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Introduction 

The most fundamental requirement for something to be considered at all as ‘fundamental’ is 
that it does exist at all. Only then virtually all things of ultimate reality have at least the funda-
mental property of being existent – because nonexistent things cannot own any fundamental 
properties whatsoever. 
 

In this essay we consider what the term „fundamental“ could mean, and especially whether or 
not possible definitions of it should necessarily also be likewise valid for the domain of physics 

without any ‘exceptions from the rule’. Before we give any possible definitions, we at first want 
to see what the term “fundamental” is capable of producing from a frog’s view when it is used 
together with some logical analysis. 
 
1   The frog’s view 

As reasonable as the opening statement of this essay may seem, existence as the most funda-
mental ‘fundamental’ one can imagine critically depends on what one considers to be funda-
mentally possible or not. If it would be possible that there existed nothing rather than some-
thing at all (for example prior to the appearance of time 13.8 billion years ago before the big 
bang), then the opening statement seems, for the following reason, in a very strange and confu-
sing but nonetheless explainable manner to be false. Existence couldn’t be anymore the most 
fundamental requirement for something to be considered as ‘fundamental’, because the most 
fundamental ‘fundamental’ for everything then would literally be nothing – in the sense of the 
absolute non-existence of everything, including space, time, quantum fluctuations, imagination, 
and logic (we further use the notation ‘nothing’ for this definition).1 
 

Obviously, answering the question “what is fundamental” critically hinges on the assumption 
that what ‘fundamental’ refers to should be considered at least not impossible. Existence is ob-
viously not impossible, but does this automatically imply that it therefore must be considered 
to be absolutely necessary, in the sense that ‘nothing’ as an ontological possibility should be 
evaluated as being fundamentally impossible? How can we at all reliably figure out for every 
case whether or not something is ontologically fundamentally impossible? 
 

It seems that unequivocally identifying “what is fundamental?” for some candidate would a 

priori require that one must at first precisely know in advance the full member list of the set of 
all impossible things – to determine whether a certain candidate is at all a valid one. But even if 
we had such a list, there is no rule anywhere identifiable that logically possible things necessari-

ly should be ontologically realized things, and therefore the term ‘fundamental’ seems to have 
an in-built unfathomable character. The huge gap between logic’s coverage and physical ontolo-
gy can only be closed by assuming that logic is somewhat able to completely fathom the depths 
of existence per se, including its own existence. Moreover, as we will see in this paper, being able 
to at all finally identify something as undoubtedly existing in the sense of being ‘fundamental’, 
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‘more fundamental’ or ‘most fundamental’ would mean to necessarily having to give a justifica-
tion for at least the first three causes the Greek philosopher Aristotle once defined 

2 – which 
then could be proven to be consistent and complete at the same time. But this seems to be an 
impossibility, because Aristotle’s three causes a priori presuppose physical causation as well as 
the existence of something rather than nothing as fundamental. The fundamental problem with 
these two a priori assumptions is that by thinking that physical causation is an exclusive ‘fun-
damental’ principle, it should be able to explain what caused this seemingly non-physical prin-
ciple to be ‘fundamental’ at all. 

1.1   Definitions 

The term ‘fundamental’ implies that something should have as much as possible universal vali-
dity for the range of its applications. As much things, processes or abstract objects as possible 
should depend in one or even in many respects on those properties the term ‘fundamental’ 
refers to. Additionally something ‘fundamental’ should be considered as something which is to 
the utmost unchangeable and noncontingent. It should therefore have the property of being 
eternal and somewhat a necessity, not only a possibility: only then the terminus ‘fundamental’ 
would refer to a very deep and universal truth about ultimate reality. 
 

A reliable identification of a ‘fundamental’ seems to depend on whether or not our starting pre-
mises – with which we want to induce some regularities, some fundamentals –, are at all true, 
incomplete or even false. If our starting premise “‘nothing’ is impossible” is false, then existence 
isn’t anymore the most fundamental thing one can think of, but instead this would be ‘nothing’. 
Therefore it seems that the deduction “‘nothing’ is impossible” cannot be considered as neces-
sarily true for ‘nature’. Although ‘nothing’ is deeply contradictory as a concept, its possible ‘ex-
istence’ seems to critically depend on whether or not an observer believes that logic should be 
considered as less fundamental than ‘nothing’. If the latter would be true, then ‘nothing’ could 
indeed be considered possible and with this could have spit out logic, for no logical reasons at 

all, but only because it would be possible. 
 

We see that the term ‘fundamental’ can also mean that there necessarily should be exclusively 
only one origin for all existence. Either this origin is a hitherto unknown but nonetheless possi-
bly existent fact, or it paradoxically is a seemingly ‘known’, but likewise also non-existent ‘fact’, 
namely ‘nothing’. 

1.2   Beliefs 

The concept of space in Newtonian mechanics was once believed by Newton to be an unchange-
able property of our world – without further reason. Immanuel Kant considered space as one of 
the rare pure synthetically a priori humans can identify [1]. But Einstein’s general relativity de-
fined space as something that can transform and even vanish into a singularity. Therefore for-
mer ‘more fundamentals’ can reasonably change into ‘less fundamental ’properties of ultimate 
reality and this could also be possible – or not – with other hitherto found ‘fundamental’ pro-
perties of nature. We simply cannot know it a priori and thus a priori discriminating between 
the truth and the falseness of our starting premises seems to be solely a matter of belief – even 
the belief in the contrary. Stated differently: what is believed to be fundamentally possible or 
not depends on what is believed to be fundamentally possible or not. 
 

To avoid the possible truth of this statement, we need to find a counterexample for it. But our 
main tool for all our inquiry, namely logic, isn’t able to generally decide a priori between a pos-
sibility and a necessity for each and every case (this is one aspect of Alan Turing’s halting prob-

lem [2]). Part of the answer to the question “what is fundamental?” must therefore be that we 
have to try answering it by trial and error, means a posteriori – hoping that it somewhat should 
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be fundamentally necessary that this trial and error process halts and outputs a fundamental 
principle that doesn’t anymore depend on belief. 

1.3   Logical necessities versus physical necessities 

At this point empirism and physics must come into play. Physics has a theoretical and a practi-
cal part. The theoretical part has to establish hypothesis and theories about what nature does 
and why it does what it does. Moreover, theories should necessarily derive some predictions for 
what nature does, otherwise physics would remain exclusively in the realm of formal logic, and 
the question about whether or not certain things are possible in our world would remain un-
solved. Therefore the practical part of physics is to test theories by conducting experiments to 
prove whether or not the predictions of the theory meet objective reality. If an experiment con-
firms a certain prediction, then we know a posteriori at least two things: 
 

1. The theory is not wrong, but at the same time also not necessarily a complete description of 
what is going on. 

2. The theory’s explanation for why nature does what just has been confirmed by the experi-
ment is not necessarily complete. It is at the best only possibly complete, because the latter 
could merely be an interpretation amongst other logically possible interpretations, at least 
as long as we do not know whether or not one of them indeed completely expresses the 
searched for necessities nature does follow. 

 

If an experiment disproves only one prediction a theory does make, then we again know at least 
two things a posteriori: 
 

1. The theory must necessarily be considered as being incomplete, but not necessarily also as 
a completely false description of other aspects of nature. 

2. Despite of 1. the whole theory must remain in the realms of pure formal logic, because alt-
hough it may be logically fully self-consistent and intellectually very compelling, it does not 
consistently describe what is physically going on. 

 

So we have to differentiate between a confirmed prediction of a certain what for the behaviour 
of nature and the context in which this what arises, namely the why, and therefore the theory 
itself. This is so, because as Moore’s theorem strongly suggests (see e.g., [3]-[6]), a consistent in-
duction scheme’s ‘implications’ cannot automatically be considered as necessarily meeting rea-
lity – because there can exist a variety of different schemes, all matching the observational data. 
For the very reason that no theory is context-free, the why crucially depends on the context the 
theory offers. 

1.4   Self-contained and self-confirming contextual structures 

The laws of physics seem to imply exclusively only deterministical processes in nature, and this 
automatically suggests that nature obviously acts according to some fundamental rationality, 
tacitly suggesting that the principle of physical causation must be absolutely exclusive. More-
over, the assumption of the predominant deterministic behaviour of nature seems to be reas-
sured by the very tool science operates with, namely by logic. The latter obviously also acts in a 
strictly deterministic manner; otherwise it couldn’t in every case deliver only reproducible re-
sults. Disproving the claim that all things that exist follow a strict determinism and therefore 
can be fully captured and formalized by mathematics would mean having it to disprove by a 
formalized and deterministic procedure. But this is impossible, because no deterministic and 
therefore formal procedure can – by definition – completely capture a thing that is at least in 
parts non-formalizable. The assumption of an exclusively strict determinism in nature is there- 
fore a self-confirmatory logical figure. On the other hand, self-confirmation is a kind of self-refe-
rence and necessary for every theory to be free from self-contradictions. Self-confirmation assu-
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res the coherence of the whole construct of ideas. It only becomes a problem when certain as-
sumed implications of theories cannot be proven or disproven by experiments, due to practical 
or in-principle limits. Then self-confirmation seems to develop a kind of self-immunization to 
conserve its starting premises. 

1.5   The main rule 

It seems that for every self-confirmatory ‘fundamental’ we can point to, there exists the possi-
bility to figure out an exception that shows that this ‘fundamental’ cannot be the ‘most funda-
mental’ – by doubting its starting premises. If this would be true, it implies that this regularity 
would be a kind of main rule, tacitly dictating how we regularly think about ‘most fundamental 
and less fundamental’ rules. We need to formalize this main rule by the following statement 
 

Rule F: “No rule without an exception. Except rule F.” 
 

This rule is logically consistent. It says that there are no rules without an exception, except one. 
Assuming the truth of rule F, there should be exactly one rule without an exception. This rule 
should be rule F itself. So, for rule F to be true, the latter should be true without an exception. 
This would be the case if all rules have an exception and the ‘double exception’ (double nega-
tion) of the second part of rule F is equal to a certain default state. So, rule F is indeed logically 
possible. But should we therefore conclude that rule F must logically necessary also apply to 
the realms of physics? If yes, then rule F would be a kind of meta rule which orchestrates and 
dictates the other laws of physics to have certain exceptions, it would be an ingredient a yet to 
be found theory for everything must have. The latter should also have the properties of being 
fully self-consistent, fully self-contained and fully self-confirmatory, hence being self-evident. 
 
2   The bird’s view 

By looking whether or not our present knowledge about physics does support such a meta rule 
to be indeed existent, we have to define the term ‘rule’ such, that it each instance of it refers to 
one physical law within the set of all hitherto discovered laws. For the sake of the following ar-
guments we assume that the set of those rules is finite in nature and that the last ‘fundamental’ 
rule has just been identified. We want to make a gedankenexperiment and visualize this ‘theory 
for everything’ as a black box, representing ultimate reality. In it all the rules of physics would 
reside, including the meta rule F, because outside this black box there couldn’t exist anything by 
definition. 

2.1   The black box 

With this definition, we have a set of finitely many rules with the final meta rule which explains 
the previously unexplained exceptions some previously found other rules have had. And some 
of these previously found other rules explain why the meta rule cannot have an exception. For 
this black box, we cannot cut out any of its rules, because then the black box couldn’t exist any-
more. The reason for this impossibility is that all its rules heavily depend on each other. In this 
ultimate reality, there would exist no reason whatsoever for being allowed to cut out any of its 
rules without destroying the self-consistency, self-containment and self-confirmation of this 
black box. If there would be such a reason, it would have to be rooted beyond ultimate reality, 
‘outside the system’ (in the Gödelian sense), which by definition should not exist. Therefore, 
from the bird’s perspective outside this black box, it would be a matter of pure subjectivity to 
term some of its rules more or less fundamental than any other. Any rule would be equally 
needed to at all constitute ultimate reality because there are by definition no reasons inside or 

outside of ultimate reality which could be accounted for some single rules to be superfluous. 
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With this we derive an interesting result: In worlds where logic is – in opposition to the case for 
‘nothing’ – considered to be not only a ‘most fundamental principle’, but also at the same time a 
complete principle, all things must be equally fundamental – or equally meaningless, including 

logic. Hence, believing in logic being able to figure out a mandatory theory for everything would 
somewhat undermine logic’s own assumed fundamentality – because this theory would give no 
deeper explanation whatsoever why logic is what it is and therefore found what it found. Logic 
and this theory for everything would merely be two coherently existing facts of the matter – 
like a human cell being merely a meaningless bunch of atoms and likewise the result of a mean-
ingless evolutionary process. 

2.2   The abyss of unfoundedness 

The result of our gedankenexperiment is that the ‘objective’ existence of ‘more or less funda-
mental rules’ or even ‘most fundamental rules’ seemingly depends on whether or not from a 
frog’s perspective one is willing to ask for the existence of some additional reasons for all this to 
be like it is – including logic an mathematics being what they are. Such questions are not sense-
less, because although a theory for everything is able to explain all sorts of things – due to Mo-
ore’s theorem –, at least it cannot explain two things about itself: why is it what it is and why is 
there something rather than nothing at all? If we can’t know in principle why all there is is what 
it is, then the only reason left over for this ‘principle’ to be true seems to be the illogical alter-
natives that either all came out of literally ‘nothing’ for no reason, or it existed forever, again for 
no reason – either in the form of a platonic realm of mathematics or as some physical stuff. 

2.3   Escaping the wasp glass 

Whenever one tries to identify a possible source for logic’s fundamentality, logic’s antivalent 
thinking and with it its inductions point to a counterexample of what one has just believed to 
be a possible most fundamental principle for everything, including logic. Since every possibly 
existent principle can logically be contradicted by another possibly existent principle, obvious-
ly the problem is intimately related to logic and its mode of antivalent thinking. The latter is 
composed of exactly two mutually exclusive truth values, namely True and False.3 With these 
two truth values logic decides between the two mutually exclusive alternatives – to be either 
fundamentally based upon exclusive either-or alternatives or upon something more complete – 

for the former. Stated differently: antivalent logic case-hardens its self-confirmatory complete-

ness when it only operates due to antivalent thinking. 
 

By realizing that the exclusive either-or scheme of logic is merely necessary for deducing some-
thing true or false beyond itself, but at the same time is not at all sufficient to deduce something 
fundamentally true about itself other than some already known facts, we gain a third alternati-
ve, namely interrupting its self-referential either-or mode by backtracking the latter’s origins – 
for solving the Boolean satisfiability problem (SAT-problem) of “what is fundamental”: 
 

Gödel’s incompleteness theorems strongly indicate that logic as a formal system in its either-or 
mode has the feature of being essentially incomplete [7]4, so one has to introduce a hitherto un-
discovered axiom that restores logic’s ability to say something fundamental about itself beyond 
some already known obvious facts. The question arises of how logic can find at all such an axi-
om about itself from within itself? As is well known from Gödel’s results, the abstract value of 
truth dominates over the abstract value of provability. In a first step we introduce the funda-
mental value of truth into logical reasoning as a kind of ‘new axiom’, thereby knowing well that 
it is not new at all but seems to belong to logic’s scientific an epistemological coverage. We in-
troduce this fundamental value by switching off logic’s either-or mode via eliminating exactly 
one truth value from antivalent thinking. Of course we have to eliminate the truth value ‘False’
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to at all obtain a result that is capable of being fundamentally true – and not false. 
 

With this elimination we have done two things: Firstly we realized that logic’s epistemological 
coverage can only be made sufficient enough to settle at all the questions posed in this essay by 

doing the first step. The second step is the deduction that the very origin of logic must be loca-
ted in a realm where antivalent thinking is no more necessarily needed to perceive a reliable 
truth, because in this realm only truths exists – and no competing opposites to the latter. More-
over, within this realm there do not only exist all the answers to our question “what is ‘funda-
mental’?”, but this realm is the answer to this question. The existence of a realm of fundamental 
truth must necessarily be a priori assumed for at all being able to consistently obtain a realistic 
fundamental foundation ultimate reality can at all reasonably be based upon. The proposed re-
alm is the fundamental default state for everything, it is a realm of eternal truth without self-de-

feating falseness in it. It resides beyond space and time and therefore does not need a limited 
realm like ours to explain its own ‘origin’, because timeless truth excludes infinite recursive fal-
seness to be valid as timeless truth.5  
 
3   Discussion 

With the elimination of one truth value of antivalent thinking we have undone a yet to be 
described primordial splitting process of a fundamental unity that resulted in logic’s antivalen-
ce. Contrary to our proposal for backtracking logic to a source of complete truth, mathematics 
as well as ‘nothing’ cannot be complete truths because they cannot from within themselves 
explicitly show on what logical basis they fundamentally should prefer consistency over 
inconsistency, prefer truth over falseness – by some deeper principle other than the anthropic 

one.6 Therefore, mathematics as well as ‘nothing’ are incomplete truths, whereas the realm of 
fundamental truth cannot be an incomplete truth. This can be proven by assuming the con-
verse. The converse would ‘merely’ deliver ‘more of the same’, namely the fundamental truth 
that “there doesn’t exist any fundamental truth, except this one”. It is obvious that this 
fundamental truth cannot refer to ‘nothing’ or to mathematics but must refer to the realm of 
fundamental truth, since otherwise firstly this truth about ‘nothing’ would have to exist as an 

objective and eternal meta truth above and beyond ‘nothing’ – what would contradict the very 
starting definition of ‘nothing’ as total non-existence. Secondly it also cannot refer to ultimate 
reality being exclusively only a mathematical landscape, since then the statement that “there 
doesn’t exist any fundamental truth, except the mathematical one” wouldn’t be a mathematical 
truth, but had to be again a meta truth above and beyond the mathematical landscape – becau-
se due to the results of Gödel, the latter can never be considered to be essentially complete. 
 

We claim that the realm of fundamental truth does not allow any real exceptions from itself, not 
because false statements are to be fundamentally impossible, but because the assumed content 
of any such statement would be relatively void, a true falseness (and hence not being a funda-
mental truth) whereas the fact that it can nonetheless be formulated would be the only funda-
mental truth about it, namely being a false falseness and therefore again the default state – a 
truth. 
 

For answering why our limited world is what it is, the proposed realm of pure truth – in the 
sense of a coherent unity – must be considered as being able to transform parts of itself by split-
ting them apart and therefore creating an illusionary antipode of itself, an antivalence which 
opposes the totality’s main property that truth must be a unity of all fundamental truths and no 
single truth can be cut out of it without generating illusionary contradictions. We define mathe-
matical relationships as merely ultra strong correlations, originated from a formally undefined, 
unpartitioned totality (an ‘empty set’) which has split in two parts such, that it therefore defi-
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nes the number 2 not as two separate things, but as two interdependent aspects of one and the 
same thing, namely the ability of a totality to split itself, meanwhile the resulting parts of that 
split fractally conserve some aspects of the original totality. Thus, one can imagine such an 
unpartitioned totality as a simple unit circle (as a symbol for the digit ‘0’) which gets split by its 
diameter (the symbol for the digit ‘1’) into two partitions and therefore evokes the number 2. 
The off-splitting of parts of a unity is informally analogous to an insufficient projection (‘down-
sampling’) of a continuum onto a fragmented (digital, antivalent) system and therefore establi-

shing an insufficient copying process of some internal contents of the original unity, resulting in 
an entanglement of form and content – in the form of strongly correlated artifactual patterns 
within the sampled data content. One of the basic patterns in this data can informally be under-
stood as redundant ‘atoms’, namely as enumerable entities and therefore as natural numbers. 
Emerging observers in a furtherly iterating splitting process of copied and self-similar (and 
therefore formally highly correlated) set structures could a posteriori extrapolate the line of na-
tural numbers on the basis of the results of this process and therefore would at least think 
naïve set theory must be a priori given. In this sense, our universe is indeed partially the mathe-
matics that describes it, but it has merely a temporal, means emergent existence and thus is not 
fundamental. 
 

The splitting of a unit circle by its diameter (Φ) automatically gives the Boolean logic operators 
AND, OR, NOT as well as XOR. The operator AND belongs to both halves of the unity to again 
result in that unity. It expresses the possibility rather than any necessity for a unity to differen-
tiate some internal content. The operator XOR (exclusive OR) must be assigned for the case that 
the complete content of the two halves should differ. The operator NOT belongs to the fact that 
the unsplit unity and the unity with the demarcation are not completely identical. The operator 
OR (inclusive OR) belongs to the fact that the difference of the unsplit unity and the resulting 
two halves can be considered as complementary or as mutually exclusive. Note that the dyad of 
complementarity and mutual exclusiveness can itself again be likewise considered as being 
either a complementarity or a mutual exclusiveness – or as being both. This depends on whet-
her or not some attributes of the original unity may be present in both halves whereas some 
other attributes of the result of that splitting process may not be present within the original 
unity. 
 
Conclusion 

In this essay, we have considered logic to be consistent, but incomplete. We have deduced from 
this that there must exist a realm of fundamental truths. Our deduction is based on knowable 
facts about mathematics and epistemology. We do apply these facts to the very tool of science 
(namely logic) in the same manner one usually does establish a new axiom for a given formal 
system. We think that this axiom (the incompleteness of logic) is already inherent within logic, 
not explicitly, but implicitly, namely as a redundantly carried-through constant of the mentio-
ned splitting process itself. 
 

Our results indicate that for at all being able to fundamentally answer the question “what is 
‘fundamental’?” it seems that we firstly have to answer another fundamental question, namely 
“what is ‘truth’ and where does it come from?”. Our proposal of a realm of pure truth beyond 
space and time solves these problems by answering what properties a more comprehensive 

realm of reality globally must have for the questions presented in this essay to be sufficiently 
resolvable. Our attempt suggests that this more comprehensive realm exclusively only exists by 
reason of its own truth. Converse statements only show that it is possible to falsely assume fun-
damental truth to be something that could somewhat be weakened by the existence of some 
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untrue statements. Therefore even the popular paradigm of a physics of ‘information’ cannot 
be considered as most fundamental, since ‘information’ can be incomplete or even false.7 
 

The described splitting process can temporarily be considered as being identical with what we 
call ‘the big bang’. From a bird’s view, ‘before’ this process came about, ‘mathematics’ only con-
sisted of a single ‘number’, namely 1 (or likewise 0), hence 0 = 1 obviously being a false mathe-
matical statement and therefore indicating that mathematics is merely a temporally true ins-
tant contained within our limited world that is embedded within a more comprehensive totali-
ty. Therefore, for mathematics as well as for ‘nothing’ – but not for the realm of truth –, the 
statement 0 ≠ 1 must be true from a frog’s as well as from a bird’s view, namely that neither of 
the two are ever able to produce something above and beyond their very own essence. 
 

The essence of truth is that it is a self-evident default state. Because whatever falseness may be a 
fact, this fact must be considered a truth, but not vice versa. Hence, from a bird’s view the neces-
sity of truth always dominates over the possibility of falseness. Moreover, whatever falseness 
may be a fact, the frog’s view has always likewise the self-evident default state, namely Descar-

tes’s cogito ergo sum. We consider the latter fact to be not an argument for solipsism, but for the 
self-evidence of fundamental truth being only interpretable by assuming that it must imply so-
me fundamental awareness about itself. This would explain that in our limited world there are 
some fractal counterparts (subjects) of fundamental truth (the most objective subject) possible 
who can identify at all certain truths about truth – and therefore certain truths about them-
selves.8  
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Addendum 

Here are some clarifications that arose from the discussion of my essay’s content – as is 
readable in the comments on my page and on other essay pages where I discussed them. 
 
• Although logic is a kind of realiably functioning deterministic tool to prove and trace other 

people’s conclusions about the truth and falsehood of something, it is limited. 
 
• The main limitation of logic is that it isn’t able to reliably decide between possibly existing 

things and necessarily existing things. The former bears the problem of how to explain that 
a certain possibility amongst others does exist (or does not exist). The latter bears the 
problem to explain why something should indeed be absolutely necessary to exist. So in any 
case we have the fundamental problem to justify our assumptions on the basis of only 
logical considerations, because nature itself has no small prints attached to it that say “this 
material thing or rule must necessarily exist” or “this material thing or rule is merely 
existent due to a contingent event in the past, namely event xyz”. 

 
• According to the definition of ‘nothing’ in this essay, one can at least say that this ‘nothing’ 

bears some potential to spit out some existent things. Therefore ‘nothing’ cannot be the 
‘nothing’ as we defined it, it must have at least a feature that is indeed existent (albeit this 
feature must not necessarily be understandable for human beings). 

 
• There is an exception to logics reliability, namely for cases of mental illness or some kind of 

severe madness. But even in the former cases we know that severe delusionary mental 
systems can be consistent – they regularly self-confirm their false starting premises and 
therefore keep the thinker hermetically closed from the insight that these premises are 
indeed false. 

 
• The question of “what is ‘fundamental’?” can only be answered if one knew all about the 

mystery of existence itself. Therefore the contest’s question is also the question about “why 
is there something rather than nothing at all?”. 

 
• Since we only have logic at hand to answer the previous question, either ‘nothing’ is not 

what it seems at first glance, or there has always existed something. 
 
• We cannot imagine ‘nothing’, this is impossible due to the fact that every such imagination 

must also imaginate that there is nothing that is imaginated at the moment one tries to 
imaginate ‘nothing’. Imaginating ‘nothing’ presupposes an imaginating mind that projects 
its own ability to imaginate into ‘nothing’. The result of this mental process is that one 
ascribes some imaginative power to ‘nothing’, what results in the ill-defined conclusion that 
‘nothing’ should indeed be able to spit out some existent things by some magical powers of 
imagination. 

 
• The fact that mental processes exist that can think logically about ‘nothing’ and about 

existence, should be taken into account when one thinks about these modalities (= possible 
modes of existence). The fact that science has shown us that these mental processes can 
have a reliable connection to our external reality and that this reality seems to behave 
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according to the same rules as logic does – namely rationally – is a hint that logic itself 
could sit at a very deep fundamental level of reality. 

 
• We solve the riddle of “why is there something rather than nothing at all?” by claiming that 

the fountain of all existence must be something eternal and unchangeable. Despite the fact 
that logic cannot reliably decide between some possible existence for something and some 
necessary existence for something, we claim that existence itself must logically be the most 
fundamental ‘thing’ at the root of all existence. Hence, the mystery of the fountain of all 
existence is to find out what its main properties may be. 

 
• We identify the main properties of the fountain of all existence as 1) eternal truth 2) the 

former explicably linked to some kind of mental activity and also 3) with some emotions.  
 
• Probably motions in the physical sense could be linked with e-motions. Since we aren’t able 

to unequivocally define physical terms like energy, mass, time and space without some 
circular reasoning, we are forced to use this circular reasoning in an anthropocentric 
manner to make at all some fundamental sense out of existence, as we have done with 
linking physical motion with emotion. 

 
• We at least doubt that all of existence (independent from our ability to know in detail what 

does exist and what does not exist) can sufficiently and completely be captured in principle 
by our well-known formal systems of logic and mathematics. 

 
• We interpret Gödel’s results as a hint that formal systems can say something about their 

very limits. We identify Gödel’s results as a general proof-of-principle that formal systems 
have fundamental limits to completely explain ‘it all’. 

 
• Since the human mind can grasp the main mechanics behind Gödel’s results, every insight 

that comprehends these results presupposes at least some mind to be existent. No 
intricately facilitated Artificial Intelligence can grasp the meaning of Gödel’s results, since 
AI are necessarily based exclusively on formal systems, albeit it may seem that such AI 
systems can transcend formal systems by achieving some astonishing results. 

 
• The astonishing results of AI are due to huge processor power together with some pattern 

recognition, heuristic programming and surely some other additional tricks. But without a 
mind that does produce the hardware and software in the first place, no AI would be 
possible to look like ‘intelligence’. 

 
• Intelligence is a formal aspect of reality. But it does not sufficiently capture all aspects of 

reality. 
 
• One important aspect of reality is what we scientifically desire most: Meaning. Every 

important scientific discovery entails a new kind of meaning. Meaning is not only a 
property of interrelated facts, but it is also a thing that likes to create new relationships, it 
likes to build new worlds (as our whole world of civilization with all its technical, 
intellectual and emotional wonders). A civilization without some conscious observers 
would be meaningless. Therefore meaning and consciousness are inextricably intertwined. 



 

11

 

 
• If some AI would be able to have consciousness, it would also have meaning – not only for 

us as external observers of the behaviour of this AI, but also for itself: it would behave goal-
oriented. 

 
• We define the existence of our limited world (‘universe’), together with the fact of 

consciousness existing, as meaningful and therefore goal-oriented. 
 
• We define the existence of our limited world as brought into existence by some meaningful 

intention that is surely goal-oriented. These goals are beyond the scientific domain to 
determine, but reach out into the domains of teleology and theology. 

 
• It is unavoidable that at a certain point we have to accept some irreducible assumptions 

about what is most fundamental. Since these examples cannot be proven to be true or false 
due to the limits of logic, we conclude that the belief or disbelief in such assumptions is an 
act of faith – and therefore science does touch at this point theology, teleology or likewise 
atheism respectively nihilism. 

 
• Explaining and formalizing ultimate reality can only be done in a coarse-grained manner. 

The problem of infinite regressi and infinite towers of turtles indicates that at a certain fine-
grained level, our traditionally developed explanations and imaginations about these levels 
simply have to break down – and with this demand a widening of our scientific worldview. 

 
• Since our worldview is intimately related to the view of ourselves and our self-worth, the 

essay contest’s questions forces one to be involuted also in some kind of subjectivity about 
the whole question. 

 
• Since we are faced with some (anthropocentrically caused) circularity here, we reasonably 

could elevate circularity up to a fundamental principle of existence. At least logic and 
considerations about consistency and inconsistency allow us to introduce that the 
beginning and the end of every process are intricately linked with each other – as the well-
known saying “trash in, trash out” exemplifies. 

 
• The observation that the very property of ‘consistency’ is able to generate (new) stable 

structures together with the mentioned circularity of initial starting conditions that 
realiably lead to some stable final conditions should make us think about consciousness in a 
new manner: consciousness could not only be a final result, but could probably be also an 
initial starting condition for the existence of life per se. 

 
• Circularity could not only be a huge problem in the course of scientific investigation, but 

maybe could also be a huge insight into a fundamental level of reality: If existence is indeed 
eternal and unchangeable at its very roots, it then can be described as a closed circle, a self-
consistent, self-confirming and hence tautological real modality. It is its ever-lasting truth 
about its own ever-lasting truth that makes it stable and ever-lasting – because it is a self-
enclosed circle of fundamental truths. In fact, we conjecture that this circle is the 
fundamental truth – albeit the more emotional content of this circle is only capturalbe by 
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human beings in a very coarse-grained manner, according to the ability of an individual to 
explore its own inner truths. 

 
• “Its own inner truths” refers to all the things we deliberately delude ourselves about for the 

sake of not being confronted with our own failures, wicked desires and tendencies to 
undermine simple facts in favour of our very own subjective interests. We claim that one 
such simple fact is that there has to be some ultimately fundamental source of truth from 
which all reality and existence flows and from which time has originated for a certain 
purpose. 

 
• On the basis of all these points, we conclude that Aristotle’s three causes should be 

considered to be extended by his fourth cause, namely some causa finalis, to come to a 
truthfully realistic picture about ultimate reality – in the sense of the latter being logical, 
consistent and meaningful. 

 
• By abandoning logic and some fundamental truth, we automatically end up with some kind 

of severe nihilism. If we negate science per se by this nihilism, then any further insights 
may only be anthropocentrical delusions about everything. We consider this scenario as 
illogical and not necessary at all for a rational worldview. 
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Technical notes 

 
1  If we take it at face value that ‘nothing’ is indeed possible, then we must also take its implications at face 

value, namely that ‘everything is possible’. Once we have done this step, then Pandora’s Box of delusions is 
widely opened. Because if we take this main ‘rule’ of ‘nothing’ serious, we could write it as “if everything is 
possible, then everything is possible”. This statement seems to imply that even possible things can be 
impossible and vice versa, because it can be rewritten as “if ‘nothing’ is possible, then everything is pos-
sible” – hence, when ‘nothing’ is possible, there should be no truths at all existent to assume that ‘nothing’ 
somewhat could discriminate between the possible and the impossible. But when there are no fundamental 
limits for it between the possible and the impossible, then we never could favour one of these modalities 
over the other on the basis of some rational decision to come to the conclusion that ‘nothing’ is possible.  

The main core about the quest for ‘nothing’ being possible or not is whether or not deeply irrational things 
should be ontologically possible, independent of human thinking. We assume that the answer is simply ‘no’, 
but cannot prove this ‘no’ to be indeed a synthetically a priori – because antivalent thinking is always able 
to imagine the existence of an opposite for the possible truth of logical consistency being most fundamental, 
namely the possible truth of logical inconsistency in the form of ‘nothing’ being ontologically more funda-
mental than the former. It seems that the real reason for these weird results must be identified as being 
solely and completely rooted in the logical mode of antivalent thinking itself and not in the external world 
being fundamentally inconsistent. To see this more clearly, presuppose that ‘nothing’ would be indeed pos-
sible. It produced logic with which we want to tackle the question of how it can be that ‘nothing’ has spit it 
out at all. We come to the conclusion that there should be no reasons other than the brute possibility for 
this to happen. If we are right about this, we found a fundamental truth. This fundamental truth then must 
be considered external to a subjective observer who discovered it. This implies that ‘nothing’ would be an 
objectively fundamental truth and therefore would at least be something existent. So we arrive at a contra-
diction and the logical conclusion must be to deduce that ‘nothing’ as we defined it is not what it seems to be 
at first glance. 

It only seems otherwise when logic makes itself to an object of Gödel’s incompleteness theorems by means of 
antivalent thinking. Then the decision between logic’s (and ‘nothing’s) inconsistency and its incompleteness 
by pondering about ‘nothing’ does wildly oscillate – because for the case of logic’s own fundamental incon-
sistency, the theorem says that we should easily find a relieving ‘proof’ for ‘nothing’s ontological possibility. 
But such a watertight ‘proof’ cannot be found other than by wildly switching between the truth values true 
and false for ‘nothing’s possible ‘existence’ – tacitly generated by the very starting premise which dictates 
that ‘nothing’ should unequivocally be the most fundamental ‘thing’ ever. Sure enough, this starting premise 
and the assumption that logic should be either inconsistent or incomplete to come to a watertight proof for 
‘nothing’ is the next contradiction in terms. The next step of confusion is therefore to assume that this new 
contradiction indeed suggests that again another starting premise should be true, namely that ‘nothing’ as a 
contradictory concept must indeed be possible in a way we cannot unequivocally grasp. With this final self-
confirmatory dynamics, it seems we found the final ‘proof’ that ‘nothing’ should be considered possible. But 
inconsistency is generally able to prove not only ‘nothing’ to be possible, but it also can prove everything to 
have necessary existence and necessary non-existence at the same time, even our logic and our universe. So is 
there any logic after all behind ‘nothing’? This excursion shows that during such considerations about ‘no-
thing’, logic tends to define itself on a meta level as illogical by the very reason of logical considerations. But 
if logic would be illogical, it couldn’t at all come to the definite logical conclusion that it is indeed illogical. 
Thus, because we cannot know by logical reasoning whether or not logic could somewhat be illogical, we 
conclude that illogical thinking must certainly be able to ‘prove’ that itself should indeed be illogical. The 
latter then self-confirms that ‘nothing’ is surely able to spit out irrationality and therefore should be finally 
considered as an irrational, but nonetheless ontological truth. But if it is an ontological truth, then ‘nothing’ 
is something. We see that neither logical nor illogical arguments are able to justify the possible existence of 
‘nothing’. Thus no reasons exist to assume the latter. Not even that ‘nothing’ as the most non-complex thing 
should afford its possible ‘existence’, since ‘nothing’ has no properties, not even that of utmost simplicity. 

2 Aristotle’s four causes are [8]: 
  1. causa materialis: there has to be something existent for the sake that things can cause other things to 

  change (there has to be something existent that can react to causes and change; for example matter). 
2. causa formalis: the formal requirements for a change to lead to a specific result rather than to another 
 result (for example the laws of physics, the rules of logic). 
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3. causa efficiens: effective forces which can at all instantiate and execute some changes (for example elec- 
 tromagnetic forces or some exchange particles defined by particle physics). 
4. causa finalis: a purpose for something to emerge (for example, the reason why the meal is ready to be 
 eaten is that someone has put the turkey into the stove, the causa efficiens. The causa finalis would be 

  that someone wants to eat the turkey at Christmas). 

3  The term ‚antivalence’ is taken from classical logic. In propositional logic, this sentential connective is ter-
med ‘exclusive or’ (XOR). It outputs the truth value True only when the two inputs are mutually exclusive 
(one is true, the other is false). 

4  The Boolean logic operators AND, OR, NOT, XOR are contained within Robinson arithmetics and therefore 
logic is itself subject to Gödelian incompleteness [9]. 

5  Infinite recursive falseness is intimately related to the quest of whose ‘super-turtle’ for the fundamental 
basis of ultimate reality is the appropriate one. Since there seem to be no objective reasons for preferring 
one such turtle over the other, one is trapped in exclusively circularly subjective musings about some objec-
tive reasons for any such preference. The ‘mechanics’ of this trap merely works when one tries to force all 
possible but unknown objective reasons into a set of subjectively and thus only anthropically known reasons. 

6  Mathematics can give neither a sufficient causa formalis nor a causa efficiens for the existence of a presup-
posed consistent world whereas ‘nothing’ can give us none of the four Aristotelian causes for it – by the 
very reason that these principles operate beyond any sufficient reason for our universe to be at all existent, 
although both principles claim to imply this sufficient causality. If one assumes that our universe is not only 
entirely defined and therefore describable by mathematics, but it is this mathematics, then the question 
arises whether only consistent mathematical systems must be physical – or also some inconsistent mathe-
matical systems. By excluding the latter, we gain an anthropic argument for mathematics’ feature of having 
two ontologically different existences: an exclusively physical one and perhaps an exclusively platonic one, 
whereas the physical one does imply that only consistent physical (= mathematical) systems can produce 
some observers with the consistent logic to at all come to the assumed conclusions about mathematics’ real 
meaning. But independent of inconsistent mathematical systems having a platonic ontology or no ontology 
at all, if physical systems are exclusively only mathematical systems, then what the reader is reading here 
was written by a mathematical pattern, making some statements about mathematics itself. This mathema-
tical pattern (the author of this essay) then states that due to Kurt Gödel’s incompleteness results, the ma-
thematical landscape can never be considered to be essentially complete. No matter how much infinities of 
a certain cardinality a mathematical pattern (a conscious being) invokes as additional axioms to justify that 
a single axiom (the assumption that all existence should exclusively only be a mathematical one) should be 
true, mathematics contradicts this truth due to Gödel’s shortcut, saying that this truth can never finally be 
contained within the mathematical landscape itself. Because the latter is either inconsistent or incomplete 
or both – what demonstrates that due to logic the mentioned single axiom can in neither case be a funda-
mental truth. We think that Gödel’s shortcut implicitly shows that the assumption of ultimate reality exclu-
sively only being constituted by formal systems is a false truth about ultimate reality. 

7  This statement implies that it has not necessarily been derived by some information from this world, since 
‘information’ can be incomplete or even false. It is ‘merely’ completely correlated – by the very framework 
presented in this paper – with what we reasonably believe to be valid information about this world. 

8  There have been various attempts in the literature to get a saver grip upon the term ‘truth’, in terms of ana-
lytic (or syntactic) truth as well as in terms of semantic truth. Here we only mention a few influential, albeit 
quite distinct results like Tarski’s undefinability theorem [10], Kripke’s outline of a theory of truth [11] and 
Putnam’s quest about what mathematical truth is [12]. In light of our own results, the attempt to formalize 
the inner kernel of ‘truth’ by some fundamentally true axioms is not completely achievable for the above 
mentioned approaches as well as for our own approach, because our limited world simply lacks the needed 
data structure (‘language’) to at all receive and assimilate the whole web of fundamental truths. As stated in 
section 3 of this paper, we think that this is a reasonable explanation for the different approaches being not 
fully capable, even when merged, of getting once and for all a complete grip upon the term ‘truth’. A main 
fallacy of trying to unequivocally define ‘truth’ is to exclusively interpret this term as a kind of external infor-
mational source. But this rule isn’t universally valid, since our main result implies that it is not logically nec-
essary based on external ‘information’ (see footnote 7), but can likewise be considered as purely syntheti-
cally a priori. From the view of fundamental truth, both alternatives coincide, means are both equally true. 


