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Hans Van Eyghen (HVE): Hello, I'm Hans Van Eyghen, I'm with Chris Ransford to discuss his latest

book, God and the Mathematics of Infinity. Welcome, Chris. So, could you tell us a little bit about

your project, about the book? What was your motivation behind this?

Chris Ransford (CR): Sure, Good morning, first! And thanks for having me on the show. This book,
God and the Mathematics of Infinity, is actually part of a trilogy of books exploring the nature of
reality. The motivation of that is because we are in the 21% century, and there is actually zero
consensus in society as to what it is, this reality that we live in. So you have, at the one end of the
spectrum people who still do believe in what is variously called materialism or physicalism, and at the
other end of the spectrum you have fundamentalist religious people. And very often, of course, the
truth has got to lie in-between, somewhere. But all my background, educational background, has
demonstrated to me that mathematics is an extremely powerful tool to analyse the truth. And I have to
immediately qualify this. A very large section of mathematics cannot be used to pronounce anything
about external reality, simply because those parts of mathematics are predicated on axioms — which is
foundational statements that are accepted at face value, that have not been proven. And on the basis of
these axioms whole branches of mathematics are built such as geometry, let's say. And they are
internally consistent, but they cannot express anything about the ultimate truths of reality. On the other
hand — the most important in my view and in other mathematicians' view — part of mathematics is
number theory. And numbers are actually not predicated on axioms, but on definition. In other words,
one and one is called two. And that's all there is to it. That’s a definition. And when you define one
plus one is two, then very soon you have natural whole numbers, and then you have rational humbers,
and then you have irrational numbers, and then you have infinities. And all of a sudden from the mere
definition of two lions being two lions as opposed to one lion, a whole menagerie of very powerful

numbers is born, out of which you can analyse — meaningfully analyse — reality. And one of my
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observations about, say, some religions and some atheistic people is that their pronouncements are
totally susceptible to mathematical analysis based on numbers. And then you have a number of
conclusions that you can draw from that. And, for instance, what religious people maybe do not
understand about a mathematical analysis of God, it is actually not a mathematical analysis of God,
per se. It's a mathematical analysis of the consequences that flow from the attributes that are ascribed
to Godhood. In other words . . . I'll give you an example. If you define God as having infinite
attributes, then the consequences of those infinite attributes are totally susceptible to analysis through
the mathematics of infinity. Then you can conclude certain things. And you can conclude that certain
things can possibly be and certain things cannot possibly be at all. And | am observing, in the current
world, a debate between let us call them either religious or spiritual types on the one side and the
atheistic or materialists on the other side. What | have observed, somewhat unfortunately, is that more
and more the materialistic side seems to be winning the argument and they win the argument for a
number of reasons and all of these reasons are actually susceptible, once again, to mathematical
analysis. And one of the reasons why they win is because they conflate spirituality — the essence of
what maybe religions have been trying to talk about for centuries — with the trappings of religions,
meaning all the sometimes very silly trappings, such as singing hymns and reliance on ancient texts of
literature and everything: all things that are actually epiphenomena of religion, but do not touch the
core. And so the analysis by mathematics will enable you, first of all, to avoid things that are frankly
quite infuriating in religion, such as the development, on the part of a number of big religions, of leaps
of faith. Leaps of faith in this day and age, the 21* century, are not acceptable. And if a demand for
such is maintained educated people, intelligent people, and more and more people in the 21, 22" and
S0-0n, centuries are going to leave religion, because in the modern age this is not an acceptable way of
doing things. And, especially, leaps of faith are totally amenable to mathematical analysis. And I'll
give you an example. Some leaps of faith will lead to a contradiction in terms — and some have got to
give way — and some will not. For instance, let us take the example of an acceptable leap of faith that
would be — in totally non-religious terms — that would be the leap of faith of the person who buys a
lottery ticket. A lottery ticket would have one chance in some million, you know, odds of gaining the
jackpot, but it's not impossible. So, in that sense, the leap of faith is acceptable. But the leap of faith
that says that an infinite entity can be second-guessed by people who have limited 1Qs, a limited
lifetime on earth and everything; the mathematics shows you that it's a contradiction in terms. It is not
possible that something infinite be properly appreciated, properly processed and properly
comprehended by a receptacle that is finite. So we have to analyse all these sort of things. And on the
other side of the aisle is, exactly likewise, susceptible to mathematical analysis. And I'll give you an

example, and then I'll give you the floor. The ongoing argument that everything is materialist, and so
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on, is a bankrupt argument, because theoretical physics demonstrates that matter ultimately doesn't
exist. Matter is the vibrations of the quantum vacuum, of the vacuum. And matter reduces to vibrations
of nothingness. And that’s the mathematics, that's a fact. So people who predicate their reasoning on
simply, you know, the fact that what you see is what you get, and that matter is all there is, are
demonstrably wrong. And | will illustrate this by telling you about the latest book I've read. I've just
read a book by a well-known philosopher. And one third, one big third of the book is given over to
analysing physicalism. And that illustrates to me the absolute necessity to use mathematics. If that
philosopher instead of philosophising and looking at the pros and cons and eventually — after one full
third of the book — not settling the issue, had actually used mathematics instead, the mathematics is
and the theoretical physics is that matter is vibrations of vacuums and that hence, therefore, matter
cannot be the fundamental feature of reality or the fundamental trait of reality, and that therefore we
have to move beyond matter to try to understand the fundaments of reality. And that, to me, illustrates
the absolute necessity to bring mathematics into reasoning. We are in an age where we have on the one
hand people like Isis, on the other side of the aisle we have people like Richard Dawkins who heaps
scorn on millions and millions of people who say they have experienced something that they couldn't
explain. Both attitudes are not sustainable; both attitudes are not bringing us further into the 21%
century and it's absolutely time for us to have a new approach to the ultimate nature of reality: not use
the science of last century, such as physicalism; but also not use the frankly bankrupt arguments that
go “I base my worldview on a book of ancient literature written in a pre-scientific age, and my book is
better than yours.” That is not sustainable. We've got to stop having that kind of argument. And it's
only at the price, or at the cost of stopping those arguments that we'll be evolving into a discourse on
matters of spirituality — maybe religion — and reality, that goes beyond the current debates that frankly

are not taking us any further.

HVE: Ok, thank you. | want to get into the point of not being able to second-guess God's intentions,
God'’s commands. You're probably aware that that'll be a far stretch for many religious believers. But
I was wondering, doesn't that exclude the whole concept of revelation, in a way? What do you do with

people who claim to have such knowledge?

CR: OK, that's fair enough. But it does, to a very large extent, and let me tell you why. The issue we
have with most religions — virtually all, but this we can qualify — is that they rely for the message — if
there is such a thing — the message of the Godhead — not specifying further who that Godhead is — they
rely on words, be they oral words, be they texts. And the fundamental issue with that, we have to ask
ourselves: is human language a capable vehicle, a possible vehicle to convey the words of a Godhead?

And mathematically, as | will just show, there are at least four separate reasons why it is not the proper
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vehicle. It's not the proper vehicle for at least four independent mathematical reasons. And the bottom
line of those reasons is that human language is so inherently limited. So we could have an ideal human
language but it cannot convey God-like thoughts. Because God-like thoughts are, by definition,
infinite and they reflect a certain mode of thinking that cannot be expressed by the vehicle of the
human language. And let me give you, if that's ok, let me give you four reasons. The first one is very
simple and it's agreed to by all religions, including religions of the (audio unclear). It is what is called

in mathematics Tarski’s theorem or the undefinability theorem, which very simply states that the proof

of any statement cannot be possibly made from inside the language that makes the statement. It's very
easy to understand if I tell you, "This car is blue," | cannot prove from inside the English language that
the car is blue. | need external corroboration, which is quite obvious. The second proof is a little bit
more subtle, but it's exactly the same thing as the Mercator projection in map-making. In map-making,
if you want to degrade by one dimension, you massively warp and distort the map that you're trying to
convey. If you look at the map of the world on Mercator, or for that matter any other projection, the
point which is the pole becomes actually as long as the equator. So something rips. It's like if you were
going to flatten an orange upon a table — something rips, and by the process of ripping you sustain a
huge loss of meaning of the data that's being conveyed. Look at any Mercator map on the wall.
Greenland is actually less than 1/4 of the size of Australia. Any map of the world shows Greenland
bigger than Australia. And so on and so forth. And that's just by going down one dimension. And if
you go by two dimensions you would have to project onto a segment and all would be lost. Now let
me give you an example with language. If you're going to want to say, for instance, you're going to
want to translate into normal language Einstein's works that space and time are the same thing; you're
going to write a book about Einsteinian physics and you're going to entitle the book Space-Time. Now
that's wrong. You have actually prioritised space over time by writing space-time. And now you try
the other way round- Time-Space- same problem. And finally you hit upon the solution which is to go
up by one dimension and write it in a loop. And when you write space-time in a loop you have no
priority; no first and no second element. And by going up two elements you have solved a problem of
something that you couldn't properly express in the English language, because of its linearity. And to
demonstrate that this linearity is true, try to tell your publisher over the phone that you write space-
time on the front of your book, you can't. You have to write meta-data, which means you have to
explain how to do it, because the language doesn't allow you to that. And if you are talking of an
infinite mind expressing God-like thoughts, you multiply this by infinity. You're not having 2-d down
to 1-d, you're having infinity-d down to 1-d — which is the language that is used in ancient texts. Now
let me give you a third reason. There exists a well-known phenomenon which is called emergence.

Emergence is that whenever any constituent element to something becomes very big — not necessarily
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infinite — then you have all kinds of totally unpredictable phenomena that start happening. And when
left alone. When things become infinite then you have a plethora of inherently unpredictable things
that start happening. So for an 1Q of 100 or 200 or 300, trying to second guess or to understand an 1Q
equivalent of infinity, simply the simple phenomenon of emergence cannot let you do that. And,
really, if you had a . . . | hate the word prophet, but if you had a soothsayer or a translator of what the
Godhead says, he or she would fall victim to the dimensional issue that | was talking on earlier. So you
cannot get out of it. And the last element — there are more — but the last element | would like to quote
here. Apart from the undefinability theorem, apart from the dimensional issue which is un-crackable,
apart from the phenomenon of emergence which you cannot possibly predict or foretell, there's also
the phenomenon — very often in human religion — of circular reasoning. In other words, and to
caricature it: "It's true because the Bible says it's true." And I've seen that in my classes, in my Sunday
classes. | have heard a lot of those arguments. And | find it a pity that we are still there in the 21°
century because that gives ammunition to the Richard Dawkins set, if you like, who deny any
spirituality even though there’s overwhelming proof out there that there is such a thing as spirituality.
There is such a thing as higher dimensions and everything. All those things give ammunition to this set
of people who cast scorn and aspersion on anybody who has a spiritual component to knock it, scoff at
it, say that it's all delusions, liars and straw that weaker minds are clutching at. And | find it very, very
problematic and very regrettable that this be the case. And what | want to say, if we do not move into a
rational intelligent type of spirituality, spirituality will lose the debate in the coming decades, let alone

the 22™ century. And that will be a huge loss for humankind.

HVE: Ok. | want to get into the conclusions you draw in the book, about God's attributes. Some are
quite classical, some widely accepted, at least if you have a religion, like all-knowingness,
almightiness. But some are quite surprising. Could you maybe elaborate on those, the surprising

conclusions you draw?
CR: Which one?
HVE: The one, for example, about God being present in everything.

CR: That's very good. That exactly another, for me, absolutely essential proofs that the use of
mathematics is indispensable. The debate between what was called immanence or transcendence has
been a debate that has gone on for a very long time. But it has never been settled by theologians. And
you have two schools of thought. So in all religions some think that God is everywhere, and some
think that, if God exists, that God is in a privileged realm, somewhere, a heaven and only forays into
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lesser realms or other areas, when needed. The problem is, you can analyse that mathematically and on
the basis of theoretical physics. And the analysis is not entirely obvious because you have to analyse
time first. How could . . . . If God is not present anywhere, then if God would want to cast an eye on
something that happened it would have to go back in time and there are all sorts of issues. But the
demonstration that you get from that is that there is a stark mathematical contradiction between saying
that a God would be all-powerful and omniscient — in other words all-knowing — and the fact that it
would have Godly attributes. So it would actually negate the Godly attributes. So you cannot have it
both ways. The possibility of God, of which mathematics itself — for reasons which I'll go into in a
minute — cannot actually determine . . . . If there is a God then that God must, if it is going to be divine
— in other words if it's going to actually have the attributes that are reputed to be its attributes by
religions and spirituality, that actually constitute its very essence of being God, its very Godhood —
then it must be present everywhere. And if you speculate, there are ways that this is totally compatible
with the current world. | believe that the image of a personal God is not possible for all sorts of
reasons. It’s not a bearded man in the sky or some equivalent of that. It's not possible. But what is
possible is that it's a higher dimensional mind that actually moves through space-time in such a way as
creating something that is not entirely circumscribed, and there would be reasons for that. Surprisingly
— something that very few non-mathematicians appreciate fully — you can actually grow infinity.
Infinity per se is not simply infinity. You can actually grow infinity. And if you do have an infinite
God, put yourself in its shoes for two minutes and look what happens. You have basically two
solutions. You can just soar upon nothingness and everything. The cost of that is that you are going to
become a static God, and if that happens you are actually going to lose some of your divinity. Because
what you're going to become is a curator of something that is becoming a museum universe. You
know the past, the future, you know the extension of space-time everywhere and nothing ever
fundamentally changes. So you are infinite, but you're an infinite museum curator because nothing
changes. So your option out of that, and the thing that will preserve and uphold your divinity, your
Godhood, is actually to have a universe that can grow. And the universe that can grow is not a trivial
proposition. You will find, if you analyse in certain ways, you will find that you cannot grow it in
certain dimensions: you can certainly grow it in a three dimensional space or +1 dimension time, but
there are certain dimensions that are closed to you. And that is quite compatible, in some ways, with
one of the advances in cosmology. You know that in cosmology a lot of very reputable physicists have
tried to understand the Big Bang. And there’s many scenarios that actually give rise to a Big Bang.
Many totally different scenarios that would lead to our seeing the Big Bang the way we see it. But it
could be quantum fluctuation in a parent universe; it could be colliding super-brains in a 5-d space-

time; it could be the existence of time before itself; it could be the bouncing universes and the
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bouncing universes have different ways of happening — there’s the Penrose way, there are some other

ways. But what all of those scenarios have in common, in our quest to understand the Big Bang, is that
they all require something to have been there before the Big Bang. So the best minds both in
cosmology, in information theory, in many different ways, tried to understand and tried to work out
how the Big Bang can happen from absolute nothingness. And the results were extremely interesting.
The only plausible scenario was that the Big Bang could happen out of nothingness only if the
disembodied laws of mathematics — so at least some disembodied laws of mathematics — existed prior
anyway. So you come to a road where even if a Big Bang as we know it didn't come from something
material — such as a false vacuum, such as a prior universe, such as anything — it came from this
incarnate mind. Because another way of proving it, with wave functions etc., the mathematical laws in
that case would be alive. So you come to a possibility that the whole universe is actually part of . . . . If
I may express it that way — it sounds terribly religious — and that's for lack of a better word . . . . But
the whole universe including your cup of coffee, the pen, a galaxy somewhere is part of the body of
God. So that leads to a place where what we call God is not somebody personal, is not somebody
judgemental, but it's somebody alive, that has a possibility of disincarnate existence, that lets universes
happen for very specific reasons. And those specific reasons are to grow, to grow infinity itself. And
then we have a reconcilable of image of spirituality and science. And this is the only way that | see a
place, the only proper way where we can reconcile the two. And all of a sudden, all of the sciences that
were banished, such as studies — as you may be aware there's a lot of studies on altered states of
consciousness and so on. And all those studies are pooh-poohed by modern science because they are
all afraid that it's going to link them with religions with funny hats, with judgementalisms, with
associations with books that were basically the Stephen King novels of 2000 years ago and when there
was no understanding of anything, at a time when very, very few people knew how to write and they
wrote what they could. They thought that earthquakes were the acts of God, they thought that diseases
were the acts of God, etc., etc. And to become associated with that, of course, it's a sure-fire killer in
careers of science — as it should be. But the problem is we are stuck there right now. We are stuck in
this rut where we either have the Isis people or we have the Richard Dawkins, and both of them have
areas that they call no-go. It is haram — or whatever the word is — in certain regions to ask questions.
It’s forbidden in almost all of them. Science does kind-of the same thing. When confronted with things
it cannot explain under the current science, scientists sweep it under the rug as well. And take all the
conflicts on earth today. They fundamentally all arise from that. And we're not talking something that
is not massive. We have massive conflicts. We have people who suffer immensely, like all those girls
subjected to female circumcision because of ancient texts and everything. And we seem to be stuck in

this course. And we have very many people who have experienced something that they can't explain.
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And the explanations of Richard Dawkins just do not wash with them. So what do they do? They go
back to those who say they know better, although they do not, and that perpetuates the cycle and the
stand-off where we are stuck right now. The stand-off. And what I'm trying to say, we need to move
forward. This is the 21 century. We need to free ourselves from spiritual reliance on ancient texts.
And there's no justification where those ancient texts should be deemed as being the corner-stones of
modern-day religions — absolutely not. And you can prove they're not suitable for the job. But we
should also move from where that leads science to, which is wholesale rejection of whole areas of
human knowledge. And we're stuck, we're not moving, which is the reason why | wrote this book,
which is my second book in the understanding of the nature of reality. And, again, if you believe in
God you believe in a totally different reality than if you don't. If you believe in materiality, as in
Avistotelian physicalism, then you believe in a form of the universe that other people do not believe in.
And the whole point of the book is to say the force and the strength of mathematics is that it can
actually analyse that intelligently, and enable progress.

HVE: Ok, thank you. We 're running out of time here. Time flies . . . . One last question, because it will
be on people's minds, is the existential question. You refrain from answering it in the book, so you

reach a limit there.

CR: Yes. It will be part of my next book. Very quickly, I'll try to tell you where | come from. Three
hundred years ago we didn’t know where earthquakes, where lightening etc. came from. We had no
idea, we didn't understand atoms, electricity, tectonic plates, microbes. We're still very close to that.
The cutting edge of science has to do with wave functions. And things like this are not very well-
known now, but that will actually further our understanding. And in the book I'm quoting somebody
who’s actually atheistic, who's a very well-known university professor in the US, who says we must
define God in a certain way. And as she explains it — and | explain part of it in the book — the question:
“Do you believe in God?” is meaningless. You have to define your terms. You have to define what
God is. And my next book will try to answer this in the light of modern science. And we have to shed
our preconceptions on everything. And I think we can actually come close to a definition that would
be acceptable to most people, and in which we would say, “Well yes. This does exist.” And this can be
construed as actually being a Godhead, and it has to be defined. And it's got nothing to do with the
personal God of the Abrahamic regions. But it has to do with the fact that there is something there that
we're not seeing at the moment, and with the fact that to appreciate that, and to begin — to use an old
phrase — to touch the face of God, we have to have enhanced our knowledge, not simply to atoms,
electricity, tectonic plates and bacteria but a lot more. And this is what science worldwide is in the

process of doing. It will take us | believe another 200-300-400 years but we will get there. We
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shouldn't jJump the gun by saying we know already. No, we're still in the process of building up our

arsenal of knowledge tools that will let us put our arms around the concept.
HVE: Ok. Thank you. I'm afraid that's all the time we have. Thank you so much.

CR: My pleasure. Thank you for your time.
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