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The Nature of Consciousness Rebuttal
ABSTRACT
First off, I want to acknowledge the immense time constraints all of you are constantly
under. Between writing grants, reading papers, doing your own research, attending
conferences, managing your labs and the PhD candidates working in them, teaching
courses, writing books, etc, there is very little time for work outside your typical purview
but this topic affects all of science and every single one of you so I’m grateful for any time
you have to read through this. That all said, it’s for this exact same reason as to why this is
an extraordinary challenge to the scientific community.
I recently authored a manuscript questioning whether or not proper scientific methodology
had been used to appropriately vet scientific materialism’s conjecture; which is that
consciousness is an emergent property of the brain as a result of chemical reactions and
electrical impulses.
Humanity is at a scientific crossroads. While scientific materialism has undeniably and
consistently delivered incredible advancements and achievements in the material sciences,
has it yielded the same results when it comes to human beings or any other biological
organisms? We currently have epidemics of obesity, depression and other mental illnesses,
type II diabetes, autism, cancers, opioid addiction, auto-immune diseases and if you look at
health as being on the physical, emotional, mental, social and spiritual levels, can any of us
honestly say that we're healthier now than we were one hundred years ago? Is it possible
materialism is the wrong paradigm for understanding life and if so, is the underlying
conjecture behind materialism falsifiable? Materialism is an ideology based on the
conjecture that life/consciousness emerges from matter and the assumption that the only
way we can know anything is if we can make testable predictions from any given hypothesis
and then testing against those predictions.
However, given the new evidence in the field of consciousness studies, can we attempt to
scientifically falsify materialism? Perhaps the biggest question of all is this; as an institution,
how is the scientific community going to auto-correct itself if materialism is proven to be
the incorrect model?
Philosophically, perhaps the main alternative paradigm to materialism is idealism. Idealism
is a model that suggests that all of nature and in fact the entire universe is an emergent
phenomena of some primordial consciousness. In this paradigm, all of nature is of
consciousness so I recently authored a manuscript entitled The Nature of
Consciousness that questioned the validity of scientific materialism and formally offered the
hypothesis that the brain produces consciousness, along with a set of testable
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predictions. In other words, while idealism can’t be proven, materialism can be disproven
so let’s start with that.
The paper was formally submitted the hypothesis because it appeared that no one had ever
bothered to legitimately go through the exercise. I submitted the paper to most of the
major journals and was rejected by all of them. However, a materialist was kind enough to
write back an honest reply (publication name and related individual redacted).
"Your paper say nothing new or specific enough to be of interest to the journal’s
reviewers, all of whom have devoted decades to studying the mind-body
problem. Neither the materialists or the non-local theorists who review
manuscripts for Psychology of Consciousness would find it worthwhile to read your
manuscript or comment on it. Etzel Cardeña is on the journal’s editorial board, by
the way. If you are seriously interested in the mind-body problem, then you should
earn a Ph.D. under the mentorship of a consciousness scholar and should devote
your career to studying the problem. I am sorry to be blunt, but your tendency to
write off disagreeable theories as “pseudo-science” would strike scholars as a sign
of ignorance and arrogance. My constructive advice to you is to earn your Ph.D.
and devote your career to the study of consciousness, then look back at your
manuscript for what it is: a sign of your early interest in the problem, but not a
publishable manuscript."
I'm clearly out of my league but nonetheless, I’ve written this document is a response to the
materialist’s reaction to my paper The Nature of Consciousness. While it may be a complete
exercise in futility, it's worth the effort. As a community, we need to take a long second
look at materialism and question its legacy, as well as its legitimacy. The evidence against it
is beyond compelling to anyone with an open mind as well as the time to read through the
literature. If the scientific community had the current findings in consciousness research
two hundred years ago when materialism was being birthed, it would have never gotten off
the ground.
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INTRODUCTION
The conflict between materialists and idealists is a dispute described by Plato in his Allegory
of the Cave and is at least a 2500 year old controversy. In other words, the manuscript The
Nature of Consciousness is no less than an attempt to convince the inmates of Plato's Cave,
that they are inmates of Plato's cave and it does so by using the latest scientific findings in
controlled experiments of human consciousness to disprove their basic assumption.
According to the materialist, I am required to get a PhD in analyzing the shadows on the
wall of the cave wall before I'm qualified enough to be allowed to sit with him/her at a table
and having a discussion with him/her about a non-existent [mind-body] problem. The
relationship between the mind and body isn't the problem, materialism is the problem. In
idealism, there is no such problem. According to Buddha, the fundamental question any
truth seeker should be asking is 'कोऽहं ' (sanscrit for “Who am I?”) and similarly, Socrates’
instructions were Gnōthi sauton (know thyself) and what they both meant by this is that
you could know the absolute Truth, know your Self, become Self Realized or attain
Enlightenment. I'll stick with the instructions Socrates and Buddha gave and I have spent
decades under the mentorship of an authority on consciousness within in this paradigm,
not the materialistic one.
The materialist says "know the shadows on the wall of cave" and I'm meant to spend
decades under the mentorship of a cave shadow interpretation expert before I'm qualified
to debunk it. Are we to believe the presumption that the inmates of Plato's cave have the
last word on scholarship? Is this not a form of circular reasoning? My question to
materialists is how many more thousand years are they going to hold humanity back
because of their ideological predisposition? The predictions that I provided in my paper
were not arrived at in a vacuum. Leaned scholars from Buddha to Rumi and from Socrates
to Max Planck have all postulated the primacy of consciousness as an explanation for our
existence. This dichotomy between materialists and idealists is thousands of years old and
given materialist's academic prowess in intellectual gamesmanship and scholarly debate,
the alleged "mind-body" problem of Descartes is likely to rage on for millennia. As a
student of idealism, it's foolish of me to think that I'll be able to convince a materialist that
their paradigm is incorrect. Nonetheless, it’s worth pursuing. Science is long overdue for a
major course correction. Materialism simply is the wrong paradigm for understanding life
and consciousness.
To any reasonable scientist who looks at the evidence, the undeniable conclusion is that the
brain does not produce consciousness and therefore, scientific materialism is the wrong
paradigm from which to understand anything biological. (note: while no citations are given
for the nine testable predictions in my paper given to disprove the foundational conjecture
of materialism (that the brain produces consciousness), it's important to understand that
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the phenomena predicted in the paper have all been demonstrably shown to be real. There
is no legitimate controversy about this anymore. Most scientists are unaware of these
published results or the meta-analysis of the various phenomena that scientists have
done. At this point, the only remaining controversy between the non-localists and the
materialist is the debate over whether or not these phenomena falsify the emergent
property hypothesis).
Materialists, when confronted with evidence that challenges their beliefs, simply want to
move the target and suggest that it’s possible that consciousness produced by the brain is
capable of mind-over-matter phenomena that operate beyond space and time. There's
never been any reasonable models or explanations for how the brain produces
consciousness in the first place and yet now they want to extend their incomplete theories
to argue that it's possible for the brain to operate beyond space and time. This isn't
science, is it? Science, as an institution, needs to own up to the fact that materialism is
based on conjecture so they can legitimately attempt to falsify that conjecture rather than
compound the original assumption with even more convoluted theories. Given the
materialists' refusal to reject the proven mind over matter phenomena as a legitimate
falsification for the emergent property hypothesis, it appears that there is no phenomena
that they will accept to falsify their theory. Disproving materialism will just continue to be a
moving target.
It is for this reason that I drafted my manuscript strictly as a hypothesis. The journal Nature
states on their website that they publish one hypothesis a year that is of "fundamental or
of more immense importance" and there is simply no hypothesis in science of more
fundamental and immense importance as whether or not materialism is the correct model
for science. This is why no citations were given for the nine testable predictions I gave. The
hypothesis I submitted focused on whether or not these are reasonable tests to disprove
the idea of emergence of consciousness from the brain, not whether or not these
phenomena exist. The question posed was simply, "should these nine predictions be
possible if consciousness is produced by the brain?" Any objective, unbiased, open-minded
scientist would agree that these phenomena should not be possible if the brain produces
consciousness. This debate should have ended a long time ago but you can see an example
above in the materialist’s reaction to my paper why it is such a challenge for this issue to be
resolved.
I would like to add that while some of you may write me off or marginalize me as a religious
zealot, a lunatic or some 'new age woo woo fanatic", I'm none of those things. The truth of
the matter is that I'm no more religious than Plato and no more 'woo woo' than Planck. In
fact, you may want to go through the exercise of going back above to the materialist’s
response to me, and assume he/she wrote it to Plato. He/she might as well have.
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My paper is extremely simple as it is meant for the scientific community at large, not some
sub-group under the umbrella of a compartmentalized journal. It lays out legitimate
predicates for why materialism is suspect, it argues for why idealism is a viable replacement
candidate, it asserts that the hypothesis that the brain [somehow through some unknown
means] manufactures consciousness has never been adequately or appropriately tested
and lastly, it formally proposes that hypothesis along with a series of nine testable
predictions taken from an assortment of controlled experiments that have been conducted
in the field of human consciousness research over the past several decades.
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RESPONSE
The remainder of this paper is my open letter in response to this reaction to my paper.
The main, salient points that the materialist brought up in his/her reaction are:
 There is no new or novel ideas/information in my paper
 There is nothing interesting to reviewers, who’ve researched consciousness for
decades.
 Neither materialists nor non-local theorists who review manuscripts for Psychology
of Consciousness would find it worthwhile to publish the hypothesis that the brain
produces consciousness, along with testable predictions.
 Scientific materialism has a Mind-Body problem
 I should consider the mentorship under an authority on consciousness
 Prior to publishing papers, I should spend decades understanding the mind-body
problem
 Labeling debunked theories as pseudo-science is not allowed in science
 I should consider a career as an academic scholar studying consciousness
 My paper is nothing more than proof that I’m unqualified and have no business
entering the conversation and amateurs such as myself should stick to blogs.
The materialist makes some very valid comments here and I would like the opportunity to
respond in kind, but first I would request your indulgence as I canvas the broader issues
here.
In the spirit of full disclosure, I am an adherent to the science of idealism. Given all the
publicly available material available for review and also in making comparisons to
panpsychism and materialism, idealism appears to be the most viable explanation to
understand our existence. Furthermore, idealism is very much a scientific endeavor in its
own right and in fact, it could be argued that idealism is the ultimate science.
Furthermore, it’s no secret that there are a fair number of atheists within the scientific
community. Given that a disbelief is just another type of belief, that would make atheism a
form of religious belief and religious belief has no place in science. There’s a clear conflict
of interest in having any atheists sitting on review boards for any scientific journals as their
preconceived conclusions automatically eliminate alternative paradigms for existence. In
fact, I would argue, given the overwhelming evidence that the brain does not produce
consciousness, that atheism is inherently unscientific.
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Modern Science vs. Post Modern Science
As we all know (and please forgive my ignorance; if I misstep here and state something
incorrect or redundant, please look at the broader point), modern science began around 400
years ago. The reason that I bring this up is that approximately 180 years ago, science made
a significant deviation from the existing model, simultaneously moving towards materialism
as well as an ideology known as the philosophy of science. For the point of discussion, it
may be useful to refer to the post-1840s revision of science as Post Modern Science (PMS).
Science has always been a process, from Aristotle’s time and beyond science has
consistently been a dynamically changing, self-correcting, constantly evolving and organic
methodology for understanding the world and our existence within it. PMS brought in with
it an extremely accelerated and successful paradigm which has resulted in extraordinary
advancements, but at the same time, PMS also lacked the flexibility, nimbleness, agility and
self-correcting qualities of its predecessor(s). PMS had become so rigid and inflexible that
even when Quantum Theory (QT) was developed one hundred years ago and cast serious
doubts on the legitimacy of materialism, PMS was able to prevail. At the time there was no
way to disprove materialism and since falsification is the main driver behind how the
philosophy of science works (on disproof rather than proof), PMS survived.
However, today we have the opportunity to revisit PMS and ask if materialism/philosophy
of science is the correct paradigm or whether it’s time to evolve science beyond these two
concepts. This is why this discussion should not be relegated to a subgroup under the aegis
of a specialized journal but rather a discussion inclusive of all scientific disciplines. This is
why I chose the journal Nature to initially submit my draft to as the current findings effect
everyone. This converstation is a very nuanced, esoteric, philosophical and abstract
discussion and from what I can tell, the overwhelming majority of the human population
has no clue about materialism or the philosophy of science, not to mention the implications
should materialism is debunked so it is really incumbent on the scientific community as a
whole to get this right and has to do this from the inside. If materialism is falsified, as the
findings in my paper suggest, science itself needs to auto-correct and move on.
This is also why it’s so critical to have with us Dr. Etzel Cardeña in the discussion as he has
done some of the meta-analysis of the findings regarding the nine testable predictions I’ve
provided to attempt to test the hypothesis that the brain produces consciousness. These
results should not be buried in committee or obfuscated in tertiary scientific journals, they
should be common knowledge within in the scientific mainstream. I’ve interviewed a lot of
scientists, my brother John Huguenard is a neuropharmacologist at Stanford and
universally, almost none of the scientists I’ve ever spoken with on this topic are aware of
these findings. Furthermore, they all agree that these results would be impossible and they
snicker at studies in this field in the same way that they would snicker at flat earth or moon
landing hoax theorists. If we can assume that these tests, individually and collectively,
violate the hypothesis that the brain produces consciousness, we can now eliminate
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materialism as the correct basis for science as the results are statistically significant and the
meta-analysis of them as a whole show the odds of these results happening by chance are
trillions to one.

The Science of Idealism
Idealism is a scientific discipline onto itself.
The tendency of PMS scholars to the suggestion that idealism can be studied scientifically is
to dismiss it out of hand immediately and to declare epistemological superiority. We can’t
make testable predictions so therefore, we can never know, correct? I'm clearly an idealist,
although by the dictionary definition ("PHILOSOPHY; a person who believes in the theory of
idealism"), I don't qualify. As a scientist, I don't operate on belief. I operate under a
scientific practice of using methods, protocols and techniques to vet and independently
verify a hypothesis, in this case, the hypothesis that the universe is an epiphenomena of
some paraconsciousness. Things like conjecture, ideologies and beliefs are for religious
people, not scientists. Idealism is simply a hypothesis and given the significant amount of
evidence that contradicts materialism, it is not an unreasonable hypothesis to pursue (if
only for my own edification). In the materialists view, a hypothesis that does not produce
objective results is useless but again, that kind of philosophy is impositional on others and
philosophically solipsistic. As I am not attached to the Philosophy of Science nor
materialism, in my view idealism is a hypothesis that can be proven to be true, but only to
oneself. In this context, the entire methodology of science can be applied to the nature of
the self, other than being able to provide demonstrable results. I think that we can all
agree that idealism is a subjective paradigm so applying objectivity to the study of it is
somewhat misguided or philosophically lacking.
I've not seen any scholarly or philosophical definition of idealism that describes the
relationship between human consciousness and the paraconsciousness that the universe
hypothetically emerged from but it does follow that if the universe emerged from this
paraconsciousness, then so too did human consciousness. In other words, human
consciousness, in the idealistic model, is a fragment or splinter of this primordial. Not
separate and divisible from it but a subordinate part of a continuum of infinite
consciousness. In this model, I don't believe in idealism but consider idealism to be a
testable hypothesis (although I have not proven it to myself yet; I am not self-realized as of
the writing of this paper but I am working on it, maybe later today I will be. An extension of
the idealistic Paradigm, taken from a thorough review of all the historical literature on the
subject (from Greek, Vedanta, Samkhya and other philosophies) suggests that any individual
human being is be capable of experiencing directly this primordial consciousness. This
corollary is left out of idealism but it could effectively be argued that an extension of
idealism is the concept that human beings are intrinsically capable of experiencing this
"Universal Consciousness". This is all philosophical, of course, but I'm simply trying to lay
the groundwork for my position on what a "PhD" in consciousness would be. If, in fact,
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consciousness is primary to existence then it follows that the only way to study
consciousness directly is with consciousness, through consciousness and as
consciousness. Consciousness, in this paradigm, is the laboratory, the instrumentation to
be calibrated and the results all in one. In other words, knowing thyself is simultaneously
experiencing the observer, what is being observed and that act of observing. As Planck said
so elegantly, we can’t get behind consciousness. Consciousness is the starting point.

Gnōthi sauton and 'कोऽहं ',
Gnōthi sauton, know thyself, is the first principle of idealism, as taught be Socrates. The
Self, the primordial consciousness that this universe emerged from is knowable according
to many authorities on idealism in the past. From Plato to Buddha, sages have all
consistently stated that not only is there something beyond space and time that we can call
the “Self”, but that becoming Self-Realized, Liberated or Enlightened is possible for anyone.
These are not religious concepts but rather they are given as hypothetical results to anyone
interested in conducting the experiments, using the prescribed methods and techniques.
As you well know, Plato wrote about this conundrum between idealists and materialists
2400 years ago in the Allegory of the Cave. In the allegory, materialists are the inmates of
the cave and idealists are those who’ve escaped it. The cave represents the incarceration
that ideological orthodoxies have on the mind. When one of the cave inhabitants exits the
cave to discover the Truth, he returns only to be brutally beaten by the inmates. Socrates
was executed for corrupting the minds of the youth and in the materialist’s response, I was
very much condemned to a career of academic scholarship into a field I have no interest in;
which is studying the shadows on the wall of Plato’s cave.
'कोऽहं ' is Sanscrit for Who Am I? The approach to self-discovery or self-realization of asking
this question of ourselves is how Buddha and others have prescribed this scientific
endeavor. In this paradigm, by perpetually asking the question, one arrives at an answer of
Truth and awareness. All things ephemeral are identifications that need to be dropped in
order to answer this question of Who Am I and to come to the conclusion of self-realization.
In other words, by constantly asking the question Who am I not? and continually
eliminating anything temporary, you will ultimately arrive at a conclusion. Between Plato,
Socrates and Buddha, we can lay the foundation for a scientific model of Idealism, albeit a
paradigm that defies objectively demonstrable results.
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Section I Itemized Responses to the Materialist’s
comments
Here are my direct responses to the comments the materialist had to my paper. While
some of this may be redundant, I’ve included it all here for completeness.

No New Ideas
The obvious question here is this; if none of this is new or novel to the scientific community,
then how is it that the ideology of scientific materialism still persists?
If we can agree that the testable predictions presented in my paper are impossible given
the conjecture that the brain produces consciousness, then that conjecture is wrong and
scientific materialism has already been debunked. From my direct experience, almost no
one in the scientific community outside of specialized groups are aware of these findings. I
can only conclude that if the current findings and meta-analysis of the studies into human
consciousness are inconclusive regarding whether or not the brain produces consciousness,
then materialists also believe that a man turning water into wine using his brain-produced
consciousness is also possible.
I agree completely that there’s nothing new in my paper. The idea that the brain somehow
produces consciousness is over 180 years old and is a core tenet of materialism. All my
paper does is formally present a hypothesis that the scientific community should have
presented a couple of centuries ago. The science is quite clear here, given the results from
the studies into human consciousness; the brain does not produce consciousness. That is
unless you’re willing to declare somehow that the brain produces consciousness and also
seems to be able to operate beyond space and time. The entire notion of materialism is
that life and consciousness arise out of matter. To retrofit your theory to accommodate the
new findings that prove that the mind can interoperate with the material world and beyond
space and time is questionable science at best.

My Paper is Boring to Seasoned Scholars in the Field of Consciousness
Studies
Be that as it may, this paper is extremely informative and interesting to readers and
reviewers outside of consciousness studies. My paper has almost nothing to do with
consciousness and is intended to debunk scientific materialism and the philosophy of
science. The only real meaningful aspect of academic consciousness studies in the
manuscript is a carefully selected list of the best studies to date on the phenomena of mind
over matter experiments. I’m sorry that my paper bores academics scholars, such as
yourself, but for the vast scientific audience, most of this material is new and interesting.
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The important question here in this regard is this, if your reviewers and readers are the
legitimate arbiters of truth regarding the findings into consciousness research on mind over
matter interactions, why is it that almost no one within the scientific community is aware of
these published results? Your review team may find these results boring and uninteresting
but don’t you think scientists from other disciplines should be aware of them? After all,
these findings affect just about everyone in science.
What the overwhelming majority of scientists are unaware of is that the meta-analysis done
by authorities on the nine testable predictions provided in my paper have all been shown
that these phenomena can be consistently reproduced in controlled experiments with the
same statistically significant results. In the field of consciousness study, these results are no
longer controversial or refuted. Rather than accept these results as valid disproof of the
hypothesis that the brain produces consciousness, materialist scholars instead make
declarations along the lines of “well, we don’t know enough about consciousness and the
brain to assume that consciousness produced by the brain is not capable of these
phenomena”. This is the reason this paper belongs in the Journal Nature, as opposed to
most other journals as this actually has very little to do with consciousness and everything
to do with questioning whether or not the First Principle in Post Modern Science is correct.
If it is proven to be incorrect, it is something that affects all of science and in fact, all of
society.

Learning from an Authority and Mentor on Consciousness
The suggestion that I consider earning a PhD under the mentorship of an authority on
consciousness is incredibly presumptuous and is completely missing the point of my
paper. The implied assertion that the epistemology which academia adopted is the only
model available or the only one I am able to use in order to have a discussion with an
academic is scientifically flawed. Especially given that my paper questions the very
legitimacy of your epistemology in the first place. In other words, materialists declare
epistemological superiority as a way to defeat any other alternative paradigm and is the
quintessential example of circular reasoning. The modern science era predates PMS by
200+ years and in the spirit of an open scientific discussion, my assertion is that materialism
is the wrong paradigm to study biological organisms and the materialists’ response is that I
should get an academic PhD in order to enter into a conversation debunking it. Huh?
The fact of the matter is that I have been studying consciousness under the mentorship of
an authority on consciousness for decades who is guiding me to study consciousness as
consciousness, through consciousness. The materialist paradigm is completely
inappropriate for studying consciousness so asking me to get an academic PhD so I can
enter a discussion with you is completely tautological. There are two primary schools of
thought when it comes to this subject and so for a materialist to ask me to earn a PhD in

13

WHAT IS LIFE?

their school of thought (a school that my paper discredits) in order to join a discussion on
the two is a form of intellectual territorialism. If you can temporarily suspend disbelief and
assume idealism to be the correct model, then perhaps we can entertain an open discussion
on what would a "PhD" in the idealistic paradigm would look like. Given self-realization as
the baseline for scholarly studies within the idealism paradigm, a "PhD" would be an
individual that has become self-realized; someone who has attained this universal
consciousness. I would counter the suggestion that I get a PhD in academia with the
suggestion that academics spend decades becoming Self-Realized. Then let’s talk.

Getting a PhD in Consciousness Research
Given that there are two primary schools of thought, idealism and materialism, you’re
basically asking me to get a PhD in materialism from an expert in materialism so that I’m
qualified to have a conversation with you about idealism. Again, you’re wanting me to get a
PhD in the interpretation and analysis of the shadows on the wall of the cave to qualify me
to have a discussion with you about idealism. Thank you for the career advice but I think
I’m good where I’m at.
To the idealist, academic scholarship into consciousness is exactly what the allegory of
Plato’s Cave is speaking to. What Plato was saying is that to study consciousness, you need
to exit the cave of ideology and experience consciousness, to know yourself as your self. In
other words, gnōthi sauton. You’re basically asking me to get a PhD in analyzing the
shadows of the wall on the cave, under the mentorship of an authority in the interpretation
of the shadows on the wall, so that I’m qualified to sit at the table with you to have a
conversation about with you about exiting the cave and realizing there is no cave.
Hypothetically, if Idealism is the correct paradigm, then subjectivity is the only tool
appropriate to study consciousness and yet materialists presuppose that the scientific
methodology of objectivity of academia is valid here. It is not, nor is materialism.

The Mind-Body Problem
From the perspective of idealism, there is no mind-body problem. The mind-body question
is a problem for materialists. For the idealist, the issue is quite literally immaterial. Possibly
an even larger problem for the materialist than the mind-body problem is the problem that
Ioannidis highlights in his research, which is that over 50% of published scientific papers are
flawed. From the idealist’s perspective, the likely reason that 50% of research papers
published in scientific journals are flawed is because materialism itself if flawed. The notion
that life arises out of matter has always been suspect, it was dealt a severe blow with the
advent of Quantum Theory (QT) and it should have been mortally wounded with the results
on the controlled experiments in the mind over matter studies.
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Materialism, reductionism, realism and philosophy of science all work very well for
producing cell phones, rocket ships and plastic but there’s simply no evidence that this is
the correct paradigm for studying life. Science has failed to produce life in the laboratory
and in fact, the very conjecture that life arises out of matter isn’t falsifiable, it’s conjecture.
How long are materialistic scholars of academia going to hold humanity hostage while they
continue to pursue a failed ideology when the evidence continues to contradict their
primary assumptions?
This is not to say that one paradigm is correct or the other incorrect but that imposing the
epistemology of materialism/POS (Philosophy of Science) on an idealist is restricting their
ability to enter into an open scientific discussion by placing artificial limitations on the
parameters of what can and can't be talked about. You write the rules of engagement in
which you are guaranteed to win and expect me to participate. No thanks.

Pseudo-Science
Regarding my statement in the paper about pseudoscience, I was merely providing a true
statement, not opinion. What the paper says, quite clearly, is that if the hypothesis I
present is disproven, then any scientist who continues to operate under the belief the brain
manufactures consciousness is engaging in pseudo-science. That's simply a fact. That's not
writing off a disagreeable theory, that's dismissing a misguided and debunked
ideology. Isaac Newton was an Alchemist, which any scientist today would admit is
pseudoscience. Ergo, Newton was engaging in pseudoscience. Scientists wouldn't be
arrogantly writing off a disagreeable theory (alchemy) as pseudoscience, they'd just be
doing science. That said, the true nature of alchemy is idealism. In other words, as an
alchemist, Newton focused on being able to exert his own mind over matter to achieve an
outcome. Most scientists would consider anyone engaging in alchemy as a pseudo-scientist
so according to the materialist’s response to my paper, that would make any scientist who
viewed alchemy as pseudoscience as arrogant and ignorant.
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Section II
Conclusion
I’m obviously not an academic, nor do I pretend to be. However when I examine the
evidence, materialism is clearly the incorrect paradigm for gaining a full understanding of
anything biological and the implications for how this affects society are pervasive and
ubiquitous.
So then the question arises, how do we fix this? When I look at the situation and how the
scientific community operates, my conclusion was that the only way for science to change,
would be from the inside and so that meant writing a manuscript. So I did. Two hundred
years ago, it was not an unreasonable conjecture to assume that life emerged from matter
and furthermore, it also seemed reasonable to say that any hypothesis that was unable to
generate testable predictions wasn’t qualified as a legitimate scientific theory.
However, had the early proponents of PMS had access to the present day findings from the
field of consciousness studies, as well as an understanding of QT, they would have lacked
the strength and conviction required for the ideology that was used to create
materialism/philosophy of science. By falsifying materialism, we’re also falsifying the other
half of the ideology which is basically the philosophy of science. Since the only two other
hypotheses are panpsychism and idealism, both of which we can’t test for falseness, that
means the philosophy of science itself is an ideological falsehood.
The audience for my paper is the community and network of scientists
everywhere. However, I disagree with the premise that there is nothing new in my paper
by virtue of the simple fact that (as far as I know), no one has ever before formally
submitted the core conjecture of materialism as a testable hypothesis along with a set of
testable predictions. The reason that I neglected to cite those predictions (even though we
all know the evidence already exists to support these phenomena), is that all this paper is
doing is presenting a hypothesis and attaining consensus and agreement within the
community that these results suggested are impossible given that the brain produces
consciousness. The manuscript not attempting to do anything more or anything less than
that. That is what is different about my paper and what makes it unique.
I see a tremendous upside in evolving science to be consciousness-centric. Through
idealism, we can easily reconcile the differences between all the world religions and also
reconcile differences between science and spirituality. Humans have killed 100,000,000 of
our own species over the past 100 years and for the most part, over ideological differences.
We can start to look at all the different health issues on the planet, all the epidemics in
mental health, diabetes, obesity, cancers, cardiovascular diseases, auto-immune diseases,
etc. in a new light and begin to become healthier as a people. We can reclassify food as
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medicinal and by doing so, we can ask questions like “is it really such a good idea to be
spraying glyphosate (and other pesticides, herbicides, fungicides, etc.) on our medicine?”
There’s so much that can be solved by moving away from materialism. The models for
psychology, psychiatry, sociology and other disciplines can all be evolved to be
consciousness-centric. Evolutionary biology can be completely revamped by broadening
their model to include consciousness as part of their model.
The materialist’s reaction to my paper speaks volumes regarding just how much of an
enormous challenge it’s going to be for the scientific community to jettison materialism in
favor of a consciousness-centric paradigm for reality. It’s extremely telling. On one hand,
the materialist implicitly admits that the findings in the research on human consciousness
show these phenomena to be real but on the other hand, it also demonstrates the
materialists’ reluctance to accept that these findings disprove the conjecture that the brain
somehow produces consciousness. Perhaps the overwhelming majority of the scientific
community also think like materialists, but the findings speak for themselves. The
phenomena listed as testable predictions in my manuscript should all be impossible if, in
fact, the brain produces consciousness.
I have absolutely no interest in academics that are based on materialism as well as
becoming a scholar under the philosophy of science, but thank you very much for the kind
career advice. I’m not even interested in the academic, financial or political capital of
having a manuscript published in a scientific journal. I wrote the manuscript because it
needed to be written. Humanity has suffered far too long as a result of materialism. It’s
gotten us some cool phones but other than that, we’re not healthier as a result of it and in
fact, it could be argued that we’re much unhealthier than we should be. We’re certainly
not happier. I get that my paper is rough and could use some significant editorial help
before it could be published, but the paper stands on its own. The ideology that Post Modern
Science is based on can and should be challenged and debunked. The science already exists
to do this.
We may not be able to answer the ultimate question, What is Life?, but we can at least answer
the question “Is life a byproduct of matter”? That would be a good start.
Can somebody please help me get this manuscript published in a high impact journal? I’m out
of my league and could use some help.

Warm Regards,
Francis Paul Huguenard

