly disguised way to assume materialism in
the first place: to assume that mind must be reducible to complex arrangements of something
outside mind. Naturally, when one claims that the world is in consciousness, one is claiming
precisely that consciousness is irreducible, primary, fundamental. Consciousness, as such, is
not generated by complex entities or, for that matter, by anything outside consciousness: it is
simply what is. To say that irreducible consciousness generates the world poses no more
problems than to say that irreducible laws of physics generate the world. In fact, it poses less
problems, since it avoids the so-called ‘hard problem of consciousness’ altogether (see essay
3.1). For the same reason that we accept that simple laws of physics generated the
unfathomable complexity of today’s universe, fairly simple ‘laws of consciousness’ could – and
did – generate the phenomenality of all existence. In both cases, very simple rules generate
unfathomable complexity, something well understood in complexity science.13 The difference is
that materialism postulates these complexity-creating rules to exist fundamentally outside
consciousness and, in some totally non-understood way rather akin to magic, to generate
consciousness. Idealism, on the other hand, sticks to the obvious: the complexity-generating
rules are the intrinsic regularities of the unfolding of consciousness itself. This is not only much
more parsimonious and empirically honest, it avoids the artificial and unsolvable ‘hard problem
of consciousness’ altogether.I personally believe that most materialists beg the question
sincerely. They can’t see the circularity of the ways in which they interpret, and then think to
confirm their interpretations of, reality. This happens because we live in a culture that has
completely lost objectivity: we can’t see past the assumptions and beliefs we are immersed in,



and indoctrinated into, since childhood. This is understandable, even though it remains one’s
personal responsibility to overcome it at some point.However, when it comes to militant
materialists – often scientists – who make it their mission in life to promote the materialist
metaphysics, the stakes are higher. When these people come to the mainstream media and beg
the question of materialism so vocally, condescendingly and blatantly, they are going much
beyond doing harm to themselves. It is your children, especially those still going through the
educational system, who are listening to them with the openness characteristic of those who
trust authority and aren’t yet ready to evaluate more critically what’s being said. Whether these
militant materialists are genuinely confused in their question-begging or not is irrelevant: by
choosing militancy, they take on the responsibility of knowing better. After all, ignorance of the
law does not entitle anyone to commit the crime. Their actions are irresponsible. If it weren’t for
the damage they cause, it would be entertaining to watch these people promote idiocy with the
hubris of an emperor with no clothes. However, the reality of the situation is rather serious.And it
doesn’t stop at question-begging. Some of the most common arguments used by materialists
contradict materialism itself! Indeed, these arguments seem to be made by people who
completely fail to understand the internal logic and implications of materialism. Unfortunately,
such confused individuals – who can often be found in so-called ‘skeptics discussion fora’ on the
Internet – tend to be the most tireless champions of materialism. Oh, the irony. The following are
two of their favorite lines.Criticism 6: The world is clearly not inside our heads, therefore idealism
is wrong.Rebuttal 6: I blush to have to refute this point but, since it comes up so often, I felt I
couldn’t ignore it. You see, it is materialism that posits that the world you perceive is inside your
head. After all, experience is supposedly the product of brain activity. Your actual skull is
allegedly above the stars you see at night, a point acknowledged by materialists in a formal
academic paper.14The actual world outside your head purportedly has none of the qualities of
experience – no color, flavor, melody, texture or odor. After all, if the qualities of experience are
somehow squirted out by brains, there is absolutely no reason to believe that they exist
anywhere else but inside skulls. On the other hand, idealism states that the world you perceive is
indeed outside your head. It does entail that it’s all in consciousness, but then it is your head – as
a part of the world – that is in consciousness, not consciousness in your head. Remember: it is
your dream character that is in your dreaming consciousness at night, not your consciousness in
your dream character. Under idealism, your head occupies a tiny ‘space’ in the canvas of
transpersonal consciousness, the rest of the world occupying other ‘spaces’ in it. As such, the
world you see around you indeed exists outside your skull and has phenomenal qualities.
Idealism does justice to our most concrete and visceral intuitions about reality, while materialism
flies in their face.Criticism 7: Idealism is too metaphysical.
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David J. Kreiter, “A new appreciation for the philosophy of Idealism. Every scientific theory
begins with a certain set of assumptions. These unspoken assumptions for the philosophy of
materialism state: “Grant me the proposition that particles, fields, and information are
fundamental, and I can explain every natural process in our world: The songbird’s melody is
merely air disturbances that vibrate our eardrums, travel to our inner ear, and are interpreted by
the brain as sound; the color of the red apple we see in the distance is not inherent in the apple,
but rather, a certain frequency of light reflected off the apple, impinging our retinas, and
interpreted by the brain as the color red; the room filled with brightness when the light is
switched on are only invisible photons whizzing around that our brain interprets as brightness.
The world we perceive, according to materialism, is a projection of a reality created by our
physical brain and this includes consciousness itself, in-so-far as materialist even recognize
consciousness as something real. Brain-imaging technology has proven without a doubt,
according to Bernard Kastrup, that tight correlations exist between brain activity and subjective
experience. At first glance, the materialist paradigm suggesting that the material brain is
responsible for our subjective experience seems to make sense, but correlations are not
necessarily causal. The early morning rooster’s crow is correlated with the rising sun but
obviously the crowing is not a cause of the event. No materialist’s explanations have even come
close to explaining how three pounds of matter inside our skull can produce conscious
experience. In this regard, materialism has been a dismal failure. Kastrup, an idealist, says that
if we instead assume that consciousness is fundamental, then a simpler more parsimonious
explanation arises for our experience of the world. The reason that we all agree on our
perceptions of nature, according to Kastrup, is that the universe is exactly as it appears with
qualities of color, sound, textures, smells, and brightness. The apparent objective universe we
all perceive is merely a second-hand representation of mind-at large, analogous to the second-
hand view of neural firings in the brain that neuroscientists, using fMRI technology, are able to
see when we have subjective experiences. Starting with the premise that consciousness is
fundamental not only alleviates the intractable “hard” problem of consciousness, (the materialist
notion that when matter becomes sufficiently complex it miraculously boots up consciousness),
but it also addresses the fine-tuning problem, (the hundreds of physical parameters of matter as
well as the laws of physics necessary for the emergence of life). Kastrup says, “…that
irreducible consciousness generates the world poses no more problems than to say that
irreducible laws of physics generate the world.” Kastrup addresses the question as to how our
consciousness relates to the consciousness of mind-at-large. Our personal individual
consciousness is part of universal consciousness much like a whirlpool is part of the larger
stream. Consciousness is not in the brain-body system; rather, the brain-body system is within
consciousness or “mind-at-large.” As for my personal quest to understand the nature of reality, I
find Kastrup’s position on free will to be most interesting. Extrapolating from his essay on free



will, my understanding of his philosophy is that mind-at-large is not some kind of super
intelligence. In fact, it is simple deterministic awareness much like the awareness of any life
forms on Earth that react instinctively to their environment, playing out in the form of the four
“fs”—feeding, fighting, fleeing, and mating. On the other hand, we humans have evolved a
higher level of consciousness that I refer to as self-awareness, our innate ability to ponder, to be
aware that we are aware, our science and philosophy. Self-awareness can be intuited from the
following statement: You might wonder if your dog is conscious, but it is unlikely that your dog is
wondering if you are conscious. In light of these assumptions we can, in some way, guide our
own reality in sort of a feed-back loop. Wishing and praying for some ego driven outcome is
pointless, but identifying with mind-at-large and simply expressing emotions of gratitude and
compassion facilitates our connection with the perfect universal mind. Bernardo Kastrup’s book
“Brief Peeks Beyond” has made me reconsider the philosophy of idealism.”

J. Templin, “Brilliant. I had, several months ago, stumbled onto Kastrup on YouTube and was
immediately drawn to how articulate, thoughtful and well educated he was. He could speak
coherently and extemporaneously in a seemingly effortless, fluid manner. He has a way of
explaining difficult concepts to a layman like myself.I'm not sure why I waited so long to purchase
and read one of his books. This will not be my last. This particular book you don't have to read
front to back though I'd recommend it.I would encourage anyone who is not familiar with him to
watch some of his YouTube videos, (many of which are in podcast dialogue with others.) Doing
so will give you a feel for the man's extreme intelligence. He makes solid points and often gives
meaningful examples and sites references. You may not agree with everything he says but his
thinking will expand your mind and at the very least cause you to question what we've been (and
currently are) taught, in regard to consciousness and the mind.Kastrup's writing is as succinct
and researched as his oral presentations and debates.You will come away with a better
understanding of solipsism, materialism and Idealism, perhaps helping you decide where you
stand on the subject of how the brain relates to consciousness. I would love to hear him debate
Dawkins or Dennet. I highly recommend his YT conversations (videos) with Rupert Spira. If you
don't know Spira (who promotes "The Direct Path,") their (Spira and Kastrup's) philosophies
dovetail nicely. They complement each other perfectly. Spira is another brilliant mind who
communicates complex concepts in ways that the average person can better understand.I highly
recommend this book. You don't have to be deep into physics or quantum theories, but it helps if
you have a metaphysical "bone" in your mind/body, if you question time/space.”

Pete J, “A Wonderful Book. I greatly enjoyed this book and would happily recommend it to
anyone capable of reading it. It deals with issues that could not be more important or urgent.
They are addressed in a straightforward way without any unnecessary intellectual basket-
weaving. This is what rational philosophy might look like if more scientists got involved. Simple
and clear, honest, logically sound and bang in line with the data.For a committed materialist it



will be an uncomfortable book since it is intended as a cure. For a person who finds materialism
plausible, or who respects the current scientific-philosophical orthodoxy on the assumption that
it is probably well-considered, yet at the same time desperately hopes that materialism is not
true on the grounds that the universe would be meaningless and life would be pointless, it will be
a very encouraging book. Properly considered, it turns out that science and philosophy is on
your side.For a committed theist adhering to an ‘exoteric’ or literal interpretation of the scriptures
the book may seem a mixed blessing. Sentient beings become whirlpools in an ocean of
consciousness, centres of experience adrift in a psycho-physical causal matrix of their own
making. If monotheism seems implied it would be something like the subtle and metaphorical
theism of A Course in Miracles and the Nag Hammadi Library, the Kabbalah, the writings of
Rumi, Al-Halaj and the Sufis, something a lot more like Taoism and Buddhism that our Church
would usually countenance. Nevertheless, it lends credence to religion.This ocean of
consciousness is termed ‘Mind at Large’ in honour of Aldous Huxley. For readers who endorse
‘nondualism’ as a world-view and philosophical position it may be with this ‘Mind at Large’ that a
few issues arise. Is this a fundamental or emergent phenomenon? If it is emergent then the
author’s ‘monistic idealism’ would be non-reductive. Not necessarily wrong but not quite the
whole story. Yet if it is fundamental then we would have to justify the use of the term ‘Mind’ in the
absence of space-time and entirely ‘beyond the categories’ and thus, it would seem, beyond all
possibility of thought.Perhaps this is what is so clever about the book, that it takes us all the way
to the penultimate metaphysical step but does not hopelessly confuse the issues by trying to go
all the way. To go all the way would mean descending into the weird and wonderful language of
the mystics, and to do this would be utterly counter-productive to the authors’ cause. The first
task would to de-reify matter and acknowledge the ontological priority of consciousness.The
ambiguity that slightly clouds the ontological status of ‘Mind at Large’ seems unimportant
everywhere except during the discussion of freewill. Here the author states, in italics, that this
phenomenon ‘certainly has metaphysical freewill’. It is even said that this phenomenon has
wants and desires. And yet it is also said that the intentions and actions (or perhaps the
‘unfolding’) of this phenomenon would be entirely the consequence of what it is. It is what it is so
it can only act as it acts, want as it wants and so forth. This is the view that Lao Tsu endorses
when he tells us that the laws of Heaven and Earth are as they are ‘Tao being what it is’, and
perhaps it is also the Christian doctrine of ‘Divine Simplicity’. Yet this identity of action, attribute
and being would not be consistent with freewill, and if ‘Mind at Large’ is to be equated with Tao
and fundamental simplicity then we cannot claim freewill for it. For this reason we might prefer
the solution given in A Course in Miracles, where it is stated ‘Choice is meaningless’.Fortunately
there would be a way to reconcile these two seemingly different statements on freewill. This
would be to assume that the phrase ‘metaphysical freewill’ is meaningless. It is a notoriously
difficult phrase to define and the whole idea seems to slip through our fingers when we try to do
so. Perhaps this is because it does not make sense in the final analysis. Perhaps this is pedantry.
None of it makes a jot a difference to the author's main argument. .This reader had just one



more quibble. The author suggests, ‘…all conceivable structures and functions of conscious
beings can, in principle and under materialistic assumptions, be achieved without
consciousness.’ A thought experiment is provided to illustrate this. Perhaps some readers will be
convinced. For myself I have never been able to understand this view and it seems to be
blatantly ridiculous. I refuse to believe that it would ever occur to a non-conscious being to write
a book about consciousness, and it would certainly not be an achievable goal. This naïve
objection, however, in no way weakens the more general argument being made.It was genuinely
cheering to read a short discussion of materialism in relation to animal welfare. The vast
suffering of the animal kingdom caused by human activity is made possible by a lack of
compassion dependent on a complete failure of empathy and an unsystematic philosophical
view that denies any meaning to life and bestows power with no understanding. Seen in this way
materialism is a sickness, not merely a logically indefensible conjecture in science and
philosophy but a self-serving abdication of intellectual rigour and ethical responsibility that
benefits nobody and least of all the believer.As a strong advocate of the power of logic it was
also good to read a sound defence of discursive philosophy as compared with ‘revealed’ or
direct knowledge. . In mysticism the experimentalists do the real work and they can be a bit
snooty about philosophy. These two approaches to knowledge are presented as
complementary and mutually beneficial, albeit that in cases of perceived disagreement the latter
would trump the formerMany people will enjoy this book and perhaps many will be heartened by
it. With a cautionary (and probably rather churlish) word regarding the occasional variance
between this description of the world and that given in the nondual literature of mysticism, it
seems an ideal recommendation for anyone who either doubts or hopes that there is some truth
in religion or who feels oppressed by the idea that they are merely mortal beings and can never
be more.”

Peter C, “Another Great Book from Bernardo Kastrup - Very Much Recommend. Another great
read from Bernardo Kastrup. I would recommend this to anyone. However, I would, from my own
point of view, strongly recommend that anyone reading this first of all reads Bernardo's "Why
Materialism is Baloney". My reason for making that suggestion is that, though you can read
"Brief Peeks Beyond" first and get where Bernardo is coming from, you will pick up a much more
nuanced view of Bernardo's core thinking if you read "Why Materialism is Baloney" first. (Added
to that, if you read "Why Materialism is Baloney" you will, in my opinion be reading one of the
most important books on science and consciousness ever published - it's that good!)In "Brief
Peeks Beyond" Bernardo (among other things) picks up on some of the social implications of his
train of thought and addresses them well - there is a lot of food for thought in such essays.Also
really good to see was the chapter titled "Materialist arguments and why they are wrong". In that
chapter Bernardo runs through the main criticisms of his thought coming from materialist
science and provides refutations of the criticisms - this he does with his usual clear and
intelligent style. The book is worth buying for this essay alone.In all don't hesitate to buy this



book it is simply wonderful. You could of course do yourself a great favour and buy "Why
Materialism is Baloney" as well - if you haven't already read it it might change your view of the
world, the universe and everything.”

SP Isaac, “Potent essays that pound at the weakening foundations of the materialist fortress. In a
way “Brief Peeks Beyond” is part two of “Why Materialism Is Baloney”. Thus, I feel anyone
interested in BPB should first read WMIB (thoroughly recommended), thereby grounding
themselves in the author's metaphysics. Once grounded, one can then enjoy the myriad of
essays in BPB at one's ease. (The author does recap his metaphysics from WMIB in BPB, but
one would be missing out hugely if one didn't first read WMIB – that book goes deep.)So, “Brief
Peeks Beyond”. Simply, the whole work consists of more of BK's as-usual potent and uniquely
expressed insights into the nature of Reality. Essay after essay, Bernardo unremittingly lands
sledgehammer blows against materialism's crumbling walls. Or whichever metaphor you
prefer.Of particular interest and enjoyment for me were his essays refuting common materialist
arguments, tackling the whole nonsense about memories being stored as “physical traces” “in
the brain”, as well as his essays offering fascinating insights on the subject of UFO phenomena,
and on free will – the best handling of this tricky subject I've read to date. Just see the table of
contents – it's all superb.One thing I will specifically highlight: I'm very glad to see the author
recommending, amongst other things, a reduction in people's meat consumption. How anyone
can accept a BK-type world-view, and yet turn a blind eye to what humans are doing on a truly
sickening scale to the animals who share our very same “I-am-ness”, is completely beyond me.
Education is indeed liberation. Watch the documentaries. Educate yourself. And remember,
what you do to another, you do to yourself, because there are not two things in existence – there
is only One Reality, One Consciousness.An additional comment that may help anyone
struggling to accept the Truth of the Consciousness-only position EXPERIENTIALLY (having
“got it” intellectually): one of the biggest struggles many of us, myself included, seem to face in
“re-adjusting” to the Consciousness-only view of Reality is this: the world “out there” FEELS so
PHYSICAL. So how can it be that it exists in something as apparently intangible as mind/
Consciousness? Surely matter is real, and is “out there”, independent of mind/Consciousness -
it seems so obvious. Indeed, the illusion is powerful. But lucid dreaming has shattered the
illusion for me. After months of trying to lucid dream, I had a breakthrough just over a month
ago, and have had 7 lucid dreams up to now. Yes, I'm a mere novice to lucid dreaming, but still
I've learned something vital: in these dreams, short as they've been, I've been able to verify that
“physicality” is WHAT MIND DOES. If you want or expect physicality in a lucid dream, then it's
there much as it is in the waking state. Now I understand experientially that “mind does matter”,
and that it is not the other way around. Thus, I can look at the waking state world and realise that
just because it's “out there” and “physical" does NOT mean that it's outside Mind.Final thought:
I'm thoroughly looking forward to Bernardo's next book, “More Than Allegory”. I have many
books on my reading list but when that book is released it will gain an instant promotion to the



top. Why? Because BK's contribution to what seems to me to be one of the most, if not thee
most, important issues of our time, namely, the unbuckling of the materialist straight-jacket, has
been and continues to be unparalleled. If only the whole world could read Bernardo's books and
start waking up.”

adriant.esq, “Brilliant Exploration. Knowledge belongs to everyone. Brilliant Exploration.
Knowledge belongs to everyone. So here's my pennyworth. All life has soul, be it animal,
vegetable or mineral. And all of the particles of soul exist in the chemical bonding between
oxygen and hydrogen. That's why the search for life in the cosmos is driven by the search for
water, as souls cannot exist where there is none. All soul particles are connected by quantum
entanglement and are therefore instantaneously accessible and connectable. The dark matter,
the spaces between the nuclei of atoms and their orbiting electrons, which the ancients liked to
call, the Akasha, is where the memories, or, 'records', of all thoughts, words, and deeds, since
the dawn of time, time now, and the foreseeable future, reside. We can all 'read' the Akasha, but
some aren't taught to, so don't practice, doing it. Add that knowledge Kastrup's essays and you
got what scientists call, a theory for everything. David Adrian Thomas, Esq., M.C.I.H.T., Owner,
CEO and MD, County Surveyors Society International Ltd.”

Neil Creamer, “The importance of the message in this book cannot be overestimated. Bernardo
has somehow managed to improve on the clear, easy-to-grasp statement of monistic idealism
he gave in Why Materialism is Baloney. Furthermore, he has enlarged the scope of his thesis to
offer an explanation for how we as a culture can still be so firmly entrenched in a materialistic
ideology despite its ridiculous foundation assumptions.Since materialistic metaphysics are at
the basis of our destructive culture and its negative impacts on the health and happiness of a
large proportion of humanity, and even on the very survival of our species, the importance of the
message in this book cannot be overestimated.”

The book by Robert Hartwell Fiske has a rating of 5 out of 4.6. 119 people have provided
feedback.
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