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          Abstract:  

A new approach towards a Modern Metaphysics is presented. It shows which 
physical implications might be connected with the condition of transcendence.  
 

 

 

I. Introduction 
 
The physicist Albert Einstein used to speak so often of God that the Swiss author and 
dramatist Friedrich Dürrenmatt believed that he has been a disguised theologian. 
Einstein used this term, in fact, several times. Occasionally, he even spoke of God as 
the Old One. It appeared to be his deep and clear interest in the so-called »big 
questions«. Einstein wanted to know how the physical universe was structured at its 
most fundamental level. In a talk, held in 1954, he declared: “I want to know how 
God created this world. I'm not interested in this or that phenomenon, in the 
spectrum of this or that element. I want to know His thoughts; the rest are details.” 
But at the same time, as Einstein talked about God, he left no doubt that he didn’t 
believe in a personal God. He denied this view as a highly anthropomorphic 
conception.  He believed in a God who revealed himself in the orderly harmony of 
what exists, not in a God who was concerned himself with fates and actions of 
human beings. He was deeply convinced that there was a kind of magnificent 
»metaphysical«  structure that could be revealed by science, especially by physics. His life-
long search for an unified field theory was essentially inspired by this mode of 
thinking. As we know Einstein failed in finding such a theory. The thoughts of the 
Old One are still secrets until today. In this essay it shall be shown why the 
development of a modern metaphysics could be a very powerful and effective way of 
revealing these secrets.  
 
 
 
II. The »big turn« 
 
Metaphysics is the only discipline which is explicitly related to the One. As such it is 
the best discipline to uncover those thoughts which Einstein wanted to know. But 
although metaphysics was conducted for more than two thousand years all attempts 
to unveil these thoughts came to nothing. We don’t even know wether the One is 
really existing or not. There is not any experimental evidence that confirms the 
existence of this hidden branch of reality.   
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In the beginning of the 20th century a group of thinkers known as the Vienna Circle 
took this massive failure as an opportunity to question the meaning of metaphysics at 
all. Referring to scientific methodology they demanded that a metaphysical statement 
like all other scientific propositions must be capable of being verified. Otherwise such 
a statement could not be considered as scientifically meaningful. This criterion was 
called the “verification principle”. As the One being of transcendent nature did not 
satisfy this criterion, metaphysics was regarded as meaningless.  
This conclusion sounds quite plausible, but it includes a fatal error: It believes that 
pointing to the transcendent character of the One is already everything meaningful 
that can scientifically be said about the One, but it ignores the possibility that a 
Universe with a transcendent foundation must have a highly specific structure. Einstein 
himself asked very often whether God could have any choice in the creation of the 
structure of the Universe or whether specific conditions admitted no margin of 
freedom. He looked to the condition of the logical simplicity as the preferred way to 
uncover the thoughts of the Old One. But let us suppose that this condition is 
substituted by the demand of a transcendent foundation then the impression is 
naturally coming up that such a condition leaves very little choice or perhaps even no 
choice how God could have created the structure of the Universe. If it would be 
possible to precise this structure in physical terms then we could empirically check 
whether our Universe does have such a structure or not.  
A metaphysics following this line of reasoning could by all means be possible as a 
science. Curiously, no philosopher and no physicist has ever asked how the Universe 
has to look like if such a transcendent foundation is explicitly supposed.  Even 
Einstein, who tried to read the mind of God, did not ask for that. For the most 
scientists transcendence appears generally as something, to which the scientific 
method cannot be applied. But just this judgement could be the greatest obstacle on 
our path to a deep and penetrating understanding of the Universe: If the One is 
really existing then it represents by its very nature the ultimate foundation of our 
Universe, because it is apart from being of transcendent nature described as being 
omnipresent, too. It therefore embraces all physical phenomena without exception. If 
we want to understand the Universe this foundation has necessarily to be taken into 
account. Otherwise all our physical theories will remain incomplete independently 
how advanced they are. In the following chapters I like to give some impressions how 
we can deal with an  issue that is usually considered as inscrutable.  
The key to this deal is something, what I am calling the »big turn«. The first step that 
we have to do in order to conduct metaphysics in a scientific manner is to accept 
simply the transcendent character of the One. As long as this step is not done 
metaphysics will never become a science, because we are constantly trying to measure 
something which cannot, in principle, be measured. It must not be stressed that it is 
nearly unacceptable for a physicist to believe that our universe bases upon such a 
strange foundation. But only if the transcendent nature of the One is accepted we 
will turn around our usual perspective and start to think about the question: How 
must the universe be structured in the case of a  transcendent sphere?  
Clearly, to perform this “big turn” may be immense difficult but if we are able to 
make it everything changes. All knowledge about the Universe that physics has made 
during the last four hundred years becomes suddenly a tool of metaphysics. To make 
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it clear: If there is something like a »metaphysical« structure of the Universe then it is 
very likely that physics has already uncovered this structure - at least in parts. In other 
words: fundamental theories of physics like quantum mechanics could already be an 
integral part of this metaphysical structure.  
But how does this structure exactly look like? The answer to this question is 
transcendence: If we are able to decipher the physical meaning of it we can actually 
clear up puzzles in physics such as which boundary condition to impose on the 
universal wave function. 
 
 
 
III. From Epistemology to Ontology – A Prelude 
 
Transcendence is an epistemological, but not an ontological attribute. If want to know 
how the One is physically related to the visible Universe we have to work on an 
ontological attribute. This ontological attribute can easily be found. As a 
transcendent object or field is defined as something that transcends every experience, 
is not only outside of and beyond the world, it cannot in principle be perceived by 
any sense. It is actually invisible. Invisibility therefore seems to be the ontological 
equivalent of the epistemological term of transcendence.  
    It is surely no accident that invisibility is the most central attribute that is 
ontologically related to the One. We find it in nearly all religions. In Christianity it is 
written in The Epistle of St. Paul to the Romans. This letter is one of the most 
important texts of the Christian Bible, especially of the New Testament canon. Its 
verse  1:20 is directly referred to this property of invisibility.[1] According to this 
verse the visible universe is directly interpreted as the expression of invisibility. But 
does this step from epistemology to ontology, that is, from transcendence to 
invisibility, make any difference as far as the scientific method is concerned?  
According to the Logical Positivism the proposition P1 (the One is invisible) is just as 
bad as the proposition P2 (the One is transcendent).  Both propositions are only 
meaningful if we know what it would take for both to be true. As there is no method 
of verifying them both propositions are equally meaningless. This conclusion had as 
we know the devastating effect of making almost all traditional metaphysics literally 
meaningless. But is this conclusion the last word about metaphysics?  
If we are forced to prove the existence of an invisible object experimentally, that’s 
simply impossible. But during the last decades the epistemological status of the 
verification principle has changed significantly: Nowadays a meaningful proposition 
must not be equivalent with an experiential proposition, it is already sufficient if 
some experiential propositions can be deduced from it.    
If we apply the principle of verification in this weak sense then metaphysics as science 
is really possible, because the property of invisibility allows us to deduce some testable 
propositions. It is claimed that a Universe with an invisible foundation must have a 
certain kind of radical non-dual structure.   
As a more extended paper “About an Anomaly that challenges Relativity” (Subtitle: 
Mach’s Principle vs. Principle of Radical Non-Duality) is already published only an 
overview of this structure is given. [2] 
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IV. The Principle of Radical Non-Duality 
 

       a) Theory 
 
As long as we cling to the property of invisibility itself (!) a meaningful statement is, 
of course, impossible. But if we make the big turn, turning around our perspective 
and looking at the visible Universe, this conclusion appears less true.   
In traditional metaphysics the One is defined as an all-embracing essence, in which 
all differences of the visible Universe have to be melted into it. If we delve into this 
definition more deeply a rational explanation of invisibility can be found, too. An 
entity can only be »seen«, if it is distinguishable towards other entities. If there is no 
difference left, then it cannot, in principle, be seen: It is, in principle, invisible. The 
traditional idea of Oneness offers us therefore the possibility to explain or describe 
invisibility in a completely rational manner without referring to a belief. It could be 
interpreted as the the natural result of  a certain kind of radical non-dual structure of the 
Universe We have not to assume the existence of a supreme being that is actively 
hiding from us. But this idea was never investigated in detail. There are a lot of 
reasons why this investigation never took place. But if we keep to the point, that is, 
to purely philosophical reasons, we are confronted with the problem, that this idea 
seems to include an unsolvable dilemma.  
If all differences of the universe are turned into coincidences and thus solved into the 
One, then no difference of the Universe itself is left. Consequently, not only the One 
is invisible, the Universe is invisible as well. But the visibility of the Universe is a fact, 
which nobody would seriously call in question. In brief, the idea of radical non-
duality contradicts obviously reality. If we want to avoid this contradiction by 
assuming that not all differences of the Universe have to be solved into the One, we 
are immediately loosing our argument to explain invisibility in a rational way, 
because invisibility can only be explained consistently if and only if all differences are 
solved. In brief, we are confronted with a dilemma that seems to be unsolvable, but 
there is a solution.  
If we suppose that only all differences related to the most fundamental level of the 
(visible) Universe have to be solved then the dilemma is actually gone. This case given 
not only the explanatory power of the idea of radical non-duality is saved, but the 
contradiction with reality is avoided, too, because only a highly selected class of 
differences is concerned, whereas the overwhelming number of differences of the 
Universe would be unaffected. But what is the most fundamental level of the 
Universe as far as metaphysics is concerned? And which kind of differences are related 
to this specific level? It can be shown that the most extreme differences of the Universe 
are related to this level.   
The first difference of this type that could be identified was the difference between 
the »Smallest« and the »Largest«. It was just this difference that revealed in a 
remarkably simple way how the One was physically »encoded« into the structure of 
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the Universe. By doing this it provided the crucial information, how the most 
fundamental level of the universe was metaphysically defined.  
If an entity shall be the basis of the universe it must satisfy at least two conditions: At 
first it must contain all things of the Universe. Secondly, it must also be contained in 
all these things. If an entity does satisfy these two conditions it can indeed be 
considered as an omnipresent foundation of the Universe. The Smallest and the 
Largest are delivering just these two conditions. If something is the Largest it can 
contain all things of the Universe. If something is the Smallest, too, it can be 
contained in all these things.  
But the difference of the Smallest and the Largest includes far more: It also 
guarantees, that this ground cannot, in principle, be seen from a point inside the 
Universe, because the difference of the Smallest and the Largest is an extreme one. 
There is no spatial difference, which can be more extreme than the relationship 
between the Smallest and the Largest. If we are going to solve just this extreme 
difference by the demand of coincidence, that is, turning it into oneness, then our next 
step will lead us directly to an invisible realm because at this level no further 
difference of the visible Universe is left.   
If we look at this specific non-dual figure, that is the coincidence of the Smallest and 
the Largest, then we can see that it is a highly effective physical condition: It connects 
the physical Universe with the One in such a way, that it is everywhere in the Universe 
but no one can see it.   
The knowledge of this figure was certainly the most important step towards a 
modern metaphysics.  It paved the way for a full set of physical conditions that had 
to be there in the case of the existence of the One. If the One was really the universal 
foundation of the Universe then this figure could only be of exemplary character, 
because space alone was surely not enough to describe the Universe accurately. In the 
following table further extreme differences are shown which have to be turned into 
coincidences, if the existence of the One is assumed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The first line of this table is already presented. It concerns nothing else then the 
coincidence of the Smallest and the Largest. If we translate both qualitative terms 
into more quantitative ones (Q), this reading becomes understandable: 
 
  
 

Principle of Radical Non-Duality 
Line Q Minimum Maximum

1 R 0 ∞ 
2 T 0 ∞ 
3 v 0 ∞ 
4 ? 0 ∞ 
5 ? 0 ∞
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 i)   Smallest = infinite Small ⇒  R* =  0 
(ii)  Largest  = infinite Large  ⇒  R* = ∞ 
 
Note: R* = Radius of the Universe 
 
The second and the third line of the table are referring to the physical terms of time 
(T) and velocity (v). These differences have also to be turned into coincidences if our 
universe shall be compatible with a foundation that is of metaphysical nature. Just all 
these demands I am calling the “Principle of Radical Non-Duality”. 
The metaphysical meaning of this principle becomes quite obvious, if the terms of 
time and velocity are formalized in the proposed way: 0, ∞.  The temporal notion of 
T = ∞ f.e. can easily be identified with the metaphysical term of eternity. This term is 
part of the traditional description of the One. Although the Principle of Radical Non-
Duality is of metaphysical nature some of its conditions did already play an 
important role in modern physics.  
As Albert Einstein discovered that his theory of general relativity did not satisfy 
Mach’s principle, he actually intended to overcome this problem by implementing 
»boundary conditions at infinity«. If we consider the Principle of Radical Non-
Duality, especially the first line of the table, then we can see that it represents such a 
»boundary condition at infinity«. In the first time Einstein rejected such a condition, 
because he found it unsatisfactory to postulate it without any physical basis for it. [3] 
Modern physicists are still looking for such a physical basis, because boundary 
conditions at infinity turned out to be necessary in order to specify solutions of the 
field equations of general relativity, because they were not contained in the theory. 
They had instead to be added from outside as an extra and artificial hypotheses. The 
physical founding of the boundary conditions is still an unsolved problem of modern 
physics. How physicists are dealing with this problem depends on whether their 
belief in Einstein’s general relativity is stronger than their belief in Mach’s Principle or 
vice versa. In the first case, Mach’s Principle is discredited and thrown out of the 
window as Einstein has actually done later in his life. In the second case scientists 
develop alternative theories which they expect to reflect better  their particular 
formulation of Mach’s Principle.[4] A modern metaphysics allows us a new look at 
this issue: If our Universe bases really upon the One then boundary conditions at 
infinity have necessarily to be assumed. But the Principle of Radical Non-Duality 
includes also some implications which are not considered yet.  
Only one example is given. As the metaphysical term of eternity is exclusively related 
to the One there can be, in principle, no physical process of the visible Universe 
which can last forever. According to a modern metaphysics this process is impossible! 
That means, that the First Law of Newtonian Mechanics (i.e. the Law of Inertia) 
cannot be valid strictly, because this law asserts that an object does follow an uniform 
and rectilinear path forever if no forces are acting on it. If the existence of the One is 
really supposed of being there, then such a motion is impossible.[5] 
This very simple example shows that the Principle of Radical Non-Duality would 
have tremendous consequences with respect to our present foundation of physics. But 
there a lot more.  If this principle would actually apply in the Universe, then the 
speed of light would no longer be the ultimate limiting speed. But is there any 
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experimental proof of the validity of this principle? I will not discuss this question in 
detail, because this discussion is already documented in the paper “About an 
Anomaly that challenges Relativity” which I already mentioned in the chapter before. 
But I want to give you at least an impression of this proof.  
 
 

          b) Experiment 
 
As the »coincidence of the Smallest and the Largest« was identified as a signature of 
the One the question naturally arose: Could such a coincidence be detected at the 
edge of our real Universe?  
It did. There was in fact an empirical coincidence which corresponded to a very high 
degree to the coincidence of the Smallest and the Largest: It was the coincidence 
between the (local) inertial compass and the (global) stellar compass (i.e. the frame of the 
most distant galaxies and quasars). Both compasses were spatially related to the very 
small (= smallest?) and the very large (= largest?) scale of our Universe. According to 
the most recent measurements both compasses do coincide to a very high accuracy: to 
2,5 x 10-4 arcsec in a year. [6] 
Nowadays this experimental coincidence is still unexplained. It is in fact something 
which T. Kuhn would have called an anomaly. The most favoured explanation is the 
above-mentioned Mach’s Principle.  It goes back to Ernst Mach. Mach was the first 
physicist, who pointed out that the coincidence of the inertial and the stellar compass 
might be of nontrivial character. That was in 1883. He recognized that just this 
coincidence supported his epistemological viewpoint.  Mach’s epistemology was ruled 
by the wish to free mechanics, optics and other physical branches from metaphysics, 
i.e. from all terms which were unobservable. According to him the scientific 
reasoning should be limited to the world as it is: to the world of observables. And the 
Newtonian term of an absolute space [i.e. an omnipresent and invisible foundation] 
was a term that was unobservable. Only relative distances in connection with material 
bodies were observable. Mach discovered, that the coincidence of the inertial and 
stellar compass offered the possibility to substitute the metaphysical term of absolute 
space by something observable: the frame of the fixed stars. But Mach gave no detailed 
explanation of how such a material interaction between the local inertia and the fixed 
stars took place. He made only tentative proposals. It was the young physicist Albert 
Einstein who tried to develop his general theory of relativity in the spirit of Mach. 
But quite early it became clear that his theory did not satisfy Mach’s view. Although 
his theory supplied a dynamic spacetime, which was dependent on the matter 
distribution, it did not fulfill the demand of using solely relational properties between 
material objects.  At the end of his life Einstein denied the futility of this view.  In a 
letter to Felix Pirani (1954) he declared that one should no longer speak of Mach’s 
principle at all.   
Until today the coincidence between the inertial and the stellar compass is still 
unexplained. There are several physicists who are talking about this factual 
coincidence in terms, which are very close to metaphysics. The German physicist 
Herbert Pfister f.e. labeled this empirical coincidence even as a wonder:   



 8

„..the greatest wonder .. is the following „cosmic coincidence“: Imagine a physicist 
performing experiments in a closed local laboratory, especially determining (...) the 
local inertial systems. Having finished this, he opens the „windows“ of his laboratory 
and looks to the distant stars, galaxies, quasars, and to the cosmic background 
radiation. And then he is (hopefully) amazed beyond all expectation that there is no 
acceleration, especially no angular velocity ω between the local inertial system and 
the „cosmic rest system“. [7] 
Although this empirical coincidence did not prove the existence of the One in a 
completely convincing manner, it mediated at least the impression that metaphysics 
could scientifically be meaningful. There is an interesting argument which supports 
this impression: If we look at the table on page 6, we can see, that the Principle of 
Radical Non-Duality operates along conditions which are recognizable as extrema. 
They all are representing Minima and Maxima.  
This extremal character of the Principle of Radical Non-Duality is suggesting that the 
One could be in fact the ultimate root of all extremal principles in physics. It is 
remarkable to see that already in previous times these principles were considered as 
such reflections of the One.    
In 17th century the German philosopher G.W. Leibniz considered f.e. the Principle 
of Least Time not only as an expression of a pre-established harmony of nature but 
also as a reflection of the One within our Universe. He followed the same line of 
reasoning that Einstein took. He asked himself: If God created the Universe why did 
He create this particular universe and not another? Why did He select this one real 
Universe among the many possible ones? Leibniz was convinced that our Universe, 
compared to all other conceivable Universes, was the best of all possible Universes. 
This conviction was not merely a romantic view inspired by the Baroque world’s 
delight in God but it had a solid mathematical foundation, namely that Principle of 
Least Time according to which the universe followed certain optimal paths. This 
principle states that a ray of light always selects that path on which it can travel from 
its starting point to its destination in the least possible time independently of the 
media through which it travells.  
As the universe seemed to be oriented toward optimal goals and objectives a 
metaphysical (i.e. teleological) interpretation of the principle of least time was indeed 
suggested.  Today this metaphysical interpretation is indeed abandoned. It is 
subtituted by an instrumentalist interpretation. All extremal principles, like the 
Principle of Least Time, are used as exact analytical instruments which are both 
highly mathematized and, at the same time, capable of solving concrete physical 
problems. [8] 
Why did the metaphysical interpretation not survive? If we look back into history we 
will find that this metaphysical interpretation was rejected above all, because it 
contradicted the idea of God as a perfect being. The fact that a travelling light ray 
sometimes does not lead to a Minimum, but to a Maximum, was considered as an 
evidence of imperfection which was incompatible with the assumed perfect wisdom 
of God.  But if we are leaving behind this anthropomorphic concept of the One and 
following the impersonal concept given by Principle of Radical Non-Duality this 
argument becomes superfluous: Suddenly solutions with a Minimum as well as with 
a Maximum seem to be in accordance with the existence of the One.  
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As the presented piece of metaphysics bases upon a very fragile scientific foundation, 
it may still be doubted that metaphysics does have any physical meaning, but if this 
old-fashioned discipline should ever reach the status of a physical discipline like 
atomic physics, it would not only change our view of the physical Universe, it would 
change our view of spirituality, especially our view of GOD, too.  
 
 
 
 
V. Fides et ratio – A fake or a serious call? 
 
In 1998 Pope John Paul II’s 13th Encyclical Letter Fides et Ratio was made public.  It 
was presented by Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, at that time still Prefect of the 
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. One of the most important messages of 
this letter is surely the call for a modern metaphysics. According to Pope John Paul II 
“the Bible, and the New Testament in particular, contains texts and statements which 
have a genuinely ontological content. The inspired authors intended to formulate 
true statements, capable, that is, of expressing objective reality. .. In seeking to 
understand and explain these statements, theology needs therefore the contribution 
of a philosophy, especially a philosophy of genuinely metaphysical range, capable, that 
is, of transcending empirical data in order to attain something absolute, ultimate and 
foundational in its search for truth.”  
This call for a modern metaphysics formulated by a leading figure of the Catholic 
Church is indeed a breathtaking news. Actually Pope John Paul II did not speak of a 
certain kind of metaphysics in the sense of a specific school or a particular historical 
current of thought.[9]  
The fact that Pope John Paul did not prefer any specific kind of metaphysics was even 
emphasized by Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger in his public presentation. Hence, Italian 
newspapers celebrated the Encyclica Fides et Ratio as a Magna Charta of Reason. But 
can we really trust the declaration of the Vatican? Would the Catholic Church accept 
a metaphysics regardless what it has to say about the One?  
In the past faith was never challenged by metaphysics. Classical metaphysics was 
extremely vague and general. And at the end this discipline, long considered of being 
the »Queen of all Sciences«, was even completely abandoned as meaningless. But 
what would happen if metaphysics is going to proceed to an exact science? Could we 
seriously expect, that nothing is changing?   
If we study the history of Western thinking we can observe that many of the 
fundamental concepts about reality which were formulated in the early stages of our 
cultural development later turned out to be true. A typical example is the concept of 
the atom.  
Already a century before Aristotle the Greek thinker Democritus stated: “Sweet exists 
by convention, bitter by convention, color by convention; but in reality atoms and 
the void alone exist.” Although no means existed of proving or disproving the 
correctness of atomic physics the concept of an atom was remarkably close to the 
truth as we know today. Considering this historical truth we can come to the 
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conclusion, that a transcendent field of reality does exist probably. To cite the 
philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein: “For a blunder, that’s too big.”  
But as the history of atomic physics equally shows to proclaim a concept of being 
there does not mean to have a deep and clear understanding of it.  Atomic physics 
needed indeed more than two thousand years until it was known what atoms really 
were.  It is true, and at the end, the ancient concept of an atom was proved as being 
real, but its inner meaning changed dramatically. An electron f.e. turned out to be not 
an ordinary thing moving on ordinary path, as the physicists commonly expected, 
but it was completely different and far more abstract. Physicists had to accept, that 
the electron, a central elementary particle of an atom, is staying in a »cloud« which 
could only be described by a complex wave function – the core of quantum 
mechanics. But this function allowed them to compute only the probability of finding 
an electron in a particular region around the nucleus at a particular time. Contrary to 
classical mechanics, they could not – in principle - make exact predictions of position 
and momentum at the same time. An electron could only be considered as being 
located »somewhere« within a region of space. In quantum mechanics this new kind 
of motion was described perfectly. But from the point of classical physics it was 
completely unbelievable. Albert Einstein never accepted this quantum mechanical 
picture of the atom. And he hold this opinion his whole life.  
If metaphysics as an exact science should be possible, then we have to be prepared 
that the inner meaning of its underlying concept, i.e. the idea of a transcendent 
branch of reality, could also undergo a far-reaching change. If invisibility would be, 
in fact, the physical result of a specific conception of the visible Universe, that is, the 
result of a radical non-dual conception, then our traditional picture of transcendence, 
suggesting a God who take care of being invisible, would no longer be valid. It seems 
quite improbable that Catholic Church will ever accept this conclusion.  
This little excursion into the world of faith shows: metaphysics could be the most 
challenging and revolutionary discipline of 21st century.  It could change our view of 
the physical universe as well as our view of GOD.  
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