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More Thoughtson Light, Matter, Space & Time
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ABSTRACT
Space is precisely that place for me where | amlhbam everywhere in the universe, then there
will be no such place left for me any more, andsthwill be spaceless. When there will be space
for me, there will also be time. Because in thateci will be possible for me to move from the
place where | am to the place where | am not aod there will be two events, one before, and
one after; this will constitute time for me. Butgéase | am everywhere in the universe, no such
occasion can ever arise, and so there will beme for me. But if the universe as a whole is in
some super-space or hyperspace, then again thiélgeveipace and time for it, but in that case it
will no longer be The Whole. Thus The Whole, byinigébn, will always be spaceless and
timeless. It is this, and this only, that can beaeely naturally. The light, not being The Whole,
but still possessing its two said properties, givesertainty that The Whole exists. The reason as
to why God is spaceless and timeless is that iteraot be anything outside God.
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Light, Matter, Space & Time

What does the light want to impress upon us? lr@sges upon us that the world we experience
is some sort of an illusion, a maya. That is whyewkwve will posit that the distance between any
two points in space is some billion light-yearsvitl show that this distance is not actually that

much, but zero. Similarly if we posit that the tirdéference between the occurrences of two
events is some billion years, it will again shovattlactually no time has elapsed between the
occurrences of these two events. But what purposs il want to serve by showing that our day-
to-day experienced world is such an illusion?

According to the scientific view, there cannot by apace and time (reference frame at rest)
without matter (rest mass). Similarly, there canp®tany matter without space and time. If this
scientific view is correct, then space, time andterappeared simultaneously after the big bang.
When they will be gone again, they will also be g@multaneously. As there cannot be any
space and time without matter, so there was ncespad no time when there was no matter, that
is, at t = 0. But scientists have also shown tina¢ itan become extinct only at the speed of light.
So, when t = 0, there was light. Thus, before #gifnmning, there was light.

Physicists have shown that space, time and mattesa interlinked that there cannot be any
space and time without matter. Similarly there cdaribve any matter without space and time. Let
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us call this statement (A). If (A) is scientificalcorrect, from this also we can come to the
conclusion that volume of the universe is zero.

Physicists have also shown that total matter ofuthigerse is zero. They have shown that total
energy of the universe is zero. So total massetittiverse will also be zero due to energy-mass
equivalence. Matter has mass. So, if total maghefuniverse is zero, then total matter of the
universe will obviously be zero. But from (A) werne to know that there cannot be any space
and time without matter. Therefore, if total matéthe universe is zero, then total space of the
universe will also have to be zero. Similarly tdiaie of the universe will also have to be zero.

This is only because there cannot be any spacdirmedvithout matter. Universe as a whole is

therefore spaceless, timeless and immaterial.

When scientists say that total matter of the us@eas zero, they do not mean to say that there is
no matter in the universe. Only that sum-total lbttee matter of the universe is zero. Similarly
when we say that total space of the universe is, zee do not mean to say that there is no space
in the universe. Only that sum-total of all the gpaf the universe is zero. But if the sum-total of
all the space of the universe is zero, volume ef tihiverse is also zero because volume is
nothing but total space.

So, either (A) is scientifically incorrect. Or, iif is not, then volume of the universe is indeed
zero. One of the predictions of God-hypothesith& volume of the entire universe must be
found to be zero. And we find that it is indeedazérhis gives us one more reason to believe that
God-hypothesis is true.

Zero-volume Universe

Let us suppose that the volume of the universetzero. As volume indicates total space, so in
that case total space of the universe will notdr®.zAs there will be space, so there will also be
time, because as per Einstein's theory of relgtsptace and time cannot be thought of separately.
As the universe as a whole will have space and,tsoghe universe will contain some matter
also, because there cannot be any space and titmeuvmatter. So our conclusion is this: if the
volume of the universe is not zero, then neither ttital matter of the universe is zero. But as
scientists say that the total matter of the unwasszero, so in order that it can be zero, the
volume of the universe will also have to be zero.

If total matter of the universe is zero, multivetseory is definitely false. If the multiverse thgo

is true, our universe is not the only universeyahare billions of other universes, perhaps an
infinite number of them, out there. Our universdl wihen be a member universe of that

multiverse occupying a tiny space within it. Sojtitan now be shown that our universe as a
whole does not occupy any space at all, then tHaverse theory will be falsified.

Physicists have already shown that the total maitethe universe is zero. Let us call this
statement (A). Physicists have also shown thatesgame and matter are so interlinked that there
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cannot be any space and time without matter. Silpithere cannot be any matter without space
and time. So, when there will be space and timerethvill also be matter there along with that
space and time; and conversely, when there witldospace and time, there will be no matter.

Similarly, when there will be some matter, therd also be space and time there along with that
matter; and conversely, when there will be no matkere will not be any space and time. Let us
call this statement (B).

If (A) and (B) are scientifically correct, then frothese we can show that the universe as a whole
does not occupy any space. Let us how supposghnaniverse as a whole occupies some space
in some hyper-space or super-space. Somethingotbee of which is zero, cannot occupy any
space, simply because its volume is zero. So sangethat occupies some space will have
certain volume, whatever that volume may be. Tleeebur universe occupying some space in
hyper-space or super-space will also have cert@imwe, and thus its total space-content will not
be zero. So the total matter-content of the uneve@nnot be exactly zero in that case, because
from (B) above we have already come to know thatetcannot be any space and time without
matter. If its volume was exactly zero, then ornytotal space-content would have been zero.
And in that case only its total matter-content wibliave been zero.

As | have already explained something having zetame cannot occupy any space. But as this
is not the case in our example, and as the uniasse whole occupies some space, so its total
matter-content cannot be zero. But scientists faneady shown that the total matter-content of
the universe is zero. So, if (A) is true, then theverse as a whole cannot occupy any space.
Something occupies some space means it is in spatesTherefore we can also say that as a
whole the universe cannot be in any space.

But, if the multiverse theory is true, then ourvwarse as a whole will be in some space within the
hyper-space or super-space of the multiverse.dhdase the total matter-content of our universe
will not be zero. So, either (A) is false; or (B)false; or both (A) and (B) are false. But if
neither (A) nor (B) is false, the multiverse the@ylefinitely false.

In brief, if the volume of the universe is zerognhits total space is zero, and in that case dsly i
total matter will be zero. But if its volume is pethen our universe cannot occupy any space in
some super-space or hyper-space of the multiveirs@]y because its volume is zero. So, if total
matter of the universe is zero, then the multivéinsery is definitely false.

In most of the recent origin-theories provided bg scientists the so-called void is treated as a
real void. But treating that void as a real voiduiees an absolute certainty regarding the non-
existence of God. But this absolute certainty thesgentists do not possess, as will be evident
from the following statement made by Victor J Sem@n atheistic scientist, in connection with
his review of the book “Who made God?” written bgdar Andrews, a British chemist, “I
simply say that God is not needed as part of anstieg models but make clear that, if the
evidence should require it, science should be réadgclude supernatural causes. If anything,
Andrews should appreciate that, unlike most saéti allow for the possibility that we may not
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always be able to explain everything purely natur&urrently we can, but | cannot predict the
future.” (whomadegod.org/2011/06/victor-stengeniespto-who-made-god/)

So here he confesses that they may not always Ieet@texplain everything purely naturally,
which means that they are not absolutely certamutithe non-existence of God. This further
implies that they can neither be absolutely certiaat the void is a real void. So these scientists
should know that all their origin-theories may betthe real truth.

TheWhole

Here we will speculate about an entity which wel wéme “The Whole”, or in brief, TW.
Scientists have speculated earlier, they are sa@oeglnow, and they will speculate in future also.
So we are also fully entitled to speculate, and dur birth-right to speculate! Definition of this
TW will be this: it is an entity outside of whichdre cannot be anything; no space, no time, no
matter, simply nothing. Here it may be asked ashether such an entity can exist at all. But this
question is absolutely irrelevant here, becausehesxe already written that we are simply
speculating here, and nothing else. If such anyeexists, then we can examine what will be the
properties of this entity.

As it will be neither in space nor in time, so itlvaave no space and no time, and thus it will be
spaceless and timeless purely naturally, or simbglgefault. It will have three other properties
also purely naturally, e.g., changelessness, inatitgrtand immobility, but for our present
purpose they are not so relevant, and so | willgminto detail here as to how TW will have
these three properties. Rather | will concentrateits two properties of spacelessness and
timelessness only.

We have seen that TW will have these two propenely naturally, and we can say that
nothing else other than TW can have these two ptiepein this way. For any other entity to
have these two properties purely naturally it @io have to be neither in space nor in time, that
is, it will have to be another TW. But there candmdy one TW, because being the whole it will
engulf everything, and thus outside of it therd é nothing else that can be another TW. Thus
we come to the conclusion that there can be onéy B, and that other than this TW nothing
else can have the two said properties purely niftudut despite this we find that the light,
although it is not TW (why it is not TW has beermpkned below), still has these two properties
of spacelessness and timelessness. For some mysteégasons both space and time become
unreal for the light, and thus it finds itself &t in space nor in time. Here we see that the ligh
is in the same situation as that of TW, because i3\&lso neither in space nor in time. But
whereas for TW this situation is quite natural,&ese being TW it cannot have anything outside
it, for the light this situation is not so natura&cause the light is not TW.

The light is only one entity among many others ezitbreated by someone, or originated from
something, and so, the light can in no way be dall¢/, and thus the light cannot have those two
properties in any natural way. Whereas in caseWftfiere is nothing outside it, in case of the
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light this is not so, because in most of the célseentire universe is lying outside it. Thus, quit
unlike TW the light is placed both in space antinme, and so, its properties of spacelessness and
timelessness are also not natural. There is a dongpeeason for TW to be spaceless and
timeless, because being neither in space nor ia iircan in no way be other than these; but for
the light there is no such compelling reason.

The light could also have been neither spacelestimeless, because about the light it cannot be
said that it is neither in space nor in time. Bebajh in space and in time, there is no natural
reason as to why it will have to be spaceless andléss, but in spite of that we find that it is
having these two properties. Therefore we can camieckhat these two properties of the light
have not naturally arisen in it. Not being natutahust have received these two properties from
some other external source, and this external satan only be TW, because only TW can have
these properties purely naturally.

The light could also have received its two progartirom some external source other than TW
(say A), but A not being TW would also have to reeghese properties from another source
(say B), and then B would have to receive its prijge from another source (say C), and so on
ad infinitum. So it is better to assume that tig@tihas received its properties directly from TW,
and in this way we can avoid an infinite regressibhus the properties of spacelessness and
timelessness of the light compels us to conclude TRV exists, as it is the only source that can
have the two said properties purely naturally. Moty that, this TW must have to have
consciousness also, as otherwise it will be impbesdior it to impart its own properties to the
light in any conceivable way. This conscious TWaaé God.

If I am placed within space and time, and if | ammo artificial way deprived of them, then there
is no apparent reason as to why | will lack anycspand time. Therefore there is no apparent
reason as to why | will be spaceless and timelEss.same logic also equally applies to the light
as well. But this very simple logic the atheistd fa understand. Perhaps they do not want to
understand it willingly, because once they undecsis then they will have no other option but
to admit that God is real. So what are we to dahis situation? We will have to go on
hammering till the entire atheistic world can bedmaonvinced that there is a God.

Conclusion

Space is precisely that place for me where | amlhbam everywhere in the universe, then there
will be no such place left for me any more, andsthwill be spaceless. When there will be space
for me, there will also be time. Because in thatec# will be possible for me to move from the
place where | am to the place where | am not aod there will be two events, one before, and
one after; this will constitute time for me. Butgéase | am everywhere in the universe, no such
occasion can ever arise, and so there will beme for me. But if the universe as a whole is in
some super-space or hyperspace, then again thieteeveipace and time for it, but in that case it
will no longer be The Whole. Thus The Whole, byinigbn, will always be spaceless and
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timeless. It is this, and this only, that can beuaeely naturally. The light, not being The Whole,
but still possessing its two said properties, givesertainty that The Whole exists.

The reason as to why God is spaceless and timslésat there cannot be anything outside God.
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