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Preface

“The paramecium has a primitive intercom system that helps 
coordinate its movements. Such cells range from 50 to 350 
microns in length. Paramecia clearly have more “intelligence” 
than that of amoebas. An amoeba searches for food essentially by 
drifting into water-plant algae. Finding none, it often repeatedly 
gropes toward the same alga, even though the alga offers no 
satisfactory food. The amoeba has no memory. A paramecium, on 
the other hand, has better coordination and a memory of sorts. 
Having found no food near one alga, it will back off and seek 
resources in another direction. Paramecia momentarily retain 
traces of experience. Compared to the amoeba, then, the 
paramecium is a genius. But it’s a genius operating in a watery 
world less than a few millimeters across. Even paramecia are 
unaware of anything beyond this range. No unicellular creature 
can be much smarter, for it can advance no further. Despite 
having greater complexity than that of probably any inanimate 
object, a single cell can boast only the simplest intelligence. To 
become smarter—that is, to evolve an intricate nervous system—
a single cell would need elaborate sense organs to inform it, as 
well as developed muscles to implement its instructions. Why 
can’t there exist, then, larger cells incorporating these added 
features, perhaps equipped with miniature hands, eyes, and 
brain? The answer is that single cells cannot become much larger 
than 0.01-cm creatures.” 

Harvard Medical School 

“Paramecium are a wonder to behold, far closer to who we are 
than meets the eye.” 

Antonio Damasio 
“Self Comes to Mind; Constructing the Conscious Brain”, 2010 
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Origins: 

“In the first moments after the big bang, the universe was 
extremely hot and dense. As the universe cooled, conditions 
became just right to give rise to the building blocks of matter – 
the quarks and electrons of which we are all made. A few  
millionths of a second later, quarks aggregated to produce 
protons and neutrons. Within minutes, these protons and neutrons 
combined into nuclei. As the universe continued to expand and 
cool, things began to happen more slowly. It took 380,000 years 
for electrons to be trapped in orbits around nuclei, forming the 
first atoms. These were mainly helium and hydrogen, which are 
still by far the most abundant elements in the universe. 1.6 
million years later, gravity began to form stars and galaxies from 
clouds of gas. Heavier atoms such as carbon, oxygen and iron, 
have since been continuously produced in the hearts of stars and 
catapulted throughout the universe in spectacular stellar 
explosions called supernovae.” 

“Still, stars and galaxies do not tell the whole story. Astronomical 
and physical calculations suggest that the visible universe is only 
a tiny amount (4%) of what the universe is actually made of. A 
very large fraction of the universe, in fact 26%, is made of an 
unknown type of matter called ‘dark matter’. Unlike stars and 
galaxies, dark matter does not emit any light or electromagnetic 
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radiation of any kind, so that we can detect it only through its 
gravitational effects.”  

“An even more mysterious form of energy called ‘dark energy’ 
accounts for about 70% of the mass-energy content of the 
universe. Even less is known about it than dark matter. This idea 
stems from the observation that all galaxies seems to be receding 
from each other at an accelerating pace, implying some invisible 
extra energy at work.”(1) 

The men and women of CERN, home of the Large Hadron 
Collider (LHC) in Switzerland, have provided us with this 
condensed explanation of the beginning as most scientists 
understand it. We have done about two weeks of research on the 
internet trying to find the best short piece that expresses, in 
comprehensible terms, what most cosmologists believe to be the 
proven facts, so that this booklet doesn’t become too dense to be 
understood. Differences of opinion from other sources are not so  
divergent as to be contrary to the condensation published by 
CERN, above.  

“Generally, the Standard Model of Particle Physics, the theory 
concerning the electromagnetic, weak, and strong nuclear 
interactions, which mediate the dynamics of the known 
subatomic particles has universal acceptance. It was developed 
throughout the latter half of the 20th century, as a collaborative 
effort of scientists around the world. The current formulation was 
finalized in the mid-1970s upon experimental confirmation of the 
existence of quarks. Since then, discoveries of the top quark 
(1995), the tau neutrino (2000), and more recently the Higgs 
boson (2013), have given further credence to the Standard 
Model. Because of its success in explaining a wide variety of 
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experimental results, the Standard Model is sometimes regarded 
as a theory of almost everything.” 

“The Standard Model falls short of being a complete theory of 
fundamental interactions. It does not incorporate the full theory 
of gravitation as described by general relativity, or account for 
the accelerating expansion of the universe (as possibly described 
by dark energy). The model does not contain any viable dark 
matter particle that possesses all of the required properties 
deduced from observational cosmology. It also does not 
incorporate neutrino oscillations (and their non-zero masses). 
Although the Standard Model is believed to be theoretically self-
consistent and has demonstrated huge and continued successes in 
providing experimental predictions, it does leave some 
phenomena unexplained.” 

“The development of the Standard Model was driven by 
theoretical and experimental particle physicists alike. For 
theorists, the Standard Model is a paradigm of a quantum field 
theory, which exhibits a wide range of physics including 
spontaneous symmetry breaking, anomalies, non-perturbative 
behavior, etc. It is used as a basis for building more exotic 
models that incorporate hypothetical particles, extra dimensions, 
and elaborate symmetries (such as supersymmetry) in an attempt 
to explain experimental results at variance with the Standard 
Model, such as the existence of dark matter and neutrino 
oscillations.”(2) 

Although this essay is not about cosmology or particle physics, it 
is absolutely necessary to begin there. Even if more exotic 
models and systems are suggested that are said to have preceded 
the big bang, we need to deal with the facts as we know them, so 
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we can reasonably assess the present as it appears to us today. 
After all, this is the planet on which we humans live and walk; 
the planet on which we can either love or hate one another; a 
world which came out of the big bang and became our home — 
regardless of the probability that there may be other places where 
creatures like (or unlike) ourselves may live. Many scientists get 
all aflutter with that possibility because it would tend to justify 
their faith in secular humanism and reject any alternative 
suggestion of the existence of a “supernatural” order.  
 

“This picture is the most accurate and detailed map of the oldest 
light in the Universe. The radiation originally formed about 
380,000 years after the Big Bang, when all matter was created 
some 13.7 billion years ago. Scientists call this radiation 'the 
cosmic microwave background' because it pervades all corners of 
space – providing a universal backdrop – due to the fact that it 
was formed so soon after the event that led to an ever-expanding 
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Universe.” The oval shape is similar to the Mercator Projection 
you sometimes see of the whole earth. 

“The image is the culmination of nearly 16 months of work on 
data gathered by the European Space Agency’s Planck space 
telescope, a satellite launched in 2009 that has been collecting 
the very slight temperature fluctuations in what has become 
known as the relic radiation of the Big Bang.”(3) We are literally 
looking back in space-time.  
My personal experience with a quantum field goes back many 
years. During a summer electrical storm, I use to enjoy sitting 
undercover watching the wind and rain toss the tree branches 
around. By counting the seconds between the lightening and 
thunder claps you could tell the distance of a storm’s center. One 
simultaneous strike was close enough to raise the hair on my 
arms. Since then I have understood, more clearly, what 
electromagnetic wave theory is about. The sensation was exactly 
like a sea of electromagnets washing over you precisely at the 
time of the lightening strike. 

“Antonio Damasio is an American neuroscientist/neurobiologist. 
He is a University Professor and David Dornsife Professor of 
Neuroscience at the University of Southern California (where he 
also heads the Brain and Creativity Institute), an Adjunct 
Professor at the Salk Institute,  and the author of several books 
describing his scientific thinking. As a leading neuroscientist, 
Damasio has dared to speculate on neurobiological data, and has 
offered a theory about the relationship between human emotions, 
human rationality, and the underlying biology” etc.(4) Several 
years ago an MD friend of mine read a few of my essays, and  
was not too taken with their religious content. He suggested I 
read Damasio’s work, which I did. I found his work most 
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interesting and written in comprehensible language for the 
average reader. Knowing very little about the physical brain, 
(though I’ve studied a good deal about it since) yet arrogantly, 
believing I have some understanding of “creativity,” I began to 
question his hypothesis specifically with regard to consciousness. 
I will try to condense Dr. Damasio’s thoughts as I understand 
them for your consideration. I do not understand why the writer 
of his biography for Wikipedia would use the phrase “dared to 
speculate,” when in fact Damasio is one of the leading 
neurologists of our time. I will attempt to outline his ideas as 
clearly as I can, then offer a few paragraphs summarizing where 
and how I respectfully disagree. May I say, the one who is doing 
the daring in this case is me. For my sources I will use the bio 
from Wikipedia, but mostly the Professors own words from one 
of his books, Self Comes to Mind. (2010). My notes will say 
where the gypped quotes come from in his book in case you want 
to check them out. A good exposition of his hypotheses are in 
this book. It would be impossible to write a full critique of all of 
his work in the twenty some pages allotted to this essay. 

Most scientists, in order to get to know more about things, to 
progress and bring to light new and hopefully better concepts, 
employ a regression of thought based on what is already known 
and “proven” to be correct. This regression has gotten to be 
known as reductionism. In the case of thought processing with 
regard to mind, brain, consciousness, self, etc., the basic areas of 
study would be with the proven facts of biology, chemistry and 
physiology with a dose of philosophy thrown in because we’re 
continuously questioning the mysteries of human cognizance. Dr 
Damasio’s speciality as a neuroscientist is primarily concerned 
with human brain function and the body’s neurological system 
and how it all works together as mind, consciousness and self 
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emerge as a result of homeostasis. “Homeostasis is  any self-
regulating process by which biological systems tend to maintain 
stability while adjusting to conditions that are optimal for 
survival. If homeostasis is successful, life continues; if 
unsuccessful, disaster or death ensues. The stability attained is 
actually a dynamic equilibrium, in which continuous change 
occurs yet relatively uniform conditions prevail.”(5) Damasio 
says: 

“We have spent most of our scientific history thinking from the 
perspective of whole organisms rather than from the perspective 
of the molecules and genes with which organisms began. The 
fact that homeostasis began unknowingly, at the level of 
organisms without consciousness, mind, or brain, raises the 
question of where and how the homeostatic intention was planted 
in the history of life. That question takes us down from single 
cells to genes and from there to simple molecules, simpler even 
than DNA and RNA.”  

“The homeostatic intention may arise from those simple levels 
and may even be related to the basic physical processes that 
govern the interaction of molecules—for example, the forces 
with which two molecules attract or reject each other, or combine 
constructively or destructively. Molecules repulse or attract; they 
assemble and participate explosively, or they refuse to do so… In 
brief, gene instructions led to the construction of devices capable 
of executing what, in complex organisms like us, came to 
flourish as emotions, in the broad sense of the term. The early 
sketch of these devices was first present in organisms without 
brain, mind, or consciousness—the single cells we discussed 
earlier; however, the regulating devices attained the greatest 
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complexity in organisms that have all three: brain, mind, and 
consciousness.”(6)  

“Organisms make minds out of the activity of special cells 
known as neurons. Neurons share most of the characteristics of 
other cells in our body, and yet their operation is distinctive. 
They are sensitive to changes around them; they are excitable (an 
interesting property they share with muscle cells). Thanks to a 
fibrous prolongation known as the axon, and to the end region of 
the axon known as the synapse, neurons can send signals to other 
cells—other neurons, muscle cells—often quite far away. 
Neurons are largely concentrated in a central nervous system (the 
brain, for short), but they send signals to the organism’s body, as 
well as to the outside world, and they receive signals from both.  
The number of neurons in each human brain is on the order of 
billions, and the synaptic contacts that the neurons make among 
themselves number in the trillions. Neurons are organized in 
small microscopic circuits, whose combination constitutes 
progressively larger circuits, which in turn form networks or 
systems.”(7) 

“Of the ideas advanced in this book, none is more central than 
the notion that the body is a foundation of the conscious mind. 
We know that the most stable aspects of body function are 
represented in the brain, in the form of maps, thereby 
contributing images to the mind. This is the basis of the 
hypothesis that the special kind of mental images of the body 
produced in body-mapping structures, constitutes the proto-self, 
which foreshadows the self to be. Of note, the critical body-
mapping and image-making structures are located below the 
level of the cerebral cortex, in a region known as the upper brain 
stem. This is an old part of the brain shared with many other 
species.”(8)  
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“The conscious mind emerges within the history of life 
regulation. Life regulation, a dynamic process known as 
homeostasis for short, begins in unicellular living creatures, such 
as a bacterial cell or a simple amoeba, which do not have a brain 
but are capable of adaptive behavior. It progresses in individuals 
whose behavior is managed by simple brains, as is the case with 
worms, and it continues its march in individuals whose brains 
generate both behavior and mind (insects and fish being 
examples). I am ready to believe that whenever brains begin to 
generate primordial feelings—and that could be quite early in 
evolutionary history—organisms acquire an early form of 
sentience. From there on, an organized self process could 
develop and be added to the mind, thereby providing the 
beginning of elaborate conscious minds. Reptiles are contenders 
for this distinction, for example; birds make even stronger 
contenders; and mammals get the award and then some.”  

 
“Most species whose brains generate a self do so at core level. 
Humans have both core self and autobiographical self. A number 
of mammals are likely to have both as well, namely wolves, our 
ape cousins, marine mammals and elephants, cats, and, of course, 
that off-the-scale species called the domestic dog.”(9) We can 
look at human consciousness and at the functions it made 
possible (language, expanded memory, reasoning, creativity, the 
whole edifice of culture) as the curators of value inside our 
modern, very minded, very social beings. And we can imagine a 
long umbilical cord that links the barely weaned, perennially 
dependent conscious mind to the depths of very elementary and 
very un-conscious regulators of the value principle.”  
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“The history of consciousness cannot be told in the conventional 
way. Consciousness came into being because of biological value, 
as a contributor to more effective value management. But 
consciousness did not invent biological value or the process of 
valuation. Eventually, in human minds, consciousness revealed 
biological value and allowed the development of new ways and 
means of managing it.”(10) 

“The emergence of consciousness opened the way to a life worth 
living. Understanding how it comes about can only strengthen 
that worth.”(11) “We need a fable again. Once upon a time life 
came about in the lengthy history of evolution. This was 3.8 
billions of years ago, (some say 4.4) when the ancestor of all 
future organisms made its first appearance. Some two billion 
years later, when successful colonies of individual bacteria must 
have seemed to own the earth, it was the turn of single cells 
equipped with a nucleus. Bacteria were single living organisms 
too, but their DNA had not been collected in a nucleus. Single 
cells with a nucleus were a notch up. These life-forms were 
known technically as eukaryotic cells, which belong to a large 
group of organisms, the Protozoa. Back in the morning of life, 
such cells were some of the first truly independent organisms. 
Each of them could survive individually without symbiotic 
partnerships. Such simple single organisms are still with us 
today. The lively amoeba is a good example, and so is the 
wonderful paramecium.” (shown on the cover of this booklet)  

“A single cell has a body frame (a cytoskeleton), inside which 
there is a nucleus (the command center that houses the cell’s 
DNA) and a cytoplasm (where the transformation of fuel into 
energy takes place under the control of organelles such as 
mitochondria). Bodies are demarcated by skins, and the cell does 
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have one, a boundary between its interior and the exterior world. 
It is called the cell membrane. In many respects a single cell is a 
preview of what a single organism such as ours would come to 
be. One can see it as a sort of cartooned abstraction of what we 
are. The cytoskeleton is the scaffolding frame of the body proper, 
just as the bone skeleton is in all of us. The cytoplasm 
corresponds to the interior of the body proper with all its organs. 
The nucleus is the equivalent of the brain. The cell membrane is 
the equivalent of the skin. Some of these cells even have the 
equivalent of limbs, cilia, whose concerted movements allow 
them to swim. The separate components of a eukaryotic cell 
came together by way of cooperation among simpler individual 
creatures, namely, bacteria that gave up their independent status 
to be a part of a convenient new aggregate. A certain kind of 
bacterium gave rise to mitochondria; another kind, such as 
spirochetes, helped with the cytoskeleton and with cilia, for those 
that liked to swim, and so forth The marvel is that each of our 
own multicellular organisms is put together according to this 
same basic strategy, by aggregating billions of cells so as to 
constitute tissues, pulling together different kinds of tissue so as 
to constitute organs, and connecting different organs so as to 
form systems. Examples of tissues include the epithelia of skin, 
mucosal linings and endocrine glands, the muscular tissue, the 
nervous or neural tissue, and the connective tissue that binds 
them all in place. Examples of organs are obvious, from hearts 
and guts to the brain. Examples of systems include the ensemble 
formed by the heart, blood, and blood vessels (the circulatory 
system), the immune system, and the nervous system. As a result 
of this cooperative arrangement, our organisms are highly 
differentiated combinations of trillions of cells of varied kinds, 
including, of course, neurons, the most distinctive constituents of 
the brain.”  
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“The main difference between the cells found in multicellular (or 
metazoan) organisms and the cells of unicellular organisms 
( protozoan ) is that while single cells must fend for themselves, 
the cells that constitute multicellular organisms live within highly 
diverse, complex societies. Many of the tasks that the cells of 
unicellular organisms must accomplish alone are, in multicellular 
organisms, assigned to specialized cell types. The general 
arrangement is comparable to the diverse assignment of 
functional roles that each individual cell embodies in its own 
structure. Multicellular organisms are made of multiple, 
cooperatively organized unicellular organisms, which first arose 
from the combination of even smaller individual organisms. The 
economy of a multicellular organism has many sectors, and the 
cells within those sectors cooperate. If this sounds familiar and 
makes you think of human societies, it is because it should.”(12) 

“The time will come when the issue of human responsibility, in 
general moral terms as well as on matters of justice and its 
application, will take into account the evolving science of  
consciousness…Connecting personhood to biology is a ceaseless 
source of awe and respect for anything human. Last, naturalizing 
the mind may solve one mystery but only to raise the curtain on 
other mysteries quietly awaiting their turn.”(13) 

“The emergence of consciousness opened the way to a life worth 
living. Understanding how it comes about can only strengthen 
that worth. Does knowing about how the brain works matter at 
all for how we live our lives? I believe it matters very much, all 
the more so if, besides knowing who we presently are, we care at 
all for what we may become.”(14) 
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We have gypped bits from only about twenty percent of Self 
Comes to Mind. We have sequenced it in such a way to give you 
an orderly understanding of Professor Damasio’s concept of 
exactly how mind, consciousness, and self, progressed from 
prebiotic matter, predominantly through bio-chemistry, 
graduating upward from “primordial feelings” to what we know 
as emotions, to the mental and physical life we live. Most 
neuroscientists hold pretty close to this schemata, not all. Any 
enfolding of a Deity would be considered irrelevant, since God 
cannot be proved to satisfy the needs of science, at least in our 
time. I personally have no problem with the process of “life 
regulation” explained scientifically, where “primordial feelings 
are the primitives for all other feelings.” It makes sense that 
certain sensitivities developed in early cells and linked to others, 
constructing the framework out of which all life forms survived 
and succeeded on the way to building the “self.” As time goes on, 
even a more complete understanding of human mental and 
physical processes will be known, hopefully for the betterment of 
the whole human race guided always by our moral and ethical 
principles which most selves have learned, again, not all. One 
thing that I am in total agreement with is that mind and body are 
not distinguishable from one another. Matter over Mind makes 
no sense, nor does Mind over Matter. A person, (or soul for some 
of us) is one thing, one being, one self, particularly since the 
brain to mind transformation. I believe Dr. Damasio makes that 
point as well. “The body is the foundation of the conscious 
mind.”  

Before we get into my hesitancies with Dr. Damasio’s ideas, we  
should briefly summarize his hypothesis as I understand it. I 
must add though, his knowledge is so vast and his clinical 
experience so wide that I reserve the right to be totally wrong in 
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my understanding. If that be the case, I will stand corrected. Still, 
I must be honest with myself, the self that I know to be present as 
“me” and who is known by his Creator, and to whom I must say, 
there is no malice in this presentation Lord, only a difference of 
opinion.  

I think Dr. Damasio has made a Dagwood sandwich for us 
topped with a skewed olive. 
 The bottom layer are the first life forms starting with the 
single cells brought into being by chemical interaction on a 
prebiotic earth and sensitive to survival. “Bacteria, not mammals, 
underpin the efficient and long-term functioning of the 
biosphere”(15) 

 Over time, multi-celled creatures (eukaryotes,) colonized 
certain geographic areas, and under the right atmospheric 
conditions multiplied and stabilized. “The stability attained is 
actually a dynamic equilibrium, in which continuous change 
occurs yet relatively uniform conditions prevail.” 
 As multicellular animals increased, brains and nervous 
systems became more sophisticated always along the lines of 
sensitivity and homeostasis. 
 Mammals evolved, and their wide radiation was attributed 
to competition for food in order to survive or suffer extinction. (I 
might add that this was the Cambrian Explosion. Within 50 
million years every major animal phylum known in fossil records 
quickly appeared. ) 
 Human evolution, influenced by geologic and climate 
factors eventually produced Homo Sapiens. These more 
thoughtful  creatures were able to control their local 
environment.  
 Out of these larger brained creatures, more sophisticated   
thought processes “emerged” as “mind.” 
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 From specific states of mind “consciousness” emerged; the 
top layer of the sandwich. The “self” then became an eventuality, 
the skewed olive added to the top. 

Very roughly, this is how it goes with Damasio’s premise. The 
idea of “emergence” is not at all new with him. “George Henry 
Lewes gave it a philosophical sense in his 1875 Problems of Life 
and Mind. We might roughly characterize the shared meaning as 
follows: emergent entities (properties or substances) ‘arise’ out 
of more fundamental entities and yet are ‘novel’ or ‘irreducible’ 
with respect to them. (For example, it is sometimes said that 
consciousness is an emergent property of the brain.) Each of the 
quoted terms is slippery in its own right, and their specifications 
yield the varied notions of emergence. There has been renewed 
interest in emergence within discussions of the behavior of 
complex systems and debates over the reconcilability of mental 
causation, intentionality, or consciousness with physicalism.”(16) 
We did mention this briefly in our essay The Quest for 
Consciousness: Pg.10 

Since our differences with the Professor refer to emergence per 
se, particularly related the concept of consciousness, I believe its 
only right to once again gyp his words from Self Comes to Mind: 
Consciousness Observed, Chapter 7, Part III.  Defining 
Consciousness: to smooth off the roughness of our presentation. 

Dr. Demasio writes as follows: 

“Open a standard dictionary in search of a definition of 
consciousness, and you are likely to find some variation of the 
following: “consciousness is a state of awareness of self and 
surroundings.” Substitute knowledge for awareness, and own 
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existence for self, and the result is a statement that does capture 
some essential aspects of consciousness as I see it: consciousness 
is a state of mind in which there is knowledge of one’s own 
existence and of the existence of surroundings. Consciousness is 
a state of mind—if there is no mind there is no consciousness; 
consciousness is a particular state of mind, enriched by a sense of 
the particular organism in which a mind is operating; and the 
state of mind includes knowledge to the effect that the said 
existence is situated, that there are objects and events 
surrounding it. Consciousness is a state of mind with a self 
process added to it…in its standard form, consciousness is a state 
of mind that occurs when we are awake and in which there is 
private and personal knowledge of our own existence, situated 
relative to whatever its surround may be at a given moment. Of 
necessity, conscious states of mind handle knowledge based on 
different sensory material—bodily, visual, auditory, and so forth
—and manifest varied qualitative properties for the different 
sensory streams. Conscious states of mind are felt….the term 
consciousness does not refer simply to a plain mind process, 
without the self feature. Unfortunately, taking consciousness as 
mere mind is a common use of the term—a misuse, I think. 
People often refer to “something being in consciousness” to 
mean that something is “in mind” or that something has become 
a prominent content of mind, as in “the issue of global warming 
has finally penetrated the consciousness of Western nations”; a 
significant number of contemporary consciousness studies treat 
consciousness as mind. Nor does consciousness, as used in this 
book, stand for “self-consciousness” as meant in “John got more 
and more self-conscious as she continued to stare at him”; or 
“conscience,” a complex function that does require 
consciousness but goes well beyond it and pertains to moral 
responsibility. Finally, the definition does not refer to 
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consciousness as in the colloquial sense of James’s (William 
James 1842-1910) “stream of consciousness.” The phrase is 
often meant to signify the plain contents of mind as they flow 
forward in time, like water in a riverbed, rather than the fact that 
such contents incorporate subtle or not-so-subtle aspects of 
subjectivity… The moral of the story: to get a passing standard 
consciousness score, it is indispensable (1) to be awake; (2) to 
have an operational mind; and (3) to have, within that mind, an 
automatic, unprompted, un-deduced sense of self as protagonist 
of the experience, no matter how subtle the self sense may be. 
Given the presence of wakefulness and mind, both of which you 
will need if you are to be conscious, you might say that the 
distinctive feature of your consciousness is, lyrically speaking, 
the very thought of you. But in order to make the poetry accurate, 
you would have to say “the very felt thought of you.”(17) 

We all have feelings, not to be confused with the ability to 
tactilely feel things by touch, but feelings brought about in the 
processes of thought, one should say— in the “mind.” The mind 
is a conglomerate.  It absorbs and contains the residual effects of 
all the input brought on a person from external sources through 
the senses. It is also the receptacle of inherent internal instincts 
accumulated over human history. The mind, in conjunction with 
the body is cumulatively the intellect. It includes memory (both 
available short-term and long-term, as well as the repressed and 
forgotten. It’s activity is thinking, i.e., remembering, imagining, 
perceiving, feeling, contemplating, reasoning/discerning and 
deciding, etc. It is manifest both outwardly and inwardly. The 
switching center for human thought is the brain, connected to 
every part of the human anatomy by an intricate neural network 
carrying impulses that allow the organism to operate in reality. 
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Over a hundred trillion cells make up one human being, one 
person.  

The mind, together with all of our senses and instincts is how we 
get to know things. The synthesis of body and mind is a self, 
known to others by it’s actions and appearances, known interiorly 
of itself by it’s personal thoughts, desires and dreams. The 
intellect or “that by which we know” is essentially the mind and 
body in operation. The Ancient Greek aphorism “know thyself”, 
is one of the Delphic maxims inscribed on the inner area of the 
portico of the Temple of Apollo at Delphi.(18) To know ones self 
is to know by the use of ones own mind. Some sick minds can 
perceive of two or three or more selves. The mind, with the body, 
develops over a period of a lifetime however long that period 
may be. It is in the continuous process of “becoming.” To use Dr. 
Damasio’s lyrical analogy, The very thought of you and I forget 
to do, the little ordinary things that everyone ought to do…just 
goes to show how ones mind can be totally distracted when it 
comes to loving thoughts of another self. No self is perfect as we 
all know by association. Generally, as Dr. Damasio shows, the 
healthy (homeostatic) self strives to do what is good for it, to 
value life and stay alive if at all possible. It does this with what 
he calls “biological value,” and “value management.” Now, let’s 
have a another look at the “intelligent” paramecium. We’ll quote 
from Dr. Damasio:    

“Single-cell organisms with a nucleus have an un-minded and 
unconscious will to live and manage life suitably enough, for as 
long as certain genes allow them.” 

“Independent organisms without brains also developed another 
important ingredient: the ability to sense changes in 
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physiological conditions, inside their own perimeter and in their 
surround. Even bacteria respond to sunlight as well as to 
countless molecules; bacteria in a petri dish will respond to the 
drop of a toxic substance by clumping together and recoiling 
from the threat. Eukaryotic cells also sensed the equivalent of 
touch and vibration. The changes sensed either in the interior or 
in the surrounding environment could lead to movement from 
one place to another. But in order to respond to a situation in an 
effective manner, the brain equivalent of single cells also has to 
harbor a response policy, a set of extremely simple rules 
according to which it makes a “decision to move” when certain 
conditions are met.”(19) 

And life goes on… 

“The First Cell arose in the previously pre-biotic world with the 
coming together of several entities that gave a single vesicle the 
unique chance to carry out three essential and quite different life 
processes . These were: (a) to copy informational 
macromolecules, (b) to carry out specific catalytic functions, and 
(c) to couple energy from the environment into usable chemical 
forms. These would foster subsequent cellular evolution and 
metabolism. Each of these three essential processes probably 
originated and was lost many times prior to The First Cell, but 
only when these three occurred together was life jump-started 
and Darwinian evolution of organisms began.”(20)  

There is a certain order displayed here! The order we see is order 
for survival, correct choices made, so to speak. An inevitable 
order which appears to have come out of what the ancient Greeks 
called chaos. Almost instantaneously order came out of the 
quark/electron soup of the big bang; the annihilation exhibited by 
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particles and anti-particles was of such order that matter survived 
over anti-matter. Then, those orderly, positive moves on the part 
of the Eukaryotic cells gave way to multicellular organisms and 
so on. Today, for humanity, it’s the yeses and noes of our 
personal deliberations that reveal right and wrong choices, the 
good for us over the bad for us “when certain conditions are met”  
determine the order in our lives. Minds have developed the 
capability of right choices over time extended from those early, 
orderly “choices” in the biosphere. We have even become known 
to ourselves on that point. For eons there has been “a response 
policy, a set of extremely simple rules,” according to Damasio. 
The difference between what is good and bad for us has been in 
effect since life on earth began, from the time cells first started to 
“sense” and “decide” due to electro-chemical interaction. 

If we concede a beginning with the big bang, as most scientists 
do, it is understood that nothing existed before this primary 
event. The big bang introduced time and space 13.7 billion years 
ago.  

Life on earth began 4.4 - 3.5 billion years ago based on current 
scientific calculations. Indeed, there was plenty going on as the 
universe expanded and cooled in the 10 billion year interim. Fr. 
Georges Lemaitre, a Belgian priest and principal character, 
among others, in the development of the big bang theory called it 
“A Day Without Yesterdays.” Lemaitre was able to extrapolate 
on Friedmann’s equations, on Einstein’s theory of relativity and 
on Hubble’s red shift evaluations to give us the theory which we 
believe to be correct. It all started to come together in the early 
part of the twentieth century.  
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Astronomical and physical calculations suggest that the visible 
universe is only a tiny amount (4%) of what the universe is 
actually made of. I turns out that this is the stuff we’re made of 
too, plus all the stuff we can see and feel. Elementary forms of 
matter and energy combining and recombining allowing order 
out of disorder seems to be a continuous, intelligent, teleological, 
creative process, a working plan, if you will. All this activity 
presumably going on so that we can become selves. Damasio’s 
“very felt us.” It may be arrogant to believe we are so favored, 
but so far, there doesn’t seem to be anybody else around. Maybe 
there will be some day. If there are others, what will it prove, 
since everything that is came out of the “primal atom?” The 
Cosmos itself, (at least this cosmos) having come from a 
singularity is still ONE, as far as we know. Let CERN know if 
you find another. With all this “electro-chemo-creativity” going 
on, was the universe so dumb that it had to wait 10 billion years 
to get smart?  Did one specific cell finally “sense” what was 
going on, and “decide” to keep it going by surviving “as certain 
conditions were met?” One could say that life “emerged” from 
the big bang, and since the big bang was the “beginning,” if you 
believe that, the term “Ex nihilo” would not be too far fetched for 
life’s “emergence.” Until the scientists among us can empirically 
prove what the big bang emerged from— the belief in a Creator 
can not be intellectually set aside. Scientists, as well as the 
philosophers surely must know that we live only in a world of 
possibilities. Still, many teach the young that the Creator is 
absolutely not at all a possibility. Why? 

“Consciousness is a state of mind with a self process added to 
it….in its standard form, consciousness is a state of mind that 
occurs when we are awake and in which there is private and 
personal knowledge of our own existence, situated relative to 
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whatever it’s surround may be at a given moment”….if there is 
no mind there is no consciousness…. As I see it, consciousness is 
a state of mind in which there is knowledge of one’s own 
existence and of the existence of surroundings. (Damasio Pg. 15 
above.) 

We personally don’t see much difference in “consciousness in it’s 
standard form,” and consciousness as Dr. Damasio sees it in the 
definitions given above. The one thing he is certain of is that it is 
a “state of mind” with a “self process added.” I would assume 
that means that we learn to be ourselves within our conscious 
minds. That would substantiate his idea that consciousness 
emerges from mind, and mind, from our living physicality, 
particularly from the brain and its neural networks which have 
evolved over time from tiny single cells. 

Sometimes one can get a firmer grip on things by using the ever 
popular reductionist method. Let’s look at the etymology of the 
words conscious and conscious+ness.    

Conscious (adj.) c.1600, "knowing, privy to," from Latin 
conscius "knowing, aware," from conscire (see conscience); 
probably a loan-translation of Greek syneidos. A word adopted 
from the Latin poets and much mocked at first. Sense of "active 
and awake" is from 1837. 
Consciousness (n.) 1630s, "internal knowledge," from conscious 
+ness. Meaning "state of being aware" from 1746.(21)  

From these etymological clips you can see that “knowing privy 
to” (1600) is pretty much the same as “being aware of  before 
hand.” It is in the sense of “being aware in advance.” This is 
quite a bit different from simply ‘being awake.”(1837).  
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The noun “consciousness”(1630’s) “internal knowledge,” winds 
up as “the state of being aware” in (1746).  

Awake and aware are two different qualia. If I’m awake, I may 
not necessarily be fully aware. If I’m not awake, I can still be 
aware of internal images i.e., dreaming. Clinically speaking , if 
my switching central, my brain, is either damaged, diseased, or 
anesthetized, I may neither be awake nor aware. Yet, every one 
knows that the outcome depends on the severity and the location 
of the damage or disease, and on the amount of sedation 
administered that makes all the difference. In terms of conscious 
and conscious+ness, I have a completely different take from Dr. 
Damasio's. The mind/body complex, a person, a human being 
knowing his or her own mind, knowing his or her self, stands on 
it’s own. Damesio says: “Substitute knowledge for awareness, 
and own existence for self, and the result is a statement that does 
capture some essential aspects of consciousness.”  

I do not see consciousness emerging from “mind.” On the 
contrary, I see consciousness as an essential part of life itself, the 
“sense,” awareness, or “decisiveness” observed in paramecia, as 
well as in the options available to every human being since the 
brain to mind transformation. A pre-awareness of the good as 
opposed to the bad in terms of survival— as it has always been, 
and more so  since the advent of Homo Sapiens. I do understand 
how the word conscious has been and is used to mean awake. I 
am inclined to believe with Freeman Dyson: “the cosmos is 
suffused with consciousness, from the grandest level to the most 
minute dimensions.” There is a knowingness, a spirit, a good 
order out of disorder, everywhere. An inclination to the good 
reflects the inherent desire for God in the “heart” of every human 
being. It represents a coherence with the Creator, the Intrinsic 
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Good, “in whom we live and move and have our being.”(22) 
Consciousness and Being are interchangeable terms in my way 
of thinking. 

Jonathan Allday, in his book Quarks, Leptons and the Big Bang, 
closed with the following quotes and paragraph: 

“The more the universe seems comprehensible, the more it 
seems pointless” S. Weinberg 
“Any universe that contains mind cannot be regarded as 
pointless” F. Dyson 

“Philosophy is a different activity to science, when you move 
from one area into another the same tools of map-making cannot 
be trusted to work. I was struck recently while explaining the big 
bang to a class of general studies students when one of them 
interrupted to say that it must be impossible to understand 
everything about the big bang and still believe in God. I tried to 
explain that many people see the elegance, simplicity and power 
of the ideas as being evidence of God’s existence— as a rational 
mind behind the workings of the universe, but I was not very 
convincing. What struck me was that this was a classic case of 
going off-map, but carrying one’s pre-cast ideas along on the 
journey. The quotes at the start of this section illuminate the same 
effect. Some are predisposed to believe and see the map in those 
terms, others are inclined not to believe and that view colors their 
map as well. My philosophical thoughts on the matter run on two 
lines. Firstly that the real trick is to stop looking at the map and 
to hold it up to the world instead. The second is in the form of a 
question that I keep coming back to—where do the laws of 
physics come from?”(23) 
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We all have to answer that question for ourselves.  

The folks at CERN have been celebrating since 2013. They are 
virtually certain that they have proved the existence of the Higgs 
boson. Therefore the concept of  the Higgs field throughout space 
may be proven. Further testing over the coming years should 
eventually tell us more, and is likely to have significant impact 
on the future of particle physics. The Higgs boson has been 
called the God Particle. “The term was originated by the former 
director of Fermilab and Nobel laureate Leon Lederman in his 
book The God Particle: If the Universe Is the Answer, What Is 
the Question? Lederman gave this name to the particle because 
he felt ‘it is so central to the state of physics today, so crucial to 
our understanding of the structure of matter, yet so elusive, that I 
have given it a nickname.’ Lederman actually wanted to name the 
particle that "goddamn particle,” because it was so hard to find, 
but his editor wouldn't let him.”(24) It became famously known as 
The God Particle instead, by an always overly dramatic press. 
We should have no doubt of the importance of the Higgs field to 
the Standard Model, but the real God particle, in my estimation, 
is the fundamental electron, the spark that God chose which 
energized the big bang right from the beginning. “Emergence” 
from anything does not exist without it. 

Dr Damasio believes by faith that we all have “emerged.” I’m 
simply asking: emerged from what? I think Dr. Damasio would 
likely agree with Professor Stephen Hawking: “from nothing.” In 
which case, Parmenides may have been correct “From nothing 
comes nothing!” I would beg to differ. We are the children of 
God. 
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Friday, 29th week in Ordinary time. 
“Jesus said to the crowds, ‘When you see a cloud looming up in 
the West you say at once that rain is coming, and so it does. And 
when the wind is from the South you say it will be hot, and it is. 
Hypocrites! You know how to interpret the face of the earth and 
the sky. How is it you do not know how to interpret these times?” 
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