Theolution: How God Might Have Evolved [ie. The Evolutionary argument for God, or at least gods]

Preamble

There have been no shortage of purported proofs of God’s existence over the centuries, notably the Cosmological argument that nothing could come from nothing, the Ontological argument that if we can conceive of the greatest being than it must exist, the Consensus of Mystics argument that they can’t all be wrong, the Preponderance of Arguments argument, etc. Science and Religion—often diverging, sometimes converging, always interesting. We know there are certain areas where science has taught religion the truth: The Earth circles the Sun (well it sort of ellipses the Sun), there are billions of well-organized galaxies, DNA is a biological blueprint, etc.. Other times, Religion leads the way: Love thy neighbor, don’t kill them either, the way of the dead, etc. Of course there are many times when they simply have nothing to say to each other and this is perhaps where therapists and philosophers jump in to mind the gap. This theory is not proven, nor is it even particularly compelling nor does it matter in the scheme of things. However, it is entered into the records as another fun thing to disprove, refute and otherwise discredit. So if not only for sheer entertainment value, it is worth the exercise. I will not attempt to answer every question I pose. In fact this text will certainly contain more questions than answers and is thus utterly useless as the basis for deciding anything. Still, I hope that it could provoke a stronger sense of uncertainty in those that flatly reject all notions of deity as unscientific or worse, mumbo jumbo. I should note that this is in no way to be construed a Creationist philosophy nor an argument for intelligent design in the classic sense. All creation in this theory is no more astounding than a baby producing its first bowel movement or an engineer drawing up plans for a machine to make Twinkies faster. The true star of this theory is the Universe itself, something that is not only awesome, incomprehensible and vast, but also which gives us our lives and a place to live them in.

The present theory is summarized:

1. The Universe is Eternal and can neither come into to being from nothing, nor can it return to nothing. It is always something, even if it is nothing. For if out of nothingness can spring everythingness, then the potential to do so surely pre-existed. There is no Yang without Yin. It is always the Universe. Its Universeness  is also Eternal, untrodden and enduring.

2. Evolution is not limited to the Earth or to biological systems that we can comprehend, nor even necessarily to biological systems. We didn’t invent Evolution. We discovered its manifestations. What we observe here is merely a reflection of principles that are built-in to the Universe. You could well describe the process of “God particles” becoming quarks and gluons and atoms and stars and molecules and dust and planets and life as the Primary Evolution of the Universe. Evolution does not have to be driven by survival of the fittest. It can be survival of the luckiest, survival of the physical Result. Evolution is also governed by Mathematics which is the only Master Plan and which is also Eternal.

3. Evolution x Eternity = God: Even incremental evolution from a hydrogen atom over sufficient eons upon eons would lead to intelligence and power that would qualify as Diety to us.

Defining God

Arthur C. Clarke once said, “Any sufficiently advanced technology is indistinguishable from magic.” In as far as God is a sort of magical being or at least ascribed magical qualities such as omnipotence and omniscience, I would submit to the user we can be easily duped into believing in a ‘Deity’ that exhibits sufficient art in technical matters. I’m not interested here in exactly defining God, what God is, how God operates, looks, what anybody thinks God’s name is, etc. I don’t expect to understand what I would think to be God and frankly neither should you, dear reader. Let me start with an imprecise definition of God which I refer to as “It’s God to you, buddy!” In other words, if it walks like a God and Quacks like a God, it’s a God. Maybe not THE God or the God of Gods, but relative to you it has the qualities of a God—namely:

1. IT can make you or something that makes you for IT

2. IT can destroy you or something that destroys you for IT

3. IT can control you or something that controls you for IT

4. And there’s nothing you can do to make IT do what IT doesn’t want to

Now let me define you (and me):

1. Something that can make something (feces)

2. Something that can destroy something (food)

3. Something that can control something (bowels)

4. And, hopefully, feces don’t control you.

There is a very real similarity between you and the God above. Both entities create, both destroy, both control and both are beyond the control of the created. However, one lies entirely within the purvey of the other and because of principle 4 above, when placed side by side, there is only one God in the relationship. THE God is defined as that entity for which there is no creator, nor destroyer, nor controller.

Let us interpolate further down the chain. It is conceivable that you may be a scientist and that in the course of your experimentation you may be expected to breed a mouse, to control when it comes into being, when and how it is destroyed and would not likely yourself be controlled by the mouse directly. And let’s assume for a moment that the mouse could say, “You’re no God,” just as you pushed the red incinerator button and you said back, quite arrogantly,  “It’s God to you.” Poof! Or perhaps you could throw some crickets into a cage with an iguana and the cricket would say to the iguana, “You’re no God.” Then with the flick of his tongue the Iguana says It’s (crunch) God to you, buddy.” And so forth. What is this chain but a chain of descending deity, mirroring the path of evolutionary forces exerted over eons to create man, mouse, iguana and cricket.

So how powerful does a God of men have to be? Let’s extrapolate further up the chain to complete our exercise. Perhaps we can even use an imaginary time machine to pit modern man against a distant ancestor. Modern man appears in the form of a Predator drone painted with mysterious symbols. The ancients look up and at first say “You are no God.” Right at the time someone back on a secret base right outside Las Vegas pushes the red button and Hellfire reins down upon the disbelievers, delivering them to their preferred Maker. The rest of the ancient crowd falls to it’s knees and says “Surely, this is a God.” Not satisfied a skeptic among them exclaims “But it did not make us”. And so a modern man also lands with a laboratory and shows how with his genetics he can clone a new animal or even a person and now the biggest skeptics concede that this must indeed be a God. This is only to illustrate a certain relativity in Godlike abilities.

But let’s experiment with another idea, which does presuppose that mankind will continue to evolve in his ability to control the world and that in the future, we might have space ships instead of drones, we might genetically or physically enhance ourselves to think faster, remember more, understand more and do much more of whatever we desire. It is very conceivable that such beings have already evolved somewhere else in our galaxy or another one near or far. These relative super-beings are sometimes referred to phases of Civilization1 whereby obtaining powers over the physical and mental world in increasing orders of magnitude. Civilizations could theoretically control and direct cosmic levels of energy much as we control very large machinery today and even affect the Planet itself2. There is nothing contradictory in this concept and it is certainly fodder for most science fiction. Nor is there a necessary intellectual restriction on how powerful such beings could become, harnessing stars, creating galactic highways, etc. So it is equally feasible that we might ourselves encounter what the ancients above did and be powerless to control our own fate in their hands. Mercy be upon us.

This is not a new idea and numerous books have been written positing the Gods of our ancestors as nothing more than space visitors with far superior capabilities. Erich von Daniken’s Chariots of the Gods thoroughly examined the idea using real-world examples that defied other explanations such as the Plains of Nazca or the Great Pyramids. I can easily see how his thinking arose on this matter and it certainly jives with this theory most importantly that we are not the be all and end all of Cosmic Evolution. In fact there are countless reports from reputable sources stating the existence of UFO, aliens, etc. and while neither proved nor disproved, the idea is not too far out of line with current science and the plentitude of Earthlike worlds in our galaxy alone, currently estimated in the order of 100 million.

Given this natural ability to evolve and to grow in power we have witnessed in ourselves, we need to seriously examine the limits and timelines of our future evolution. Are there limits? How intelligent could a being get? What does it mean to be more intelligent? How large or sophisticated could a machine be? How much energy can be controlled by a single intellect? Could these intellects join together in a network like some sort of cosmic wireless quantum Internet as an omnipresence? If so how long would such a thing take to evolve? If the question were rephrased, “Is eternity long enough to evolve omnipresence?” then the answer is likely yes because to disprove this would lead to an absurd result that is not so far seen in science—that evolution stops when external restraints are removed. Then the question would become, “If half of eternity has already passed then wouldn’t this being have already evolved?” The answer would have to be yes since half of eternity is also eternity and if the being had evolved even several orders of magnitude above our present powers, we would have to concede a God-like power relative to our own as per my definition. But it would still be absurd to think that this being would not be able to evolve to Perfection in the span of Eternity. For even if it attained a fraction of perfection, the other insufficiency could be worked out in the remaining eternal fraction since every fraction of Eternity is itself another Eternity.

God needn’t evoke a sense of inferiority in us, nor a threat to our ego any more than the Sun or the Andromeda galaxy or for that matter, a great white shark. Nor should God be given a name that means too much. By naming God we think we know more about IT and IT becomes a familiar and that leads to Religion and the evoking of God for a Purpose which is not herein implied in any way. When you are swimming in the ocean naked with a cut on your leg and you encounter a great white shark, it’s Godlike to you. When you encounter the same shark from a metal boat with a machine gun mounted, you may become Godlike at that moment though neither you nor the shark played a role in each other’s creation. This is essential in the definition of God. Otherwise a lowly murderer would fit the description of a God with only the power of Death. However, lacking the power of Life and Control and the conceivability that you may thwart a murderer and thus control them, they hardly quality as a God.

Big Bangs and Black Holes

We have been taught about how the Universe is expanding ever outward from a single point in space. Scientist have run the movie backwards and done the math and the only logical conclusion is the Big Bang. We’ve observed red-shifted galaxies at the edge of time which are actually filled with brightly burning blue stars3 which have no higher elements to block out and filter the light. We have detected the evenly distributed background radiation that was predicted (Penzias). All science tends to agree on most aspects of the Big Bang. However, we now see fracturing in the once clear thoughts. Some posit we are superstrings on a membrane and that there are necessarily infinite membranes, parallel universes, each on its own membrane (referred to as a Brane) and that the Big Bang was caused by two of these branes merely touching. Still others are quite sure that this is just one of many, many Big Bangs and it really isn’t as “big” as we infinitesimal humans might think. Whatever it is, we don’t have the answer yet. There is great uncertainty as to whether the Big Bang is perfectly mirrored by the Little Collapse (Gnab Gib) that slowly but surely recycles the entire Universe back into the Singularity from whence it came in an octillion year breathing cycle of Cosmic Reset. Even so, this would lend itself to an Eternal cycle and if we insist that no intelligence could possibly survive or operate in a dark, dead and empty Universe, I would concede that Evolution must also be so limited by this cycle. But that is to suppose too much.

One thing that is required for the perfect Cosmic Breathing Cycle to exist is that the actual fabric of space must itself collapse into the Singularity so that when the Reset takes place, not only can all the matter of the Universe be recreated but the fabric of space too. It is important to visualize the nothingness of the Singularity from the inside out, because there is no outside. There is no space, nowhere to look from to observe. ALL is within the Singularity. This is not so different from our own births.  But do we observe this in Black Holes? Is the space that a galaxy occupies subsumed by the black hole at its center? If the entire galaxy dies is pulled in eventually (if this is even possible), what becomes of the space that is not near the massive black hole? Even if a black hole could become the size of a galaxy on the order of 50k light years in diameter (current theories say it’s more likely to be 15-20 light-hours), what effect would such a black hole have on the vast reaches of inter-galactic space around itself? Could all black holes eventually come together and leave the space that once occupied intact behind them? Or is there a perfect one-to-one correspondence with all matter to all space?

Is it possible that the Singularity is a seed of sorts? Does not the Great Sequoia tree not sprout up and organize itself from the tiniest of seeds? Are these seeds not made of molecules that contain atoms (and 99.999% empty space) and a mathematical model which governs the motion of the particles and waves within? If the Singularity is as a seed then surely it contains a Plan, and the Plan is Mathematics. The Singularity as a seed has interesting consequences, in that we would need to scientifically explain how something with near infinite density would have the lack of uniformity that we see as the Universe. If it were packed in a perfectly symmetrical, isometric fashion, it’s hard to see how it could explode in other than a perfectly isometric fashion leading to a dull, non-clumpy Universal haze. In other words, we still find ourselves in search of what Lucretius referred to as a “swerve” where at one point something had to start the non-uniform ball rolling. What’s good for the Sequoia tree may be good for the Universe. The Singularity obviously had some pretty amazing non-uniformity in it to create the variety we witness today.

Defining Eternity

For the purpose of this paper, Eternity is simply all time that has every passed or that will pass. The mathematical analog to Eternity is infinity, that which has no limit but which also contains paradoxical qualities. Eternity can have no discernable beginning or end, something that is paradoxical and counterintuitive for us folks here on Earth. Eternity can be subject to cardinality in that there can be different levels of Eternity within Eternity such as all Eternity of the past has the same cardinality of all Eternity of the future, but not the same as all possible sub-eternities. Experientially, it can be divided into past, present and future and the three in total comprise an unbounded set of all possible times. Since it can no more be shown that time didn’t exist before the Big Bang than can be shown that Numbers didn’t exist, we can’t simply cling to the naïve notion that time itself was created at the same “time” as space was created, if space was in fact created. Space may very well be Eternal as well as time. They simply exist. To insist on a Finite time frame for the Universe is analogous to the mathematical theory of finitism which seeks to avoid the messy consequences posed by Cantor and others in explaining and using the cardinality of infinity. Though largely discredited in mathematics, this seems to find favor in physics and cosmology. It is here that I borrow a little of the Ontological argument in a mathematical sense only, if there is a physical analog to infinity, it would surely be time. The mere existence of infinity in mathematics requires us to prove that is has no physical analogs and that physical analogs in themselves are not in fact mathematical equations “crystallized” in Eternity as Reality.

Eternity is composed of time. What it is? Where did it come from? Does it exist at all or is it a construct of consciousness? Did time actually not exist until the Big Bang? If so then we naturally want to ask, what happened before the Big Bang? We can’t truly conceive of a moment in time that doesn’t have a preceding moment. We are asked to think of time to be what we learned in grade school as a “ray,” visualized as a point with an arrow pointing to the right where the point is the Big Bang and the arrow is the future. It makes no sense to say well what’s to the left of the point because it’s not part of the ray…it doesn’t exist. Stephen Hawking puts it like this with respect to the Big Bang, “To ask what came before the Big Bang is like asking what’s North of the North Pole.” It seems to me that this is a circular argument where we’ve said nothing comes before the Big Bang so nothing can come before the Big Bang. That’s only true if the Big Bang created time too. In other words, we decided to call time and existence itself a ray and not a line or a plane or something else that math has no problem with but that extends infinitely both to the right and the left. Did mathematics exist before the Big Bang or was there only the Null Set which is still a set and still a mathematical construct of a set with no members? There is also the strange and real possibility that the Big Bang actually did happen an Eternity ago but that time itself was warped to move infinitely fast in the beginning perhaps the first nanosecond of existence was actually googol octillian factorial centuries compressed and accelerated by the power of differential calculus itself creating itself from the void. Go even earlier into that first moment and time compresses more eons into shorter and shorter intervals, a temporal Zeno’s paradox. For the sake of this paper, that wouldn’t matter because in this case because Eternity simply has a beginning and an Eternity has already passed since that beginning, whether compressed or not. Current membrane theory has a model of the Big Bang that it is created when supposedly Eternal membranes merely glance each other in some sort of interdimensional dance where matter from one membrane explodes into another, radiating out from the point of contact.

Eternity is long enough to produce a Universe from Nothing. Zero divide zero = One.

What’s harder to imagine is that Eternity didn’t have a beginning—that time is a line and not a ray. It’s easier to imagine time as a circle that is endless but that does repeat itself in an endless loop. However, inability to imagine or comprehend has absolutely no bearing on the Truth so what is, simply Is. The I Am doesn’t have to be “I Was” or “I Will Be.” We have an inherent need to give things a beginning, probably because we are caught in a temporal perceptive plane where everything has a cause and and effect. But if we allow ourselves to allow for something which has no beginning then it opens a Universe of possibility.

If we admit the possibility of time without beginning and time without end, we then must allow the possibility of evolution without bounds. Even if one slight improvement took place every trillion years and experienced a major “setback” every quadrillion years on average, Eternity would have an unlimited supply of such episodes and could thus always transcend to a higher level of evolution over sufficient time.

Many would point to the absurdity of this as completely unfounded and by all evidence, the known Universe is around 15 billion years old. I reply that the “known universe” has never been a good guide for the Truth and the mathematical possibilities too far eclipse the physical reality to make sense. 15 billion is a trivial number when compared to infinity or even large numbers such as 10 to the hundred power, let alone, say quadrillion to the octillion power which is still finite.

Defining Evolution

When something evolves, it simply means that some part of it changes so that the new entity is distinct from the previous, most often a small change. This is also true of devolution, which also refers to a change in the parts to create a newer whole. However, because we ascribe a sense of forward directionality to evolution, we generally consider evolution as an adaptation to better fit a current circumstance or a logical “next step” for the thing to become. It has a connotation of improvement and superiority of the prior version. Whereas devolution has a connotation of backward progression where the thing becomes less adept or suitable to the present circumstance and more inferior.

In the biological sense or evolution, we use Darwin’s model of survival of the fittest to explain the genetic screening for “winners” that naturally occurs from a large selection of random mutations. This of course has been easily extended into cultural and intellectual offshoots of biology (memetics) such as business, software development, American Idol, Survivor, etc. Here, the last one standing, the survivor, is the one that gets to propagate. We’ve also seen contradictions and counter-arguments arise in which the “fittest” product isn’t always the winner and we certainly must conclude that many times in history, the fittest individual animal did not survive either. Such is luck—bad luck. We may be more a product of luck than anything else.

In the physical sciences there is also another type of evolution that we have learned more about in the past fifty years, the accretion process forming galaxies, solar systems, planets, moons, etc. that has unfolded over incomprehensible time frames. Scientists also speak of the evolution of matter itself that took place in incomprehensible small time frames immediately following the Big Bang. Some might say that there is no evolution here, only an orderly coalescing dictated by the Founding Mathematics of the Universe. 

However we view evolution, what’s evolving and what’s just obeying the laws, we have to admit that the potential to evolve has always been present. As astounding as it is that two cells can contain the blueprint to build not only every organ in the human body but to also create a brain that can then think and write about itself, is the fact that the very first cell to appear on Earth also had the potential to become such a thing. If we trace this potential to its logical origin, then it is obvious that the Singularity that spawned the Big Bang already contained the potential to eventually create a brain that could think about itself and the computer to write this on. How much of this potential is encoded as information and how much of it is quantum randomness, is really at the heart of the debate over intelligent design. In this theory I’m only proposing that whatever intelligence existed in this Singularity, had already evolved over Eternity so the fact that the known Universe is a rather odd shape and that it is extremely uneven and somewhat ragged, shows at least that the Singularity contained an amazing shape potential within. That shape potential is a critical step on the way to stars and galaxies…and us. Without the clumping and lumpiness, we get a dull, perfectly even Homoverse, Isoverse, or Monotiverse.

When we examine the steps that were necessary to take us from the quark-gluon plasma of Godlike, magical matter that contained in it’s very real potential: all Beatles music, every Picasso, every creature and artist on every planet, every wonder of any kind large or small, including imaginary, to the present day satellite-ringed Earth, we see many instances where improbability is not calculable. Yet the improbable steps are essential to the result we see. They did take place. Instead of “just add water,” the self-made Universe says “Shake well and let stand for 13.5 billion years and voila: Mozart, Einstein, iPhones…well everything.” It’s sort of like a guy showing up at a party with a firecracker and saying after he lights it, “Just wait ten minutes” and a stack of beautifully wrapped presents appears, each one more fantastic and elaborate than the one before. That’s a damn good trick, especially if the presents really did come from the firecracker…but not much compared to what we are told the Universe already did, just on a different time scale.

There may even be a case to be made that the probability of the exact series of events leading to our genesis is verging on zero. Zero probability theoretically is synonymous with “impossible” and so we know it can’t be exactly zero (or do we?), but how close to zero is it? One such step is the order and arrangement of our solar system, with the larger gaseous planets further from the sun and the inner rocky planets circling in a more temperate zone suitable for life. The size of the outer planets plays an important role in our ability to evolve by vacuuming up asteroids, comets and meteors that might otherwise find their way to our little blue mothership Earth and turn it fire red and thus push the evolution reset button too often. In a purely Darwinian sense, this is just the random permutation we were lucky to have, but it is every bit as plausible that our small notion of what comprises a living organism is just more Terracentric thinking and the Universe could just possibly have a bigger definition of Life waiting for us to discover—just like we figured out the Sun thing eventually. In other words, I don’t find it at all objectionable to imagine the solar system as a living entity and the Sun and planets as organs necessary for the health and maintenance of the organism. Then we’d need to find out how such a thing could evolve and would not be shocked to see it following the similar model to what Darwin proposed. What I rather like about this is the scale of life is not limited, only the scale of our understanding. It’s fractal and it obeys the laws of mathematics, including the ability to be huge or tiny. This is not central to the evolution of God but it would be supportive of the evolution of mysterious life forms that exist on a much larger scale than we do and would be consistent with the ideas of the limitless possibilities of an Eternal framework. If we could ever establish a scientific case for such life forms, it would pave the way for relativistic God research.

If God (a God) does not exist relative to us, then what is the closest thing to a God that exists? The Earth itself has the creative and destructive qualities of  God my theory requires. Lewis Thomas in “Lives of a Cell” likened the Earth to a single cell, suspended in the vacuum of space and protected by its atmospheric membranes. The Sun radiates in a perfect harmony with the Earth, neither boiling it, nor freezing it. The Moon has power over the Seas which have powers over us and is perfectly synchronized to the Earth, showing us one side in perfect synchronized revolution. It just happens to also perfectly match the diameter of the Sun as any eclipse watcher can tell you. This coincidence is also a marvel of impossible odds. How can we go about scientifically finding the closest thing to a God relative to ourselves? Most certainly we wouldn’t like most of the answers we’d come up with and there is a natural tendency to shy away and avoid that which is Godlike out of self preservation. After all, we are accustomed to terms like “God-fearing” and the image of God as something no human could withstand the direct presence of is consistent with this aversion, strongly guided by our amygdala-driven  fear of death. Everybody wants to discover the thing they are God of, few wish to meet their Maker.

In Conclusion

It may very well be that we end up once again looking inward to see that the Universe has evolved us over Eternity and that we and God in fact are the same, but that notion creates a conflict for those who like to divide Nature into unequal compartments. The eagle is not the equal of a mouse after all. The blade of grass is not the equal to a Sequoia. Why should we expect otherwise for ourselves? Surely we are a mouse to some super-intelligent eagle out there in the Universe. Perhaps we are the flora inside an organ of an immortal Solar Being and that our delusions of  evolution are comical. But even for this gigantic being, we can conceive and have evidence for still larger entities that likewise control the destiny of Solar Systems, namely the super massive black hole at the center of our galaxy. It seems too complicated and we want it to be simple and elegant. Why would Eternal evolution create this panoply of ever-greater sentience? What purpose? One possibility is it’s not so distinct as it seems. Each level of sentience is nothing more than the original Eternal sentience that already evolved eternity ago “looking out” from different view points and perspectives. What we call single-mindedness might be nanomindedness and the Eternal Evolutionary Being is multi-minded, perhaps itself in a Bigger Bang of ever increasing consciousness. If our thoughts and lives are but woven threads in the Eternal Life of the Universe, then anything supernatural would be easily possible because it all happens within the ultimate Virtual Reality of infinite possibility. 

Consciousness and self-awareness have been a particularly puzzling to philosophers and scientists but not so much for spiritual leaders. It is conceivable to me that this awareness is only available to material and energy that are tied to the Universal Origins of Eternal Evolution. In other words, it may require infinite evolution to “mathematically” produce sufficient iterative density for a soul to “ignite.” This is something we will continue to ponder as AI becomes more prevalent and “Watson” becomes companion and even lover. We will know we are loving, but will Watson know it is loved or is Watson a new branch of evolution that has eternity to go to get to the same place?

If as the Pythagoreans once said, “All is number,” then we should not necessarily apply Finitism to the “physical” world.  Mathematically there is no need to limit evolution of this sort any more than we would limit how far one could zoom into a Mandelbrot set and still see tiny, albeit imperfect, copies of the original outer, and perfect, Mandelbrot set. Who hasn’t gazed on this mathematical marvel and wondered about its Buddha-like quality, its head, its crown, its arms and round buttocks. Is this the image in which man was created? Only time will tell.

