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[bookmark: _Toc182553551]The Superiority of Sight–Questioned
It may seem surprising, but reconsidering the line of reasoning presented in the previous chapters reveals that it suffers from bias. While the virtues that indicate the superiority of sight have been properly highlighted, its disadvantages were mentioned only in passing, and even that only partially. By contrast, the virtues of the auditory sense were not presented with their full weight and worse, one of its strengths was presented as a weakness. The aim of this and the next chapter is to complete the mosaic and thus, to facilitate a fuller and more accurate map of the complex relationships that exist between the auditory and visual senses.
We will focus now on three key features of the auditory sense: (a) Its superiority in situations where sight is restricted; (b) Its indispensability for any verbal communication; (c) its “passive” character expressed in the fact that auditory information reaches us without any active intervention. At the same time, we will discuss the Achilles’ heel of the visual sense and its disadvantages. 
Someone is at home with his family on a stormy winter night when suddenly flashes of lightening light up the sky. The house lights go out and the head of the family does not know where his children are. His sense of sight is restricted and therefore, if he wants to locate them, his most reasonable option is to rely on the auditory sense. It is sufficient to call out to them loudly and the required information will reach him via their response. The advantage of the auditory sense is also manifested in situations where sight is obstructed by a solid object impervious to light. For example, someone rings the doorbell and we want to know his identity before opening it. Our vision is obstructed but not our hearing. If we were to ask the person to identify himself, his response may provide us with the requested information. As in the previous example, in this one as well the auditory sense demonstrates its superiority over the visual sense. 
Let us now consider the visual process from a physiological perspective. When an object appears in the visual field, its image on the retina is inverted both vertically and horizontally. However, as we all know, the image of the object does not appear inverted in our consciousness. When we look at the room, for instance, the ceiling seems to be above us, not below us, nor doesand the floor does not appear to be above our heads. Likewise, when we glance at our bodies, our right hand is seen to our right and our left hand to our left. Thus, the image of the object only crosses the threshold of our visual perception after its orientation has been restored to one that reflects its real directions in relation to the observer. 
From the scientific point of view, the formation of the retinal inverted image is an unavoidable first step in the visual perceptual process and nothing else. The inverted image, on this account, has no innate function whatsoever and does not serve any purpose. However, it is difficult to accept this. It is hard to believe that there would be something within a living organism that is intended to be neutralized without serving any beneficial role on its own. For what can be the point for the object’s image being inversely captured on the retina only to be immediately restored to its true directions vis a vis the observer?[footnoteRef:2] Does this not represent a jarring exception to the unique character of all cells, tissues and organs of the body—namely, being the means for the realization of some beneficial role?  [2:  This question seems misplaced. According to the basic laws of optics, for the retina to capture a diminished and sharp version of the object it is required that the eyes’ surfaces will be composed of a convex tissue and of a biconvex lens wherein the light will be refracted and then focused. Thus, even if the retinal inverted version of the object–that is, the outcome of those optical processes–does not yield any benefit on its own, it still must be formed. Without the cornea and the lens that invert the image, it would be impossible to capture any visual data. In brief, the laws of optics themselves dictate that in order for an object to be seen, its image must first be inverted in the retina, there is no other option. However, from a broader perspective it seems that the fact that for practical reasons the image must be inverted first does not justify it. Microcosm and macrocosm are fundamentally one–as shown consistently throughout this essay–therefore, the principle that form follows function, whose validity has been established in respect to humans, must be valid also in respect to the universe as a whole. This principle must therefore underlie all natural phenomena and even the laws of nature themselves. Thus, beyond the specific question that arises when we are confronted with a physiological mechanism that on its own does not seem to yield anything of benefit, there is the more general question about the laws of optics themselves. What is the rationale behind laws that generate the need for the formation of a mechanism that produces such a selfless pattern? In the absence of “function,” as viewed from the scientific perspective, what exactly is the “form” following?

 ] 

The inverted retinal image raises an additional, more philosophical question. If the eyes are the source of the most important and valuable information, how can we explain the fact that it is precisely the eyes that capture external reality in an inverted fashion? Why should such a qualitative sense be based on such a distorted picture of reality?
In addition to this apparently illogical aspect of the visual sense, which has no parallel in the lower auditory sense, there is also the fact that the nature of visual information might affect the observer very negatively. In the previous chapters we highlighted the high quality of this sense but we ignored its other, inferior aspect that provides a wide scope for erroneous value-based conclusions. The visual sense perceives the world as physical and this view blocks our access to the non-physical essence that might be underlying it, as the following examples demonstrate. 
Let us set our imagination free and imagine that we are honored by an unprecedented visit by members of an alien race. For our purposes, one of the ways in which those aliens differ from us is that they possess all of our senses except the auditory sense. Let us now step into their shoes and try to assess what conclusion we would reach regarding the human race, given that our main source of information is the visual sense. In order to form a clear opinion of the matter, we set up a comparison between humans and other primates. Would we be able to conclude, based on our visual impression, that there is an essential difference between them? The answer is categorically, “no.” The quintessential trait which expresses the uniqueness of the human race is speech. Through language humans can directly and instantly express their desires, thoughts, opinions and feelings. But for this communication channel to be available to us, the aliens, we would need to be gifted with speech’s other side of the coin—namely, with hearing. However, as mentioned, we can only see, not hear. Under these conditions we would be incapable of discerning the stark difference between the inner worlds of human and other primates.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  Humans do have other, non-verbal channels of communication that as opposed to the spoken language can be observed, such as body language or sign language. Yet, these means of expression are also employed, to some extent, by other living creatures. Man, however, is characterized as a “speaking creature;” he can only convey the richness of his inner life through the spoken language, and the contents expressed through it are intended exclusively for hearing, not for viewing. ] 

A closer look leads to the conclusion that relying on visual information alone carries the risk of a more serious mistake. Let us suppose that our friendly aliens have decided to visit us at a time when robotics research has progressed to the point where humanoid robots are walking around on city streets. So, here the aliens are, observing the constant motion of pedestrians in Manhattan. Would it occur to them to conclude based on their vision that unlike the mechanically moving robots people may be aware of their movements? As in the previous example, the answer is, “no.” Our body’s appearance offers not the slightest hint which would indicate that we are endowed with consciousness. Hearing, however, opens a window to the consciousness and personality of others. During a dialogue, one can easily discern that unlike a robot that operates mechanically, unconsciously, our interlocutor is aware of himself and of his actions.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  There are robots that display capabilities that are seemingly reserved for human intelligence, such as conducting a written correspondence with others. However, using a simple test it is possible for an experienced interrogator to discern the difference between the capabilities of machines and humans. The “Turing test” which was proposed in 1950 by one of the founders of Computer Science, the British mathematician Alan Turing (1912-1954), was designed to ascertain whether a machine can be endowed with artificial intelligence or not. The test is done as follows: A judge conducts a written correspondence with two concealed participants—a man and a computer. If the judge cannot reliably determine which of the two is the person and which is the computer, the machine is said to have passed the test. So far, no computer program has passed the test. A computer program is not capable of learning such simple things as understanding a sentence through context. Even if it could “understand” the grammar of a sentence, it would still lack the mechanism required for comprehending synonyms, metaphors, or other verbal clues in the text. In short, the simulation of intelligence is not intelligence, as argued by philosopher John Searl (1932- ). But how is the difference between intelligence and pseudo-intelligence detected? Not by sight, obviously, but only through an analytic study of the correspondence—a uniquely human endowment that is acquired only through the auditory sense, as we shall see.] 

Thus, visual information that is not cross-checked with information that can be obtained only by the auditory sense leads, inevitably, to incorrect conclusions. The eyes, on their own, mislead their masters.
It follows that with respect to grasping clues about what may be present beyond the physical appearance of our bodies, the sense of sight is lacking, to say the least. This is the reason for this sense’s inability to guide us in resolving essential questions that focus on “Why?” (For example, “Why is there anything at all?;” “Why was the world created so that objects fall when we let them go?;” “Why is the human formed so that his eyes are placed at the top of the sensory organs?”); on “What?” (“What is the essence of matter, light etc.?”), and on “What for?” (“For what do we exist?”). The quantitative data of any phenomenon or object, which are those that can be perceived, can only help us answering questions that focus on “How?” and on “How many?” (For example, “How is the universe or the human body configured?”; “How many elementary particles are there in nature?”)—that is, on epistemology. But if we wish to know what hides behind those quantitative, physical data—if we are interested in the essence of things, in their first cause and in their ultimate purpose that is, in ontology—we must turn to the auditory sense. 
The example of the aliens merely illustrates the fact that this sense is the one that exposes some aspects of the other person’s inner world to us. But the benefits we gain from this sense actually extend far beyond that. We shall see below that the auditory sense allows for the acquisition of language, a major factor in the development of human thinking. Thus, looking at the world through the lenses of reason—i.e., understanding the significance of visual information—is made possible only thanks to the rational thinking acquired through the auditory sense. Without it we are blind to the meaning of visual information. 
Thus, as socially conscious creatures and as beings who wish to unravel the riddle of our existence, it is the auditory sense that leads our sensorial priorities, not the visual sense. The problem is that this reversal in the ranking of our sensorial priorities is inconsistent with the facts and the logical scheme presented in the previous chapters. In light of the principle that form follows function, the ears should be found above the eyes—first amongst the sensory organs—not beneath them. 
One could argue that the ranking of the senses depends on the type of information we are seeking. When we are looking for the quantitative or structural data of some phenomenon we undoubtedly rely on the visual sense. In contrast, when the significance of the phenomenon is requested, the auditory sense takes its place at the top of our sensorial priorities. One sense, then, is not superior to the other but rather they complement each other. While the visual sense allows us to access the quantitative data of the phenomena, rational thinking, which is tuned to the frequency of the auditory sense, allows us to organize those data logically. However, even if we adopt this line of thinking, it does not solve the problem regarding the layout of the sensory organs. Within the framework of this reasoning the eyes should be at ears level at most and not above them.
Despite the foregoing, we maintain that in all respects the visual data in-themselves are superior to auditory data, just as implied by the position of the eyes above the ears, as follows. 

Visual and Auditory Domains
Leaving our standard way of thinking behind, let us revisit the phenomenon of light. Once we do so we will be surprised to realize that the transcendent nature of light is sufficient to lead to the conclusion that this must also be the nature of the data about the reality encoded in it. The reason behind this claim is simple: If the familiar dimensions of space-time do not bound light itself, as we saw in the previous chapter, they do not bound the data about reality that light carries toward us either. Thus, considering the nature of the external stimuli that arouses the sensation of light within us leads to the conclusion that light itself does not carry any physical, four-dimensional data about the world.[footnoteRef:5] In fact, this should be self-evident: Within this frame of reference which knows nothing about space-time dimensions there can be no room for the physical features of natural phenomena. In this absolute realm, all natural phenomena must occur while their characteristics are completely different from the physical, observed ones.[footnoteRef:6] If so, this should also hold true for the nature of their data carried by the rays of light. [5:  These comments apply only at the constant speed of light. However, when light passes through matter, such as gases in the atmosphere, its speed decreases, and the conclusion of the special theory of relativity which states that light itself is beyond space-time does not apply. Nevertheless, experience shows that the world appears physical even when the visual data about it is carried to the viewer at the speed of light, such as when observed by an astronaut floating in space and it is this phenomenon which calls for further explanation. ]  [6:  Later we shall see that the confusion this topic raises is even sharper: At the frame of reference of light itself the familiar dimensions of space-time that our own bodies occupy, including those that are defined by the ocular tissues, do not exist. Now, if in the own frame of reference of light the eyes of the astronauts do not exist at all, how can light be absorbed by them, and thus inform them about the existence of stars?] 

Our confusion is now intensified considerably: Why do natural phenomena appear to our visual perception in a manner opposed to that of their data encoded in the light? How can we explain the fact that it is precisely the highest sense, the visual sense—the only one that relates to reality through an organ that is sensitive to energy in its pure, pre-physical state—which forces us to perceive nature as physical; a perception that is relatively foreign to the lower one, the auditory sense? The detailed solution to this conundrum will crystallize slowly over the following chapters. In this chapter we will content ourselves with its general outlines: Natural phenomena appear physical not because of any impairment in the mechanism of visual perception or because of the nature of the data which the light carries about them, but due to the nature of our own personalities. In order for pure perception of reality to be possible—that is, in order for us to visually grasp the transcendent nature of those data—our own personalities would have to be pure, transcendent as well.
As a first step toward clarifying this claim, let us revisit the principle that form follows function and define it slightly differently than we have so far. In the examples cited earlier to illustrate this principle, “form” was always physical while “function” was in some cases physical and in others conscious. Now we argue that the ultimate function which any form follows is not physical—i.e., epistemological—nor even conscious, but spiritual.
When this argument is applied to the issue of the senses, its practical significance is that the complex relationship that exists between the senses (the “form”) is an instruction manual that deciphering itswhose language, if deciphered, may instruct us on how to use the senses in order to actualize ourselves (“function”). In other words, the fields of experience of each of the senses, the makeup of their corresponding sensory organs and their relationships are designed in accordance with the role assigned to each of them in our self-actualization process—i.e., in the process of actualizing our spirituality—and not in accordance with the manner in which we use them currently. 
This argument is derived from two more basic arguments: (a) The physical and the conscious layers of our existence are based on a spiritual, potential realm; (b) In accordance with the principle that form follows function, there is a one-to-one correspondence between the structure of our body and that of its underlying spirituality.
Each of these claims is weighty and therefore must be firmly established. In addition, a clear demarcation line must be drawn between the concepts of “consciousness” and “spirituality.” If they are shown to be solidly established, this will imply that the physical appearance of visual data—an appearance thatwhich matches neither matches the findings of physics[footnoteRef:7] nor the position of the eyes above the ears—stems from failing to use the visual sense in accordance with its intended role in the self-actualization process of its master, i.e., the actualization process of his spirituality. [7:  As mentioned, light itself knows nothing of our four-dimensional space-time reality.] 

Common sense dictates that the features of any product are set according to the purpose for which it is intended. For example, a manufacturer of an all-terrain vehicle designed to travel along poor dirt roads will equip it with front-wheel drive, a robust chassis, large tires and the like. A manufacturer of race cars, however, will put the emphasis on features such as high horsepower engine, lightweight chassis and appropriate aerodynamic design. Therefore, if we have had both a Ferrari and a Jeep, we would use the Jeep in difficult terrain while on a race track we would, without a doubt, prefer the Ferrari. Thus, in order to extract the maximum capabilities of those vehicles, we have to use them in accordance with the purposes for which they were manufactured. The same applies to the senses; the features of each sense are set according to its role in the actualization of our ultimate purpose and we should use them accordingly. 
Let us consider the proverb “Can’t see the forest for the trees.” What does this mean? Simply, that focusing on the details (the individual trees) precludes the possibility of seeing the whole (the forest). Now let us apply this basic principle to a situation where two friends are considering the purchase of a bushy forest, but they disagree about the best way to estimate its value. One is in favor of assessing the forest up close while his friend is of the opinion that the best way to assess its real value is by viewing it panoramically, from up-above. As a result of this disagreement, one explores the forest on foot, while the other does so by helicopter. At some point the pedestrian loses his way and, using the radio, calls for his friend’s aid. The visual field of his friend, who is located above the forest, is not blocked by the trees, which allows him to see it all at once. He can therefore rely on this vision to guide the fellow below. The one walking down in the forest however lacks the luxury of the panoramic view of his friend above; the trees around him prevent him of seeing anything beyond his immediate surroundings. In this situation, the sense that may be of great help to him is the sense of hearing. In contrast to the futility of the visual sense, if he is attentive to the information provided by his friend hovering over him, he will gain a sense of the size of the forest, his location in it, and the direction in which he has to walk to get out. Thus, in similar situations, the superiority of verbal information over visual information, when available of course, is not in doubt.
[bookmark: _Hlk526243776]This example, as well as the preceding one, demonstrate that the unique capabilities of the visual and auditory senses are only fully expressed under their optimal circumstances. The visual sense’s superiority over the auditory sense—its ability to perceive data instantaneously and fully—is entirely expressed when the observer is situated outside of the object which he wishes to observe, i.e. specifically when he is up-above, allowing him to encompass its entirety at a glance. By contrast, the advantage of the auditory sense over the visual sense—its ability to perceive reality by means of its abstract representation—words, is fully expressed when the observer is prevented from seeing anything beyond his immediate surroundings because he is part of the observed reality and g surrounded by its physical objects. Under these circumstances, he is able to attain information concerning what is transpiring beyond his visual field by means of the auditory sense. 	Comment by Author: I deviated from the literal translation because I didn’t think the typical reader would be familiar with the concept/ phrase and it is not how it would normally be expressed in English. 
 It is true that in such circumstances there is a significant degradation in the quality of the information. First, the verbal information does not possess the same degree of reliability as that of the visual information. The fact that the appearance of each object that we have ever encountered in the past always corresponded to the information which we received about it from the sense of touch clearly instructedindicated to us sweepingly that the visual information concerning each item ofobject in reality is indeed reliable. It is for this reason that we generally rely on it without hesitation, at all times and under all circumstances, which cannot be said of the verbal sense. Thus, for example, in the example above, how can the person who is lost in the forest confidently rely on the instructions provided by his friend hovering above? The answer is, of course, contingent on a number of factors, but one thing is certain: TheIt is difficult for the degree to which a person is confident regarding the reliability of verbal information will find it difficult to beto equal to the level of his confidence in that which he sees with his own eyes,. aAs the saying goes, “a picture is worth a thousand words”,” or expressed differently, “that which the eyes see is better than that which the ears hear.” 
Secondly, it has already been mentioned that in contrast to visual information, verbal information is conceptual rather than tangible. This information does not refer directly to objects but rather represents them using abstract symbols, words. However, due to the symbolic, abstract nature of this representation, it can only yield the desired benefit after cognitive processes of conceptual absorption, clarification and understanding while experience. Experience, however, shows that its message is not always understood correctly. 
Nonetheless, in another respect there is a significant improvement in the quality of the sensory information. For in contrast to visual information, which can only inform the observer of that which appears in his visual field at a given moment, verbal information—precisely because of its intangible nature—is capable of informing the listener about that which is beyond his scope. Through the human language it is possible to receive and transmit a message concerning anything imaginable: From a message concerning objects located somewhere in space or time to an abstract message concerning emotions, ideas or even a message concerning human civilization as a whole. It turns out that the depreciation in the quality of information that one whose vision is limited must rely on for guiding himself, from tangible information to representative information, is compensated for by the unlimited range of the latter. As to the extent of its reliability, well here the listener will have to come to his senses and ascertain whether it can be relied on, and if not, he will have to seek a more trustworthy source of information. 	Comment by Author: Is that really what you mean to say? I would think “reconsider” would better convey your intent: “here the listener will have to reconsider and…”
There is, therefore, a clear division of roles between the visual and auditory senses: The unique capability of the visual sense expresses its superiority over the auditory sense when the observer is situated in open spaces, enabling him to encompass its entirety at a glance. He is then able to derive the full benefit of the visual sense in that he can entrust to him, without hesitation, the task of the sense that guides him through space. In contrast, the opportunity to extract the most from the unique ability of the auditory sense is when the visual field is blocked by physical objects and there is verbal information available to him about what stands inregarding those objects that are on his path. The auditory sense then expresses its superiority, by taking over the visual sense’s role as the guiding sense.	Comment by Author: I think this should be “it”
This division of roles between the visual and auditory senses is reflected in the contrasting relationship of light and sound—i.e., the external factors which stimulate them—to matter. For, as opposed to light whose speed decreases as the density of physical particles in the space it transverses increases, the speed of sound waves increases in direct proportion to the density of the particles through which they propagate. Thus, for example, the speed at which light propagates through the air decreases from its absolute speed in a vacuum which is 299,792 km/sec to 299,702 km/sec, in water it slows down to 225,000 whereas in glass it drops to 200,000 km/sec. By contrast, the speed of sound wave’s’ propagation through water rises from 1234 km/h (the speed at which it propagates through dry air) to 5.800 km/h whereas it rises in iron to thousands of meters/sec. 
That is to say, whereas when it comes to light, the speed of its propagation falls as the degree of density of physical particles in the space increases, when it comes to sound waves the reverse is true: The greater the degree of the density of the physical medium through which they propagate increases, the faster their speed is. Thus, the auditory sense’s perception increases as the corporeality of the sound waves intensifies  , and the fact is that in the total absence of any physical medium in a person’s immediate vicinity, he would hear nothing. As we know, sound is experienced as the result of the vibration of a physical medium. This direct relationship between sound waves and physicality is reflected on the cognitive level by the fact that the more the darkness of physicality which envelopes man intensifies, the more he becomes dependent on verbal information, thereby increasing the usefulness of its guidance. 
Light, by contrast, displays an inverse proportion to physicality. That is to say: The more the density of the physical particles in the space in which it propagatesthey propagate decreases, the more itstheir speed increases, such that in a vacuum itstheir speed becomes absolute, it representsreaching the upper limit for the speed at which anything can travel. At this speed, the propagation of light does not occur in space-time as we typically conceive of it. Therefore, each unit of data contained in it must include all of the data concerning reality. The information contained in light propagating in a vacuum surpasses, therefore, all that one could imagine in both quantity and quality. Thus, tThe presence of physical particles in space represents an obstacle in light’s path. Its innate, absolute, speed is slowed down and becomes a relative speed, lacking any uniqueness. The perceptual ability of this sense is therefore fully expressed only when the observer is situated in open spaces and the fact is that in the presence of physical objects blocking his visual field on all sides, he will be plunged into total darkness and will see nothing. 
Now, when referring to the use of sensory information to satisfy basic daily needs, such as the need for orientation in open or closed areas, the division of labor between the visual and auditory senses should be self-evident. However, here we are arguing that it is doubly valid when it comes to using sensory information as a basis for drawing conclusions concerning values, meaning as a starting point for forming a particular worldview or for taking a certain position in an ethical issue, as follows. 
Among the factors that make it difficult to formulate a consistent ethical view of the world compatible with all of existence and even demanded by it, is its physical appearance. This appearance, which is entirely imposed on us, makes it extremely difficult to digest and adopt the idea that a completely different reality may extend beyond it; not a physical reality but a spiritual one. Yet, when human reason wrests the command from sensory perception, it turns out that what we call “reality” cannot be summed up merely by the physical appearance of all that exists. An unbiased and in -depth examination of the facts leads to the conclusion that beyond and parallel to the perceived reality there must lie a reality whose nature is completely contrary to the nature of the perceived one. 
First, there is a phenomenon which no one can deny: The phenomenon of the existence of consciousness. For if a very high degree of reliability was granted above to visual information, due to the full support it receives from the sense of touch, the degree of certainty concerning the existence of consciousness exceeds that of sensory information immeasurably. For who can guarantee that the book, for example, which we are holding in our hands and seeing with our eyes is in fact real,? pPerhaps the entire experience from beginning to end is merely a dream?. In principle, therefore, it is possible to question whether anything exists at all, except for the doubt of the very existence of consciousness itself. This is essentially the famous “cogito” argument of René Descartes (1596-1650), "I think, therefore I am." In other words, the very questioning of my existence indicates ipso facto the certainty of my existence. Otherwise, who is the one who is casting doubt? The existence of consciousness’s certainty  is self-contained and, therefore, it alone amongst all of the natural phenomena requires no external confirmation; the certainty of its existence is absolute. 
Thus, the materialistic approach which claims that nothing exists beyond that which is subject to sensorial perception or to measurement is refuted first and foremost by the existence of human consciousness. If it alone is granted with absolute certainty and yet it hasthere is no hint of it whatsoever in the picture of reality, then it is clear that this opinion is fundamentally flawed. At least in terms of our existence, the very existence of consciousness is a conclusive indication that the physical appearance of any body cannot negate the possibility that consciousness may lies beyond it, that is to say a substance whose characteristics oppose those of the physical characteristics of the body to which it relates. 
This argument in itself is obviously not new in the philosophical dialscogurse, and therefore the materialist may not be impressed by it—he already has an answer prepared. That is, from his reductionist perspective, consciousness is but the brain, and like all natural phenomena, other’sanother individual’s brain can definitely be seen and measured. However, a systematic reading of this book’s chapters demonstrates that materialistic reductionism is untenable from every possible perspective.
 So far so good, but this conclusion is only valid with respect to mankind. What about the universe as a whole? How can we be certain that, like man, its existence cannot be summed up by its physical appearance nor as the sum of its measurable parts? From the findings of physics themselves. 
These findings indicate that what appears to us as reality actually only exists from the observer’s frame of reference, and that which truly, absolutely, exists is specifically that which does not surfappear in our visual perception. As previously  mentioned, from the frame of reference of light in the void, reality itself is not bound by space-time as we typically conceive of it and therefore it does not at all resemble the perceived reality. Thus, from the perspective of the absolute, the physical appearance of all natural phenomena areis merely fabrication and nothing more. We have also noted, based on the phenomenon of black holes cited above, that essentially there is no matter within matter: Matter on its own does not exist in nature as “something” but rather, just the opposite, as “nothing,” as zero. It is therefore impossible to relate to the physical appearance of natural phenomena as an appearance that exists with this very identity beyond our perception, as well. 
Nonetheless, it is also clear that something objective, not contingent on the observer, must lie beyond the subjective, physical, appearance of natural phenomena, otherwise the recognition of their existence waswould not be imposed on all of us. . But what exactly? The answer to this will be found when considering the fact that according to physicists there is no distinction between the elementary building blocks which constitute our bodies and those which constitute all other natural phenomena. Therefore, if concerning a person, it is as plain as the nose on one's face that beyond the physical ones which constitute a small portion of his brain tissue lies consciousness, whose building blocks—meaning, traits—are not physical, then the same must be valid with respect to those which constitute all of our body’s tissues in particular and even all of reality in general. That is to say: Not only beyond the physical appearance of the human brain cortex lies consciousness which is characterized by not being confined to the familiar space-time and by not being contingent on the presence of an observer, but also beyond the physical appearance of the entire reality: not an individual consciousness of course, but a cosmic consciousness. 	Comment by Author: I think this is what you mean to say. 	Comment by Author: Consider changing to: “units”, “strata”, or “cells”.
This assertion follows both from logic and from the scientific findings discovered in the last hundred years, as we will see in greater detail in the subsequent chapters. Therefore,  (???) it alone is fit to serve as the starting point for formulating an all-encompassing ethical worldview which is free of contradiction. 
However, the question arises here as to why, then, reality appears physical although all of the facts indicate that it is not so. 
In the previous chapter we saw that when it comes to the system of visual perception itself, each of us ought to be able perceive reality as it is in itself. As was mentioned, among the sensory organs only the eyes are capable of absorbing energy in its pure, pre-materialistic state. Therefore, the reason why it is not so cannot be found on the physiological level but rather in ourselves, in our personalities. For according to the prevalent physical paradigm, the causal principle has no foothold in the most fundamental stratum of nature, nor in reality as seen from the frame of reference of light in the void. It is therefore clear that the precondition for our being able to penetrate beyond the veil of causality in nature and see reality-in-itself is that we do not afford it any place in our ethical deliberations, as well. However, since it is our conditionings themselvesconditioning itself which reduces our decisions to the level of causal responses to local stimuli, what is required of us is that we free ourselves of theirits influence. In principle, at least, this is within reach  but for that to happen the nature of the operating principle which guides us in all of our actions has to be be like the non-causal nature of that which lies at the core of all natural phenomena. 
That is to say, so long as our conditionings dictateconditioning dictates our behavior, and as justification  theyit leads us to interpret the phenomena of nature and history as phenomena that also occur as the result of local causes (physical, political or societal), visual information concerning reality will necessarily surfappear in our consciousness in a similar manner, i.e. as information concerning a physical reality. By this we mean to say, that like the trees in the example above which prevent the person who is in their midst from seeing the full scope of the forest, it is our conditionings that prevents us from seeing reality in its fullest—namely, the reality-in-itself. When we view reality through dark lenses, it is impossible for it to appear to us in bright colors. In this context we should add that the findings indicate that from among the countless visual data which inundate us, our cognition absorbs only those that conform to the patterns of perception that have crystallized within us—we only see what we are conditioned and expecting to see and nothing beyond it, as we will see in chapter eight. It is therefore impossible to base our ethical worldview on the current appearance of reality; in our current state as conditioned beings, the visual sense must present it as a physical reality. 
All of this suggests that the visual sense’s ability to see reality in all its scope is merely the external expression of our inner  capacity to see reality in its entirety, i.e. reality-in-itself. Therefore, to the degree that we succeed in wresting command of our behavior from the causal/physical dimension that has taken root in our personality by means of entrusting it to the ethical dimension which underlies us and all that exists, to that degree we will be closer to actualizing this sense’s inner potential. As long as we fail to do so, not only will the visual sense not contribute anything to us in our attempt to solve the enigma of existence, it will actually be a stumbling block in our path. 
For, if we are able to encompass the entire world with our gaze, and even then to see that it includes nothing beyond physical components, then it is precisely it is in this capacity that there is a latent a deceptive force, possessing devastating and fateful consequences. This distorted all-encompassing view ostensibly provides justification for the materialistic approach which claims that there is no evidence for the existence of any spiritual beings in nature and therefore everyone is free to do as he pleases. In this context it is worth mentioning that as absurd as it may be seem, John Bulwer (1606-1656), a famous English physician and philosopher declared his disbelief in the human soul, because he never met with it under his scalpel.[footnoteRef:8] It follows that as long as we have not succeeded in freeing ourselves from the pull of our conditionings, the superiority of the visual perception over that of the auditory—its unique ability to vividly and instantaneously grasp the full scope of the image of reality—does not represent an advantage in the ethical realm, but rather a disadvantage. This is illustrated by the example of the Ferrari mentioned above: In difficult terrain, the same qualities that allow a racecar to exhibit spectacular performance on a race track will not only not be advantageous, they will become an obstacle.  [8:  Bulwer's muscles of the mind, in Fraser's Magazine for Town and Country (J), Vol XXXll 1845 p. 343
] 

In our current state, which is characterized by countlessinfinite existential and social conditionings which blinds us, we must relate to visual information only through the lens of verbal information. That is to say, that if we wish to reveal that which is concealed beyond the physical appearance of all that exists, we must turn to rational thinking, namely to that which develops within us thanks to the auditory organ below the visual organ. Only such rational thinking can enlighten us about the nature of reality-in-itself and thereby also indicate the system of values inherent in the core of its phenomena. As previously  mentioned in chapter two, one of the inferior features of auditory information relative to visual information—its being grasped sequentially rather than instantaneously—stems from the medium through which it is carried; mechanical energy propagating in space-time. Therefore, in our current state in which our behavior is fully determined by the principle of local causality, we need to confront it by means of a line of thinking which speaks its language. 
We must confront it with an ethical worldview which is based on a thought that examines the body of evidence and draws its conclusions based on the very same logical rules of cause and effect. That is to say, that like the scientific approach which draws its conclusions regarding the laws of nature based solely on a rational analysis of the facts, the ethical approach must also draw its conclusions regarding the spiritual and ethical laws based on this rules alone. Reaching a conclusion as to which system of values should be adopted as a way of life must not be relegated to blind faith, personal inclinations and the like. Rather, it must be entrusted to rational sequential thought, which is calibrated to the frequency of the auditory sense. As was mentioned, in contrast to visual information which we can rely on in all of our common activities due to the full support it receives from the sense of touch, verbal information can only be relied on after investigation confirming that it is indeed reliable. 	Comment by Author: Either this rule or these rules
Now, tToward the end of this treatise we will prove conclusively that: A. Non-local causality, which is recognized by modern physics as fundamental to all natural phenomena, is spiritual in nature; B. The laws that generate the phenomena of nature are divine laws, which are the very ones expressed on the epistemological level as the laws of physics and biology. If so, it is clear that it is only once we are familiar with these laws in detail that we will be fully equipped to free ourselves of our conditionings. Only then, when our behavior in everyday life is guided by it—meaning by the non-causal divine dimension which pervades the depths of our being and which lies at the core of all that exists—will our conditioned personalities also be freed, there will be nothing between our visual perception and reality-in-itself. The visual sense will then express its superiority over the auditory sense in all respects, precisely as one would expect both from the eyes’ ability to absorb energy in its initial, pre-materialistic state and from their placement above the ears. That is to say, that in contrast to reason which currently only allows us to grasp reality-in-itself on a philosophical level, the visual sense will be able to facilitate this on a sensory level; it will be capable of showing us on a sensory level that regarding which reason is only able to enlighten us on a theoretical level. 
The following is a brief survey of the facts that indicate that the development of rational thinking, a capability unique to the human race, is largely dependent upon the acquisition of language and in the normal course of development this is only made possible via the ears, not via the eyes.

Hearing, Language and Intelligence
“Just as birds have wings, man has language. The wings give the bird its peculiar aptitude for aerial locomotion. Language enables man’s intelligence and passion to acquire their peculiar characters of intellect and sentiment.” This statement is attributed to George Henry Lewes (1817-1878), an English philosopher and literary critic. But what is the basis for this assertion? 
Language is the human race’s most sophisticated system of symbols.[footnoteRef:9] During the first months of a human’s life, before an infant takes its first steps in learning language, he knows only the world perceived through his senses—whatever is not grasped through them does not exist for him.[footnoteRef:10] The big turning point in his life occurs with the development of language skills that allows him to relate to objects even when they are not in front of him. The physical objects are replaced now by their abstract representations—words. Once the infant acquires abstract representations of the objects he is not limited to experiencing them directly but is capable of thinking about them symbolically. The first step in the acquisition of language, therefore, represents the entrance into the world of abstract concepts, and occurs simultaneously with the development of associative thinking. [9:  While this point is valid for all languages, it has a deeper significance with regard to ancient Hebrew, the original language of the Bible. According to Jewish tradition, the building blocks of ancient Hebrew (“the Holy Tongue”)—its words, letters and points—were not human invention, something that people arbitrarily agreed upon, but rather reflect the essence of the things they represent. Moreover, these building blocks are the very ontological building blocks of reality-in-itself. The framework of this essay does not allow for an elaboration of the meaning and basis for this tradition. However, it follows from the essay’s conclusion: The laws of the Torah are the laws of nature and, after all, those laws are written in the Holy Tongue.]  [10:  This and the next two paragraphs briefly summarize the stages of cognitive development of children, as described by the Swiss psychologist Jean Piaget (1896-1980), one of the greatest researchers of developmental psychology. ] 

The next stage is developing holistic perception; that is, the ability to grasp individual stimuli as parts of single pattern and more precisely, the ability to grasp the whole rather than the details. In the process of organizing individual stimuli into patterns, the emphasis is placed on the common features of the items while ignoring their unique properties. A child who calls three different animals “cat” acts according to the principle of patterns. He or she has learned to combine the common characteristics of those animals into a single pattern and attached to it the label “cat.” This process of generalization is vital to the process of adaptation; were it not for our ability to find a common denominator among the variety of stimuli that inundates us, we could not function. This stage of development requires higher cognitive abilities than the previous one. It is based on high levels of differentiation and generalization, which are the elements needed to acquire abstract concepts. Holistic perception is also the basis for holistic thinking—that is, the ability to relate different concepts, and not just different objects, to each other. Man’s holistic thought is characterized by its flexibility; within its framework each concept acquires its meaning against the backdrop of the relationship between it and other concepts. 
Unlike associative or holistic perception with which the rest of the animals are also somewhat endowed—otherwise they would not survive—rational perception and more precisely, rational thinking is unique to humans. Among the cognitive abilities that develop during childhood, the ability to think rationally is the last one to mature. Its development allows the child to examine each phenomenon thoroughly and to evaluate it on the basis of rules of cause and effect.
Thus, language acquisition is essential for forming concepts and developing abstract thinking, the prerequisite for all higher thought processes—comparisons, analogies, generalizations and inferences. This implies that deficient development of language skills (speaking, listening, reading and writing) greatly hinders the development of intellect. Indeed, according to American neuro-anthropologist Terrence William Deacon (1950- ), the mental skills of humans—which so stand out relative to other creatures—are best understood in light of the fact that only humans are endowed with language. The ability to form symbolic abstraction, which is acquired along with the acquisition of language, is the basis for the development of human thought.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Research has shown that infants with profound deafness do create perceptual models of reality that are based on conceptual categories. Thus, auditory deficiency does not significantly impair the development of rational thinking. However, this does not undermine our position. For the sake of our discussion it is sufficient to note that in the normal course of development the ears definitely have a more decisive role than the eyes in the development of rational thinking. ] 

There are thinkers who go so far as to maintain that beyond the fact that the processes of acquiring language and rational thinking are intertwined and feed off each other, the unique semantic makeup of each particular language even affects the ways in which its speakers conceptualize their worldview. According to these thinkers, comparative studies of language show that each language categorizes the world differently and allows the people who speak it to draw distinctions that are not at all clear to others who do not speak that language. Thus, there is a direct relationship between the linguistic categories that a person uses to express his thoughts and the views he forms about reality. This approach is known among linguists as “linguistic relativity” or as the “Sapir-Whorf hypothesis,” named after the anthropologist and linguist Edward Sapir (1884-1939) and his student Benjamin Lee Whorf (1897-1941). The French psycho-analyst Jacques Lacan (1901-1981) went much further, claiming that people are completely dominated by their language; what is not defined therein does not exist for them. According to this stance, man does not express his views through language, it is the language that shapes his points of view in particular and the makeup of his personality in general. In short, according to Lacan, Man is a “speaking being.”
These opinions are not universally accepted. While some thinkers agree with them, others disagree to varying degrees. However, it is enough to be attentive to the constant internal dialogues conducted in our consciousness to notice that they are mainly verbal. Thus, at the core of speech that is used in interpersonal communication there is an “inner speech” that is known only to oneself. This inner speech serves an indispensable practical need; defining our ideas and thoughts. As long as they are not expressed verbally, they remain undefined and therefore ungraspable. This need has an additional expression, no less essential: there is nothing more effective for refining ideas and thoughts than expressing them in words. Their ripening process shows that their clarity and sharpness improve considerably once they are put into words. Thus, language has a decisive role in shaping our abstract and analytical thinking, ideas and worldviews.
Awareness of internal dialogues is actually the means of “listening” to them; internal dialogue would not be possible were it not for “inner hearing.” This skill’s contribution to understanding is most pronounced in the case of someone who is struggling to understand a document due to its unclear content or because it is written in a language that he has not mastered. Experience shows that listening internally to the content of a composition, even without verbalizing it aloud, contributes to its understanding. In addition to internal dialogues, we are also aware of internal melodies. Famous composers have composed masterpieces without the aid of musical instruments, using internal hearing alone. History provides a dramatic illustration of this fact in the form of Beethoven’s life story. The master’s deafness in his later years did not prevent him from composing his best works. 
The close mutual affinity that exists between thinking, language and hearing on the cognitive level reflects the one that exists on the neurological level. The cerebral cortex is divided into two hemispheres, of which the left one is responsible for processing the data of language, both written and spoken. The region associated with speech production is known as “Broca’s area” and is located in the left frontal lobe of the brain while a nearby region that allows speech comprehension is known as “Wernicke’s area.” Slight damage to these areas can selectively destroy reading and speech skills. The left hemisphere is responsible then for speaking, reading, writing, verbal thinking and other activities related to the production and comprehension of language.
At this point it should be clarified that when we are engaged in reading, we are mainly using the unique skills of audition and not those of vision, as is illustrated by the following example. If someone owned a race car but never used it beyond the speed of 25 miles per hour, he would never brag that he enjoyed its capabilities—a motor scooter is more than sufficient for that slow speed. The same applies to the relationship between sight and reading. Eyes are capable of taking in vast amounts of data simultaneously. Through them we are capable of perceiving a large number of details as a whole. However, this unique capability is not expressed while reading since reading is a cognitive process that spans time. The reading process is possible, therefore, thanks to the sequential nature of hearing. This is one of the reasons why, as noted above, the same regions of the left hemisphere that enable us to talk are also the ones that enable us to read. Thus, although the data about what is read are first captured by the eyes and processed through visual regions in the brain they must also go through neural pathways in the left hemisphere. Processing those data in the auditory regions allows them to be combined gradually, assigning them their meaning.
In addition to linguistic capabilities, the left hemisphere is also responsible for the ability to process any other type of data sequentially, to think rationally and to perform mathematical calculations. Perception in this hemisphere is analytical, which allows it to discern the logical relationships between the details. 
There is a striking structural parallel between the nature of hearing and that of rational thinking which is unique to humans. In the previous chapter we saw that the information carried in sound waves is captured sequentially. Rational thinking, as well, requires that we relate to data serially, one datum after another. For example, combining the assumption that all people with brown hair have easy-going natures with the fact that Simon has brown hair leads us to the conclusion that Simon is easy-going. As in the case of hearing, this conclusion was reached by referring to the data sequentially, one by one.
The intimate affinity between hearing and analyzing is strongly manifested in moments of deep concentration. Very often, when we want to concentrate on a particular document, we disconnect from the document by closing our eyes. Thinking requires considering an issue sequentially. In contrast, visual perception is characterized by its simultaneity. Therefore, closing our eyes removes the obstacle to sequential thought which is caused by the simultaneous nature of sight and allows us to focus on the distinct and separate data of the document.
[bookmark: _Hlk525242332]	It follows from all of this that in the process of our attempting to solve the enigma of existence, we must address the visual information exclusively through the lens of sequential, analytical reason. This is true when the point of view from which we approach solving the enigma of existence is physical, and it must be how we approach it from an ethical point of view. That is, when we try to understand the meaning of existence in general, and the nature of the system of values governing our behavior, based on which we will conduct ourselves as free people, in particular. In the following paragraphs we will allow reason to speak for itself and guide us in our quest for this value-system.

[bookmark: _Toc182553553]Ethics Questioned
One of the basic claims of the line of thought expounded so far is that unlike animals, which do not act but react, humans are capable of transforming the nature of their will from a will that is entirely controlled by their conditioning into an active, free will. Our potential free will must therefore be employed to seize the control over our behavior from its conditioning and transfer it to a rational value-scale that reflects all aspects of existence; that is, to a universal scale of values. Let us expand now on this claim and ponder its implications. 
Any intentional human act stems from one of two motivations or from a combination of the two: a personal need or an ethical value. A simple example of making a charitable donation illustrates our point. There can be a whole spectrum of reasons for making a donation, however from the qualitative aspect they can all be reduced to two categories: one is an egotistical need for self-fulfillment and the other is the intrinsic value of the deed. When the motivation for the donation is the honor or prestige that the donor may achieve by it, the act of generosity, no matter how large, has nothing to do with ethics. By contrast, when given anonymously, there is a chance that the donation is motivated by the intrinsic value of the deed and not by a selfish drive.
Nonetheless, even in the second case, the donation may originate from an inner voice that demands that the person not ignore those less fortunate and attempt to help them. In other words, although it may seem that the donation is morally motivated, the real drive is usually the combination of the aroused feelings of compassion and the desire not to feel the guilt sensation that will be aroused within him by ignoring the needy person. In that case, the act of making the donation assuages the donor’s conscience, knowing that he has done something to make a difference and thus, allowing him to relax peacefully in bed. The real motivation is therefore not an ethical value but rather a personal need that wears the guise of an ethical value. Obviously, a society in which all of its members are personally concerned for the needy is a society worthy of emulation. Nonetheless, when defining this kind of altruistic behavior as a “personal need disguised as value,” we do not mean to reject it entirely. We have something completely different in mind. 	Comment by Author: Or “and thus allows” 
It is obvious that even the most altruistic person must rely on some scale of values ​​to guide him to the right decision when confronting a dilemma. For example, we would not even consider someone’s request to lend him our car in order to commit a crime; our conscience tells us that it is immoral. But what happens when the proper decision is not as black and white, as is the case with most of our moral dilemmas? How will we act then? It is therefore necessary to have in hand an ethical system that is detailed enough to cover every possible dilemma. The critical question facing humanity is: based on which criteria should a scale of values be formulated? Is it up to the criteria of each individual or is it up to those of society at large? Perhaps it should be entrusted to the discretion of some religious leader or philosopher? These questions are at the core of any philosophical discussion regarding the status of ethics.
Ethics is a system of moral principles that defines what behavioral patterns are right or wrong in specific circumstances. However, the status of ethics as a discipline based on objective criteria has been debated for centuries. On the one hand, it is true that every human, without exception, is endowed with unique traits and conditionings that play a major role in determining the ethical standards for his behavior. This is the fundamental reason for mankind’s inability to formulate a behavioral code that will be universally accepted. On the other hand, why must we assume that the concept of “ethics” implies universally accepted behavioral norms? Does not each individual have the right to formulate or adopt his own scale of values—as the saying goes, “each has its own truth”? Yet, as history has consistently shown, mankind’s repeated failure to reach a consensus on this issue is the primary cause of the horrific nature of human history.
Each of us is convinced that his ethical code is the correct one. Even people who have been condemned by history as evil incarnate used ethics as a justification for their horrifying acts. Adolf Hitler, for example, expounded a racist ideology in Mein Kampf according to which the Aryan race is the perfect race and any other race represents a threat to what the Aryans stand for. It was this ideology that provided him the “moral basis” for the persecution and annihilation of non-Aryans. Hitler based his racist ideas on the writings of respected philosophers like Karl Marx and Friedrich Nietzsche. In addition, the well-known philosopher Martin Heidegger was a member of the Nazi party and one of Hitler’s admirers. With such “moral” foundations, it was no wonder that Hitler considered himself to be a moral person who the masses ought to bow to. In colonial America, as well, and later in the southern United States, an ideology was formulated that disgracefully allowed exploiting, enslaving and persecuting millions of Africans simply because of their skin color. Like the Nazis in the previous example, slave owners also had philosophers, writers and clergyman who supported their stance.
Throughout history, many public figures, including some of the greatest thinkers, have debated the issue of morality and presented their idea of what the definitive ethical code should be. On a larger scale, societies have, at various times, restructured their values to match changing times and new political conditions. In each instance, the individual or the society believed their behavioral code to be the one that must be adopted.
As human beings, we all have ingrained tendencies and ambitions that determine our values, as widely discussed in the philosophic literature. According to Arthur Schopenhauer, for example, human beings are irrational creatures in the sense that their will is blind; it is but a plaything in the hands of natural forces. Scottish philosopher David Hume (1711-1776) arrived at the same conclusion but through a different argument: It is not logic that determines the way in which we perceive the world and explain its phenomena, Hume argued, but our past experiences. Hence, considering the impact that our tendencies and habits have on our decisions, it is impossible to think of them as ethical. A scale of values that is set up based on our own history may not fit people with a different past. Thus, we cannot allow our personalities and aspirations to establish our ethics; it would be like a man boasting about the arrow he shot straight at the bull’s-eye, when, in fact, he painted the target after the arrow reached its point of impact. 
Put differently, any moral norm has, by definition, a limit beyond which it ceases to be valid. The prohibition against murder, for example, is accepted universally, yet its status as an ethical imperative is subject to the nature of those which delineate its boundaries. A well-known and universally accepted boundary of the prohibition against murder is the permission to kill in self-defense. When a person is threatened with murder, he has the right to defend himself and if he has no other choice, he may even do so at the cost of killing the attacker. However, decisions that are made as to the other possible boundaries of the imperative against murder—such as abortion, euthanasia or the death-sentence—are wholly contingent on the current ideology of the courts, legislature, president or dictator of the state or country. In some countries a killer may be sentenced to death, while in others capital punishment itself is considered murder. Likewise, in Western civilization cutting off the hand of a thief is considered to be a barbaric act, but there are about a billion and a half Muslims around the world who think otherwise. So, can we say for example, that not sentencing a convicted murderer to death is ethical? The fact that this particular interpretation of the “Thou shall not kill” command is valid only in certain societies shows that it has nothing to do with ethics. 
Hence, ethical values that acquire their validity from one social ideology or another cannot be considered ethical. What is commonly referred to as the ethical values of a democratic state, are really just socio-political agreements that its citizens are and should be committed to. The only difference then, between behavioral patterns that reflect basic biological, societal or economic needs and others that are commonly accepted as ethical, is that the latter reflect social needs rather than individual needs. 
We may conclude then, that to have room for “ethics,” in the strictest sense of the word, its norms must be capable of being implemented in all situations and at all times without having to adapt them to the changing times. The boundaries of its imperatives cannot be determined by individual or social inclinations; they must be based on pure reason. This line of thought was advanced and expounded upon at length in the philosophical writings of Immanuel Kant.

[bookmark: _Toc94946191][bookmark: _Toc182553554]Kantian Ethics
According to Kant, when discussing morality, we assume that the principles defining ethical behavior should be equally valid for all people and at all times. Therefore, for any action to be considered moral, it cannot be based upon emotions, which differ from person to person. Rather, it should be based on the knowledge that this is what needs to be done. The nature of the motivation behind every action is indeed decisive in determining the level of its morality, however, according to Kant, the ultimate driving force behind any act should be the sense of duty. But, again, based on what principles will these duties be defined?
Kant saw it very clearly: For a behavioral norm to be accepted universally as a duty, its formulation must be based on pure reason alone. According to him, human reason can be used as the conceptual basis of ethics in the sense that all moral principles can be derived from it. Thus, a specific imperative is ethical as long as it is not influenced by personal or societal perceptions, tendencies, inclinations, habits, beliefs, needs, etc. but instead is determined by reason alone.
Like his contemporaries, Kant idolized science. He admired science’s ability to explain natural phenomena based on universal laws. If ethics is supposed to represent an objective knowledge domain, he reasoned, its values too must represent universal values. Human reason enabled scientists to formulate the laws of nature, so it should similarly enable us to formulate the laws of ethics. Kant’s intention was to develop a rigorous ethical system that would be independent of religion and state, one that would be based on pure reason alone. 
In this context, Kant is probably best known for his assumption that there is a moral imperative within the human mind that, on its own, could generate all other imperatives. This is known as the Kantian “categorical imperative,” or unconditional duty. According to this imperative, “Act only according to that maxim [rule of conduct] whereby you can at the same time will that it should become a universal law.” The only yardstick for determining the morality of a particular action is therefore the extent to which its underlying principle of action can be implemented sweepingly, universally. 
The question one needs to ask himself is, might the principle that I am about to follow the next moment be accepted by all. A positive response will indicate that it is indeed an ethical principle, while a negative answer indicates that it is nothing but a direct expression of the ego. Thus, for example, if we are grappling with the question of whether or not lying about our income on a loan application in order to improve the chances of obtaining it is justified, we should think of what would happen if everyone were to do the same. After all, we must consider that if it is right to lie then it should be proper even when it is others who are lying. However, once we apply the principle of conduct that permits lying universally, it become obvious why it does not make sense and therefore, why it also immoral. If everybody would allow themselves to declare false statements, then lying would not achieve its goal—obtaining bank credit—because no one would believe anybody else. Conclusion: We are committed to the truth even when it is at the cost of our most desperate needs. 
This line of thinking, of course, raises the question of freedom of choice; namely, the claim that a person who acts upon it becomes, necessarily, a robot. If our moral considerations are subservient to universal reason, there is no room left for our will to be expressed! Is it not true that the more we subject ourselves to the voice of reason, the less free we are? However, this fear fades away once “free will” is defined properly. To be free at the moment of decision means to choose rational judgment instead of blindly following instincts, feelings or desires. 
Human existence is characterized by its being comprised of contradictory dimensions: One dimension is the one we share (to varying degrees) with the animal kingdom as it is composed of a diversified spectrum of specific needs. The second dimension, however, sets us apart as humans as it is a dimension that knows nothing but ethical values. The time and place for the actualization of free will is at the point where the polar contradiction between these dimensions is expressed as a moral dilemma. Only then is our free will poised to demonstrate its presence by wresting control from the dimension of needs and transferring it to the dimension of ethical values. This radical change can only be accomplished through the authority of free will, as it runs counter to all our conditionings. Therefore, only accomplishing it transforms our will from a reactive will into an active, free will. 
Hence, freedom and morality are two sides of the same coin: There can be no freedom without morality as there can be no morality without freedom. Just as talking about moral norms makes no sense unless we can assume that we are capable of breaking loose from our conditional behavior and thereby acquire our freedom, so too does not make sense to assume that we are free other than when we choose to obey the norms of morality. 
Kantian ethics has been challenged by many critics. Some philosophers argue that due to the abstract nature of the categorical imperative it does not contribute much for solving complex moral dilemmas. Loyalty to the truth and protecting the lives of others, for example, are two commitments that are deduced from this imperative. Yet, what happens in circumstances where these commitments are mutually exclusive? How are we to behave if someone asks us about the whereabouts of somebody for the purpose of murdering him? Are we bound to the truth even when it can lead to murder, or perhaps it is our duty to lie when a human life is hanging in the balance? One thing ought to be clear: there is no way out of this dilemma nor out of countless other moral dilemmas based on the categorical imperative. This is what we meant earlier when we noted that every imperative (i.e., moral norm) has its boundary beyond which it is not valid. With all due respect to the categorical imperative, it is impossible to infer the specific boundaries of moral norms from it.
Other thinkers criticized Kantian ethics against the backdrop of David Hume’s argument that reason is not what motivates us. We use reason to help us chose what would most effectively realize our goals from among the available options, but not for setting the goals themselves. Setting goals is entirely dependent on the coincidental interplays that are created between our capacities, needs and weaknesses on the one hand, and the changing stimuli to which we are constantly exposed to, on the other. Thus, even if Kant’s vision was realized in terms of formulating the perfect tapestry of moral principles—all derived from pure reason—it would not be enough to compel ethical behavior.
Though perhaps not widely known, one of Judaism’s fundamental imperatives makes the point of Kant’s categorical imperative, but with one crucial difference. This imperative appears in the Talmud in a form that forestalls the shortcomings of Kant’s formulation.
The Talmud (from the term for “teaching”) is accepted in Judaism as a binding source from which most of Torah Law is derived. It contains the summary of the central halachic and midrashic thought of the sages of Israel in the era between the third and sixth centuries of the Common Era. There are those who think that the Written Torah (the twenty-four books of the Bible) is the exclusive source for the laws of the Torah. However, nothing could be further from the truth. The Written Torah, the Bible, does indeed document all its laws and statutes, but it does so in extremely terse and cryptic language. The Talmud, however, interprets the language of the Bible according to fixed logical and linguistic rules and thus reveals the fundamental and practical ramifications of the laws of the Torah. According to Judaism, the People of Israel received the Torah together with its divine commentary which was transmitted orally from generation to generation until the beginning of the third century CE. During the ensuing period, that commentary was written down and catalogued by sages known as the Tannaim. The resulting work is called the Mishnah. In turn, the Mishnah was elucidated over the next generations by the sages of the Talmud, the Amoraim, who completed their elaboration around 550 CE.
As stated, Kant’s categorical imperative first appears in the Talmud. According to the Talmudic Sage Hillel the Elder (first century CE): “What is hateful to you, do not do to your fellow. This is [the basic principle of] the entire Torah. Now, go and learn.”[footnoteRef:12] This same imperative was formulated by another Talmudic Sage, Rabbi Akiva (around 110 CE-199 CE), but in the affirmative.[footnoteRef:13] On the Torah imperative “You shall love your friend like yourself,”[footnoteRef:14] He comments: “This is a major rule in the Torah.”[footnoteRef:15],[footnoteRef:16] Hence, Kant’s categorical imperative is nothing more than a restatement of these Talmudic teachings. However, his philosophical formulation is missing the element that would have made it impervious to criticism.  [12:  Babylonian Talmud, Shabbat, 31a.]  [13:  See the commentary of Rabbi Meir Leibush (Malbim) to Leviticus 18:19.]  [14:  Leviticus 18:19.]  [15:  Yerushalmi Nedarim 30b; Torat Kohanim, Vayikra 19.]  [16:  Kant formulated this idea as a variation of his categorical imperative: “Treat humanity, whether yourself or another, as an end in itself and not only as a means.”] 

The Talmudic sages clearly point to the universal character of this imperative (“This is the entire Torah”; “This is a major rule in the Torah”), yet at the same time they also stress that it derives its validity from the Torah alone and that, unlike its philosophical formulation, it does delineate the imperative’s precise boundaries. According to Rabbi Akiva, this imperative is a “major rule” but only in the framework of “the Torah,” while according to Hillel, the entire Torah is but “its interpretation” so “go and learn” from it how it should be applied in any given situation. Reason is undoubtedly a vital tool without which it would be impossible to establish a universal scale of values. However, Judaism’s opinion as to the mode in which reason should be employed departs radically from the one Kant had in mind. Reason must be utilized for deriving the precise boundaries of its laws and statutes from the Torah and thus, establishing a sufficiently detailed scale of values that addresses every one of our dilemmas. 
The very fact that the categorical imperative appears in the Talmud demarcated by well-defined boundaries, namely the totality of the Torah laws,[footnoteRef:17] is not what makes it immune to criticism. For the question now arises: What distinguishes the Torah from other scriptures, giving it and its laws universal validity? However, our appeal to reason should not consist exclusively of deriving from the Torah the boundaries of it laws and statutes, as argued above. Reason should help us also to resolve a fundamental question, regarding which the widespread misconception prevails, for some reason, that it should be left to the blind arbitrament of faith: Which of the known scales of ethical values is indeed divine, as it claims to be? In our opinion, a comprehensive and unbiased study conducted on each of the Torah’s segments will lead to the unequivocal conclusion that there is not and there never was a man capable of writing such a document. The Torah and its laws must therefore be the direct revelation of God’s all-inclusive Will, which ipso facto classifies them as universal. Moreover, the central argument of this work is that thorough study even indicates that the wisdom intrinsic in the Torah laws is the very same wisdom that is reflected in the laws of nature. That is to say, the Torah laws are universal in the full sense of the term and therefore are absolute. [17:  See Maharal, Netivot Olam II, Netiv Ahavat Rea, chap. 1.] 

At this stage we are still far from establishing this claim, but at least one thing should already be fairly clear: Any scale of ethical values ​​formulated by a human being can only express his conditionings, his weaknesses or the social trend backed by the ideology in vogue—and nothing beyond that. For an absolute scale of values to be possible, it must be formulated by a Meta-intellect that is not contingent on anything. 
The very existence of this Meta-intellect is not in doubt; it speaks to us through the complexity of nature that goes far beyond all imagination and through the wonderful harmony and order prevailing between its components and phenomena. The fact is that from the dawn of mankind the greatest minds have been engaged in the attempt to crack the secrets of nature, including the attempt to trace the mathematical principles that its phenomena obey. What continues to trouble the minds of most thinkers then is not the question of whether the order of nature is based on intelligent laws. Rather, they are troubled by the question, with its far-reaching implications, regarding the nature and source of those laws: As lifeless mathematical relationships, do those laws operate blindly, or are they perhaps intrinsic to a Meta-intellect that realizes its purposeful Will through them? In other words, does the very existence of a rational form of organization in nature testify to the existence of God, the creator and sustainer of nature? 
This work presents a way of thinking that illuminates this issue in a light that departs completely from the known ways of thought. At this point we will allow ourselves to only say the following: For those who believe that the rational driving force in nature is blind, as well as for those who do not believe in a personal God—i.e., a God who is conscious of man’s needs and weaknesses, and guides him how to realize his freedom through them—our potential free will is a mockery.[footnoteRef:18] To what may the matter be compared? To a sack of oats hanging at some distance from the eyes of a hungry horse in such a way that no matter how hard it tries, it will not succeed in coming even slightly closer to it. In the absence of universal behavioral norms, which can only be dictated by a Superior Intellect, man has no alternative but to live his life with the bitter knowledge that “Mother Nature” graced him with potential freedom, but not with the means to implement it. [18:  In the course of the discussion of existential philosophy in chapter 10, it becomes clear that contrary to the opinion of the materialists, the potential of human freedom is not an illusion at all.] 


Ethics, Cosmology and the Torah
We have previously argued that in the store of mankind’s knowledge there is a universal scale of values—the Torah laws and statutes as they were received by the Jewish people on Mount Sinai. Indeed, those who deny the divine origin of the Torah negate also the universal nature of its laws. However, as stated, the central argument of this work is that the wisdom that permeates the laws of nature is none other than that which is intrinsic in the Torah laws. Therefore, the divine origin of the Torah also becomes obvious beyond all doubt when natural phenomena themselves are called upon to testify on the witness stand. But let us first take a look at some of the more familiar all-inclusive characteristics of the Torah laws. 
First, the practical or Halakhic level of the Torah provides living space for all of mankind. The Torah defines the rules of conduct not only for the Jewish people, but also for the other nations, though the number for the latter is different. The Jewish people are obligated in 613 commandments, from which branch out countless additional precepts, whereas the other nations are obligated in only seven general precepts and their ramifications.[footnoteRef:19] [19:  Babylonian Talmud, Sanhedrin 56a. The seven Noahide commandments include six negative precepts: the prohibitions of idolatry, blasphemy, bloodshed, incest, theft, and eating the organ of a living creature; and one positive precept: establishing a judicial system.] 

This fact is the reason why one need not be born a Jew or undergo conversion in order to gain a foothold in eternity according to the Torah, as was established by Rabbi Meir, a disciple of Rabbi Akiva: “Even a gentile who engages in Torah [study] is equal in status to the High Priest.”[footnoteRef:20] Rabbi Moses b. Maimon (Maimonides, 1138-1204), who culled and gathered the amazing complexity and diversity of the Torah laws from the Talmudic sea and organized them in the form of decisive rulings in his monumental Mishneh Torah (known also as Yad HaHazakah), ruled that righteous gentiles have a share in the World-to-Come.[footnoteRef:21] Judaism is therefore different from any other theology in its attitude to the members of other nations.  [20:  Babylonian Talmud, Bava Kama 38a.]  [21:  “Anyone who accepts upon himself the fulfillment of these seven commandments and is precise in their observance is considered one of ‘the pious among the gentiles’ and will merit a share in the World-to-Come. This applies only when he accepts them and fulfills them because the Holy One, blessed be He, commanded them in the Torah and informed us through Moses, our teacher, that Noah's descendants had been commanded to fulfill them previously. However, if he fulfills them out of intellectual conviction, he is not a resident alien, nor of ‘the pious among the gentiles,’ nor of their wise men” (Maimonides, Mishneh Torah, Book of Judges, Laws of Kings 8:11).] 

Second, the Torah’s laws cover all possible situations that we are likely to encounter. Unlike other theologies which deal with a narrower range of potential experiences, the Torah ensures that under no circumstances will our will be blindly determined by our inclinations, selfish needs or weaknesses. It therefore provides well-defined instructions relating to every possible case. The contemporary Talmudic scholar and theologian, Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik (1903-1993), emphasizes the gulf between Judaism and Christianity in this regard:[footnoteRef:22] [22:  Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik, Halakhic Man, 1983, pp. 92-94.] 

Halakhic man does not compartmentalize reality—this is the domain of eternal life and this the domain of temporal life. On the contrary, he brings down eternity into the midst of time… The universal homo-religiosus not infrequently sets up markers and draws sweeping demarcation lines—till here is the divine-heavenly-transcendental realm and from this point on the realm of earthly, bodily life… The man in the sanctuary and the man in the marketplace are two separate and distinct personalities who have absolutely nothing in common with one another… The Halakhah, however, rejects such a personality split, such a spiritual schizophrenia. It does not differentiate between the man who stands in his house of worship, engaged in ritual activities, and the mortal who must wage the arduous battle of life. The Halakhah declares that man stands before God not only in the synagogue but also in the public domain, in his house, while on a journey, while lying down and rising up. [As it is written:] “And thou shalt talk of them when thou sittest in thy house, and when thou walkest by the way, and when thou liest down and when thou risest up.”[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Deuteronomy 6:7.] 

According to the American psychologist Abraham Maslow (1908-1970), every person is motivated by a hierarchy of needs, organized in order of importance, from the most basic need to the most transcendental or spiritual. Once a person’s basic needs are satisfied, he turns to the next higher level of needs, and so on. According to this motivation theory, known as “Maslow’s pyramid,” we tend to satisfy our needs in the following order: First, we tend to satisfy the basic physiological needs, followed by the needs of safety and security, love and belonging, self and social-esteem, and finally the need for self-actualization. The Torah, in contrast, sees the “human project” from a totally different perspective.
In the words of Rabbi Soloveitchik we saw that the Halakhah does not distinguish between basic survival needs and spiritual needs; the manner of satisfying the first set of needs are defined by it as well. A person who aspires to actualize himself does not have to wait patiently until his physical needs are first satisfied. From the Halakhic perspective even the satisfaction of the vital needs that constitute the base of the pyramid should partake in the formation of a transcendental personality, and therefore in self-actualization, but for that to happen it must be done under its guidelines. Simply stated, the practical meaning of self-actualization is not abstinence from the world, or from ephemeral life, as various mystical sects preach, but rather the opposite: the inclusion of all aspects of ephemeral life under the leadership of eternal life.
Even a cursory survey of Halakhic and Jewish ethical literature suffices to show that the Torah relates to the totality of our experiences: from peace time to war time, from eating to sleeping, from drinking to collegial conversation, from business negotiations to intimate relations, and even from feelings to thoughts. The Torah identifies itself as the spiritual relationship that underlies all existence, including the depths of our being, and therefore it allows itself to dictate also the ideal relationship that must exist at the conscious level between all our needs, inclinations, and feelings. The declared goal of its laws is to unite the full range of our diverse and contradictory needs under the guiding umbrella of a single moral principle ​​.
Until now we have addressed two all-inclusive aspects of the Torah. The third aspect is literally a universal aspect and it represents one of the most inclusive teachings derived from the principles of Judaism: The divine wisdom reflected in the Torah laws and the one reflected in natural phenomena are essentially one and the same—the laws of the Torah are simultaneously the laws of nature. 
The Sages of the Mishnah expressed this teaching in unequivocal terms: The Torah is “a desirable tool with which the world was created.”[footnoteRef:24] This teaching, when combined with others,[footnoteRef:25] leaves no room for doubt that according to the Torah Sages the laws of nature are nothing other than the laws of the Torah. If so, the laws of nature, as presented in science, cannot be anything but the epistemological expression of the Torah laws. This outlook coincides with the working assumption underlying scientific research that all natural phenomena, without exception, are ruled by a set of laws, and we have already pointed out that the Torah laws also address every possible situation that we might encounter.  [24:  Ethics of the Fathers 3:14. ]  [25:  Below, chapter 10. ] 

The claim that the laws of nature are founded upon the laws of the Torah is also found in the rabbinic literature that developed after the redaction of the Talmud. According to Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver Wildman, the classical interpreter of the Kabbalistic writings of the Vilna Gaon (1720-1797), the laws of nature are rooted in the laws of the Torah and, in fact, they are one and the same:
Laws are about boundaries; those which [G-d], blessed be He, deemed fit for heaven and earth, for the sun and the moon and for everything created… in accordance with His deep Wisdom. [These boundaries] are set upon the laws of the Torah... [And] concerning this He says: “…Safeguard My laws,”[footnoteRef:26] that is, you shall safeguard the Laws of Creation, so that they will not be impaired, G-d forbid.[footnoteRef:27] [26:  Leviticus 18:4. ]  [27:  Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver Wildman’s commentary to Maalot HaTorah, Or Torah, p. 129.] 

From this citation it follows that the failure to observe the laws of the Torah is expressed ipso facto in the impairment of the laws of creation; that is, the laws of nature. Needless to say, on the face of it this claim seems incomprehensible. First, the laws of nature persisted even during those periods that have become etched in the annals of history due to the horrific atrocities committed in them. It seems, therefore, that the laws of nature do not need to be safeguarded by us; they are totally indifferent to the extent of mankind’s morality. Second, by the very definition of the ethical dimension bounded by the Torah laws, and of the physical one bounded by the laws of nature, it follows that they are opposite in nature. In light of this, how can it be argued that the very existence of the laws of nature is contingent on the observance of the laws of the Torah?
The claim of the Sages of the Mishnah that the Torah is “the desirable tool with which the world was created,” seems, then, to stand in sharp contradiction to the facts and common sense. The key to the clarification of this issue is the distinction noted in the previous chapter between epistemology and ontology—and in this context, between the laws of nature in their scientific, epistemological garb, and the laws of nature in their essential, ontological identity. However, alongside the problems that this distinction resolves stand others that it raises. Therefore, the establishment and clarification of this claim will continue to occupy us until the end of this work. At this point we wish only to show that from the perspective of the Torah Sages the laws of the Torah and the laws of nature are fundamentally one. 
Rabbi Moshe Chaim Luzzatto (Ramchal, 1707-1744), who is counted among the greatest Kabbalists, has shown that the wondrous oneness of the spiritual and the physical dimensions—the foundation for the oneness of the laws of the Torah and the laws of nature—follows from the Omnipotence and Oneness of the Creator: 
It was decreed from the depths of the Counsel of Wisdom to create something so wondrous that its outcome would proclaim it as divine and that without Him it could not have been created: Creation and Precepts, Reward and Punishment, are all identical and interdependent concepts. Each one begins where the other ends and are all connected from beginning to end until we find that the Creator made only One Reality, not multiple realities, for it is the rule of wisdom to eschew multiplicity where it is not essential.[footnoteRef:28] [28:  Ramchal, Sefer Ha-Kelalim, p. 322, printed at the end of Vol. I of his book, Daat Tevunot. ] 

Thus, according to Ramchal, substances which by their very definition are opposites—the spiritual and the physical, the qualitative and the quantitative—are essentially “One Reality.” This claim concerning the oneness of reality is repeated more concisely later in his remarks: [God’s] “modus operandi was that these two creations should be interconnected–the world and man: for He created [but] Man, and He created the universe while creating man.”[footnoteRef:29] Ramchal seems to be saying that the macrocosm and the microcosm are basically one, as we assumed in the previous chapter. However, a second reading reveals a deeper meaning. [29:  Ibid. p. 323.] 

It stands to reason that as an infinitesimal part of the universe, or as “star dust” as some would call it, man, or the microcosm, would be able to take shape only after the scene for his appearance—the universe or the microcosm—would be created with all its constituents, as indeed occurred. However, according to Ramchal, under the surface there is an arrow of time that points in the opposite direction. It is true that on the actual level man was created last, yet on the potential level it is he who was created first. The potential spiritual dimension which constitutes the depths of his being emanated first from the Creator as a prototype according to which the world was created and endures: “He created [but] Man, and He created the universe while creating man.” 
It follows from this perspective that the creation is not founded on two systems of laws that are alien to each other—the one physical and the other ethical or spiritual—for, as stated: “it is the rule of wisdom to eschew multiplicity where it is not essential.” The physical/quantitative component of the world (the macrocosm) is based on the potential spiritual component of man (the microcosm), the configuration of the latter being the hierarchical configuration of the Torah laws. 
If the epistemological expression of the laws of nature is formulated in the quantitative language of mathematics, we should expect to find that the laws of the Torah that underlie them—that is, the spiritual, ontological laws of nature—are also endowed with quantitative boundaries. In this context, Rabbi Soloveitchik writes: 
Halakhic man resembles somewhat the mathematician who masters infinity only for the sake of creating finitude, delimited by numbers and mathematical measures, and cognizing it. The Halakha, from the perspective of the process of contraction, also uses the method of quantification; it quantifies quality and religious subjectivity in the form of concrete, objective phenomena that are standardized and measurable… The Halakha fixes firmly established and clearly delimited laws, statutes and measures for each and every commandment—what constitutes eating and what are its measurements, what constitutes drinking and what are its standards, what constitutes a fruit and what are its stages of development and distinguishing characteristics, the thirty-nine categories of work on the Sabbath and their measurements, the measurements of a tent that defiles, partitions, units of monetary value, and many more... Similarly, the act of charity and the performance of deeds of loving kindness with one’s money, even though it is one of the pillars upon which the world stands, and as it is written: “The world was built by loving kindness” (Psalms 89:3), nevertheless it has a fixed measure: One who wishes to perform the commandment of charity in the most perfect manner must give one-fifth, while for one who wishes to fulfill the commandment in an ordinary manner, one-tenth suffices. For since the world is delimited and measured… the Torah’s commandments of charity and deeds of loving kindness were also given a measure and standard just like the other commandments… The fundamental method of the Halakhah is that act of quantification which is so integral a part of the mystery of tzimtzum. This wondrous principle expresses itself in two parallel dimensions: In the real world—in empirical reality; and in the ideal world—in Halakhic constructions. The Supernal Will clothes itself in these two creations and becomes embodied through them in the attribute of strength and contraction, from whose midst there flows the method of quantification… The “movement” from quality to quantity, from experience to equations, which takes place in the real, empirical world, also finds its expression in the ideal realm of the Halakhah. 
The statement of Galileo that “the great book which ever lies before our eyes—I mean the Universe—is written in mathematical language and the characters are triangles, circles, and other geometrical figures” applies as well to the Halakhah… To what may the matter be compared? To the physicist who transforms light and sound and all the contents of our qualitative perceptions into quantitative relationships, mathematical functions and objective fields of force. In the same manner as many philosophical schools accepted the position of Plato and Aristotle that existence means fixity, regularity, and orderliness, so the Halakhah declares that any religiosity which does not lead to determinate actions, firm and clear-cut measures, chiseled and delimited laws and statutes will prove sterile.[footnoteRef:30]  [30:  Halakhic Man, 1983, pp.55-59.] 

To summarize, Plato’s doctrine that God contemplated the realm of perfect, ideal mathematical forms, and on the basis thereof He created the world, parallels the teaching of the Torah Sages that “the Holy One, blessed is He, was contemplating the Torah and [accordingly] created the world,”[footnoteRef:31] except for one essential detail. From the perspective of the Torah Sages, the ideas based on which the world was created are not mathematical forms devoid of any affinity to spiritual contents, but rather they are the divine thinking patterns from which the Torah and its laws are woven; thinking patterns that are delimited in both the spiritual and the quantitative sense. [31:  Midrash Rabbah, Genesis, 1, 1; Zohar, Terumah, 161a.] 

Kant’s intention was to formulate an ethical system whose nature would parallel the universal and objective nature of scientific laws; the Torah goes far beyond that. As stated earlier, our primary goal in this work is to demonstrate that the Torah laws and statutes are latent in God’s Wisdom as the foundation of the microcosm and ipso facto as the foundation of the macrocosm as well. The laws of science, on the other hand, are those very same laws but in their epistemological expression. The universal character of the ethical laws does not “parallel” the universal nature of the laws of science, because these ethical laws—i.e., the laws of the Torah—are the ontological laws of nature and not the laws of science. 
Baron Francis Bacon (1561-1626), known as a philosopher and the father of modern science, showed that logic must be fed with empirical data in order that its assumptions about the laws operating in nature indeed mirror them. In his opinion, Mankind does not extract from logic the best it has to offer; in practice, we are guided by wishful thinking. Therefore, as long as logic is not fed with objective data it is liable to deviate from its own path, as history has repeatedly proven. The more we know about nature, argued Bacon, the easier it will be to uncover its laws and harness them to serve us. This way of thinking is what led to the development of the exact sciences, which are based on observation and experimentation.
David Hume went further when he claimed that the fact that we experienced certain phenomena in the past does not guarantee that they will occur again in the future (“the problem of induction”). For example, based on our past experience that sunrise and sunset always occur in twenty-four hour cycles, we confidently assume that this will be repeated tomorrow as well. But can this assumption be justified logically? According to Hume, this is impossible—natural phenomena having occurred in the past does not guarantee that similar phenomena will happen in the future.
Thus, human reason is unable to confirm even something that seems as self-evident to us as the regularity of natural phenomena, in addition to the nature of the natural laws in particular and to the emergence of the universe in general. It is only after natural phenomena are presented to us as a matter of fact that we can turn to reason to try to uncover the mathematical formulas underlying their regularity, but we cannot infer them a priori. Kant was wrong then when he claimed that human reason suffices for deriving universal behavioral norms, for even the laws of nature cannot be derived from it without having to rely on empirical data. The one and only intelligence capable of establishing universal ethical values ​​without having to rely on any preliminary data is that which is capable of doing so in establishing the laws of nature; in other words, the Intelligence of the Creator. At this point we come to the heart of the debates between religions. 
The position of the monotheistic religions is that ethical values must be derived from only one source—the Creator. Yet, the key question is which of the scales of values proposed by them is really dictated by Him and consequently reflects His Wisdom. We will now add the following to all that has been said and written about this emotionally-charged issue over the course of generations. 
It is self-evident that one should not adopt a position on any issue until its data and aspects have been well defined. Therefore, when we face one set or another of ethical imperatives claiming be divine—that is, imperatives that are said to reflect the Wisdom of the Creator—we must first fully clarify what we mean by the term “the Creator’s Wisdom.” Here we encounter a requirement that seems utterly absurd; to clarify the meaning of a concept that in principle lies beyond any comprehension. Considering that the Creator represents the ultimate mystery, par excellence, the same must hold true regarding both the nature of His Wisdom and the nature of the information encapsulated within it. At the same time, it is also clear that G-d’s Wisdom must contain that wisdom which can be apprehended by us to a certain extent—that which is perceived as the harmony and order of nature. Thus, alongside the fact that by the very infinite nature of the Creator’s Wisdom it remains in itself beyond comprehension, it must include that which is reflected in the laws of nature. Accordingly, only in relation to this aspect of the Creator’s Wisdom can any theology promise its community of believers that the wisdom behind which it stands is indeed the divine Wisdom. 
This being the case, in order for the claim of any given theology regarding the divine source of its laws to pass the test of reality, it must be interpreted within the framework of the above understanding; namely, that the divine Wisdom that dictates its laws is essentially that which is grasped by us as the laws of nature. Its inability to stand behind this claim must be interpreted in one way only: The divine laws in the name of which it speaks are merely the fruit of human invention, a tool serving economic, social or political needs, and nothing more.
Any claim regarding the divine origin of one or another set of ethical laws must therefore be based on the claim of universality; that is, that the very existence of the world rests on them as well. To the best of our knowledge, Judaism is the only cosmology that openly and unreservedly claims that the laws of the Torah are simultaneously the laws of nature, and, what is more, our implementation of them is a condition for the continuing existence of the world.[footnoteRef:32] Moreover, the Torah even provides ample quantitative data that allows us to subject this claim to the test of reality. [32:  On the verse: “Thus says the Lord, [were if not for] My Covenant day and night, had I not established the laws of heaven and earth” (Jeremiah 33:25), the Midrash comments (Midrash Rabbah, Exodus 47, 1): “Had you not accepted My Torah, I would have returned the world to a state of chaos.” Similarly in the Talmud: “And Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: What is conveyed by the verse: ‘And there was evening and there was morning, the sixth day’ (Genesis 1:31)? It teaches us that the Holy One, blessed is He, made a condition with the works of creation, saying: ‘If Israel accepts My Torah [which was given on the sixth of Sivan] it will be well, but if not, I will return you to a chaotic state’” (Babylonian Talmud, Avodah Zarah 3a).] 

In this work, we intend to call empirical reality itself to the witness stand to offer twofold testimony: First, that the laws of science are nothing more than models for ontological laws that are, of necessity, of a totally different nature. Secondly, that the latter, which may be only ethical, spiritual laws, can only be those recorded in the Torah. If this evidence proves to be solid, we can say that the most fateful issue facing humanity—the ethical issue—has found its solution: Universal human behavioral norms are certainly within the realm of the possible. Moreover, they have been within our reach ever since the Torah was given on Mount Sinai. The Written Torah itself is formulated, as was stated, in such a manner that conceals sevenfold more than it reveals, but precisely for this reason we have been endowed with intellect. For just as on the epistemological level, empirical data is the sole basis from which the rational thinking of scientists should infer the “laws of nature,” so too on the ontological level, the data in the Torah is the sole basis upon which our rational thinking must rely when demarcating the specific boundaries of ethical imperatives.
Judaism is not the only cosmology to claim that living in accordance with its laws implies living in harmony with the laws that underlie natural phenomena. The one that comes closest to this concept is probably the ancient Chinese divination method, I Ching (Book of Changes), which views all the changes that we and the world go through as an unfolding of the immutable laws of nature. Those who espouse the I Ching method believe that it allows one to see the actions and states of the individual within the broader framework of harmonious interactions between people, nature and the universe. However, although the method of divination advanced by the I Ching is meant to cover all of life’s possible situations, it does not yield universal norms of behavior, and therein lies the critical difference between it and Judaism. As a matter of fact, no body of knowledge can match the voluminosity, complexity and well-defined and uncompromising nature of Halakhic literature, except of course the body of scientific knowledge. However, as has already been claimed, we consider the laws of science to be merely an epistemological version of the Torah Laws.

Transcendental Vision
The reason that our discussion regarding the issue of the senses turned into a discussion in the realm of ethics was the question: Why is the world perceived as physical when the data about its phenomena that is carried by the light is not? We argued that the blame for our distorted perception rests on the fact that the fashioning of our personality is left to the causal influence of specific, local factors, rather than being fashioned from within itself; that is, from the totality of our being. The findings of physics show that within the frame of reference of light in the void reality is not bound by the familiar space-time coordinates, indicating that even though the phenomena generated by light appear to obey the principle of local causality, in themselves they are certainly not subject to it. Therefore, the condition for perceiving reality as it is in itself is that this principle should have no control over our personalities either.
We must therefore seize control over the shaping of our attitudes and behavior from the specific, local nature of our selfish needs which we share with other living creatures, and instead impose on our lives the transcendental dimension that constitutes the depths of our being. This dimension that knows nothing but universal ethical values, is what endows us with the ability to choose between two contradictory ways of life, an ability that make us categorically different from all other creatures. It is therefore this dimension that should determine the goal of our lives, our needs, and consequently the shape of our personality. Handing over the reins of leadership over our lives to it may therefore allow us to share the frame of reference of light itself. Like light, we too will be active in our world, and not reactive. 
This line of thinking is valid as long as our ethical considerations are indeed based on the universal scale of values that constitutes the depths of our being. For we have already seen that any other scale of values can be nothing more than a fig leaf for the weaknesses of mankind or for the social, political, or economic interests of one culture or another. Only an Entity that is not contingent on nature is capable of dictating values ​​that are not contingent on anything.
Indeed, we saw that at a deeper level, any claim regarding the divine origin of a set of moral laws must be interpreted as a claim that the wisdom reflected in those laws is the one reflected in the laws of nature. Thus, the moral imperatives must be independent of man to the same degree that the laws of nature are independent of him. Therefore, those imperatives cannot be have been formulated by anyone other than the Creator; that is, by the same Intellect that established the laws of nature.
In this context we saw that this is actually one of Judaism’s most fundamental teachings: The ethical laws to which we ought to be committed—that is, the Torah laws—are simultaneously the ontological laws of nature. At this point it should be recalled that only within the framework of Jewish tradition do we find such a claim and that only in the Torah do we find the quantitative data that allows it to be tested. It should also be noted that the statement of the Talmudic sages, previously cited as one of the sources of this claim—“The Holy One, blessed is He, was contemplating the Torah and created the world [accordingly]”—is well known to anyone educated concerning the Torah as one of the inalienable assets of Judaism.
It follows from the aforementioned that, at least in principle, a pure perception of reality is indeed possible, but to attain it, all of our conduct, without exception, must reflect the laws of the Torah. The virtues of the individual who succeeds in fully realizing this purpose find expression in two realms:
1. Man’s common will is not unified, but rather fragmented into different desires as numerous as his conditionings. By contrast, the Torah considers every one of a person’s needs, including all of his inclinations and weaknesses, as elements of equal value with respect to their potential contribution to self-actualization, as mentioned above. Thus, living according to the guidelines of Torah laws allows a person to focus on the actualization of only one purpose in any given situation, a mental state that frees his will from the shackles of its conditionings. His personality is then transformed into a transcendental personality, in the realistic sense of the term. Perceiving the transcendental nature of the visual data stored in the light-in-itself requires, as established earlier, that the observer’s personality share that data’s transcendental nature. Therefore, when this ultimate goal is achieved there is no reason why that data should appear in his consciousness as bits of reality separated in space-time; that is, as physical. It was further noted that the process of freeing ourselves from the causal influences of specific, local factors is the only process that takes place by way of the unique nature of the will—its freedom. Thus, light (or energy) represents the active agent in nature and similarly, one who follows the Torah laws turns his passive will into active, free will. 
2. The laws of the Torah which are meant to unite different and contradictory desires into a single will—and consequently turn each of them from passive, contingent will into free will—are the very ontological laws that underlie natural phenomena. Therefore, integrating them within the personality implies expanding the realm of the laws of nature: Instead of including only the relationships between natural phenomena and their components in general, and the unconscious contents within the depths of being in particular, they now expand to include the relationships between all the traits, abilities and faculties of the personality; namely, those of the conscious level. A personality who behaves in every situation in accordance with the Torah laws is, therefore, one who shares a frame of reference with the laws of nature in-themselves. The reality appearing in his visual perception will, therefore, be the ontological spiritual reality defined by Torah laws, and not its opposite: the epistemological, physical reality that is grasped by scientists as bounded by physical and biological laws.
[bookmark: here]Thus, the fact that as a tool in service of our needs, inclinations, and habits, our will at the present is not active, but reactive, is what stands between our personality and the transcendental nature of the visual data that is stored in the light-in-itself. This situation is innately a trap with no escape. The world’s physical appearance seems to leave the observer with no alternative to the assumption that its phenomena are completely indifferent to the ethical behavior of human society in general and to his own in particular. Consequently, as a physical body beyond which there is apparently nothing, there is nothing to stop a person from concluding that the world is lawless, and accordingly “every man will do that which is right in his own eyes.” Anyone, therefore, may allow himself to be swept away by his weaknesses, and, moreover, cover up his inappropriate behavior by boasting of “moral values” of his choosing. However, we have already come to understand that this position—namely, the pluralistic position[footnoteRef:33] that inscribes on its banner the magical motto, “Every man his own truth”—empties the concept of ethics of any meaningful content. Consequently the ethical dimension in our minds, whose actualization was supposed to have set us free, is also emptied of its contents,  this being the primary cause of the horrors of human history.  [33:  “Pluralism” is a social outlook that supports the right of individuals and groups to be different, to express their views and to act accordingly.] 

Nevertheless, there is a way out of this trap. From what has been established so far it follows that freeing a person from his conditionings must be expressed ipso facto in sifting out all subjective elements from his visual perception. We must, therefore, turn to reason and have it show us how to transform our will from conditional, and therefore reactive will, to active will. The problem is that this transformation requires the actualization of our full potential—that is, our self-actualization—a process carried out in two stages and fraught with obstacles. 
The first stage consists of the actualization of the auditory sense’s full potential. To that end, we have to engage our rational thinking—a skill that is acquired in childhood thanks to this sense, as was established earlier—in impartial study and analysis of all the data related to the ethical issue without bias and prejudices. This, of course, while being prepared to accept a priori any conclusion deduced thereby even if it turns out that, like the physical aspect of man, beyond the physical appearance of all natural phenomena, there must also be a self-consciousness, that in this case must of course be the cosmic consciousness.
[bookmark: _Hlk527649478]Another conclusion to which rational thinking may lead in this context is the total rejection of the pluralist motto which seemingly follows from the physical appearance of all that exists, “Every man his own truth.”
Man stands out in the animal kingdom not only by virtue of the quality of his reason, but also—and even primarily—by his potential freedom; two traits whose actualization in the ethical domain are contingent on each other. Pure reason is possible only in a person who is free of conditionings, and freedom from conditionings is possible only in a person for whom pure reason is his guiding light. Human freedom, then, can be actualized only in those moments when life is conducted based on a scale of rational, universal values—namely, on the basis of values that are not tailored to the personal weaknesses and inclinations of one person or another. However, if in our present state as conditioned creatures there is not even a single person capable of formulating non-conditional values—when it comes to the ethical domain everyone’s reason is completely captive to the charms of his conditionings and needs—where should we look for that pure intellect that is indeed capable of formulating them? There is only one answer: We must look to the one who enacted the universal laws of nature. By this we mean to say, that only an Intellect that is capable of enacting laws of nature that are characterized by not being contingent on anything—the divine Intellect—is capable of doing so when providing a form of a hierarchical scale of values to the spiritual essence that pervades everything. And from here there is only one step to the central claim of this essay, namely, that the laws of nature are in truth the Torah laws; the physical and biological laws, by contrast, are only their epistemological expression. “It is the rule of wisdom to eschew multiplicity where it is not essential,” to quote Ramchal again,.  tTherefore, if the world can be directed by a single set of laws, there is no reason that it should be directed by two sets that are foreign to each other. This argument becomes considerably stronger when we take into account that the world itself cannot be physical but is rather spiritual, and therefore its laws must be, as well.
Thus, the magical pluralist motto, “Every man his own truth,” under whose banner appalling atrocities have been perpetrated throughout history, has no room in a world whose laws are those of the divine Intelligence.
These rational conclusions that are tuned to the frequency of the sequential nature of the auditory sense represent, therefore, the only lenses through which we can contemplate reality without fear that its physical appearance will mislead us. They allow us to “see” through the physical appearance of natural phenomena and perceive its underlying spiritual laws.
The second stage in the self-actualization process is the actualization of our free will; that is, the actualization of our freedom. The implementation of this stage is possible only after we have allowed pure reason to indicate the scale of ethical values whose characteristics merit the label of universality—implying certainty regarding its divine origin—and after we have acquired broad and deep knowledge of its countless details. Then it can be carried out by integrating it with​in the depths of our personality and handing over the reins of command over our behavior to it. All of our conditionings stand as an obstacle on the way to this stage, and it is precisely for this reason that its implementation is the actualization of our freedom of choice to renounce their control, and thus actualize ourselves as human beings. Integrating this scale of values in all the depths of our personality as a guide to life crystalizes within it an absolute, unconditional frame of reference. It is this very frame of reference which enables us to maintain clarity of mind even in those moments in which our needs and conditionings are completely pressing and blinding us. Its internalization within ourselves also allows us ipso facto to access the spiritual strength needed to implement it. The implementation of this stage, therefore, represents a far more difficult challenge than that involved in the realization of the first stage, but only bringing it to its conclusion can once and for all remove the barrier between our visual perception and reality-in-itself. 
To complete this way of thinking it is necessary to explain the uniqueness of the eye, which alone among the sensory organs is sensitive to the quality of the will of the individual, whether it is free will or conditional will. 

