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Abstract 

The ontological separation of the behavior of matter from the matter itself, 

exposes a vast array of analytic and information processing implicit in the 
laws of physics, but otherwise not recognized as such. When the previously 
implicit information processing is made explicit, those resources essential to 
operate Quantum Mechanics are reified as the Quantum Determination 
Mechanism (QDM). It then allows the assumption of additional but presently 
unknown concepts to remove the indeterminacy derived from the Uncertainty 
Principle. This conceptual framework offers the QDM to explain the teleonomy 
necessary to make Evolution plausible and makes evident its homology to 
Consciousness in the mind-body problem. Because it is only a restructuring 
of the metaphysics of Quantum Mechanics and therefore remains tightly 
coupled to it, it may be a more acceptable approach than alternatives. 
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Introduction 

Panpsychism must come from Quantum Mechanics 

In the mind-body problem discourse, panpsychism is the current 

preferred idea (Strawson, 2015/6). Cartesian material dualism, mind 

as separate non-material substance, has been out of favor for 

centuries because it is intellectually disjoint from physics (Israel, 

2001). Materialism has lost favor in recent years as people 'face up to' 

the fact that there is no real way to imagine how the phenomenal 
reality of consciousness can arise without any antecedent (Chalmers, 

1995). Panpsychism remains as the only alternative (Strawson, 2024). 
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Panpsychism exists in many varieties (Goff et al., 2022). The essential 

feature is the existence in all matter of something which is 'proto-
psych' in that it possesses the most minimal essence of consciousness 

from which can be assembled ultimately in humans into the 

Consciousness we experience. It is impossible to define that essence 

as it is fundamental (Schrödinger & Österreichische, 1984). The most 

minimal features of a panpsychist concept are that it is in intimate 
association with all matter, it is some kind of information about 

matter, the ability to process the information, and the power to control 

the matter. 

Regardless of the philosophical nuance, if panpsychism is asserted by 

fiat because it is philosophically necessary, it remains unconnected to 

all other knowledge about reality, physics. If and only if panpsychism 
can be connected to physics does it have authority. To have real 

meaning, panpsychism must be viable in Quantum Mechanics. 

 

Hidden Quantum Mechanics 

The physics of Quantum Mechanics is firmly established, has not only 
withstood multiple challenges but is accurate to as many decimal 

places as it can be tested (Conlon et al., 2023). In contrast, the 

metaphysics of Quantum Mechanics remains problematic (Weinberg, 

2017). The problem is manifest in the most widely utilized 

metaphysics, the Copenhagen interpretation using the Born Rule, 

because it rests on the quicksand of a probabilistic, a random, 
mechanism (Hansson, 2023). In the Copenhagen metaphysics, a 

specific particular data occurs as a random result within a constrained 

probability distribution. Any one particular specific data is 'random', 

a synonym for 'I don't know'. 

Einstein, and countless others, were and are not happy with that 
answer. He famously said, "I am ... convinced [God] does not play dice" 

(Einstein & Born, 1971). But neither he nor anyone else has 

discovered the rule that 'God' uses. Bohr, author of the Copenhagen 

interpretation, was willing to simply accept the limits of what was 

humanly knowable (Bohr, 1949). Caught between the fact that it 

works perfectly, but in some way that is fundamentally 
incomprehensible, the general solution has been to drop the topic, and 

"Shut up and calculate" (Mermin, 2004). That has produced glorious 

physics but ineffective metaphysics. 

Does QM, especially its current metaphysical problems, offer an 

opportunity to find, to understand within the context of physics, the 
'primordial antecedent' that supports panpsychism? Von Weizsäcker 

denied that the Copenhagen interpretation asserted "What cannot be 

observed does not exist." Instead, he suggested that the Copenhagen 

interpretation follows the principle "What is observed certainly exists; 

about what is not observed we are still free to make suitable 

assumptions. We use that freedom to avoid paradoxes" (Weizsäcker, 
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1986). In that spirit, assume that QM has a mechanism for specifically 

determining 'the transition from the potential to the actual' (Kistler, 
2018) and call that mechanism the 'Quantum Determination 

Mechanism' (QDM). 

To facilitate the search for the QDM, begin with the removal of the 

ontology of behavior of matter from the ontology of the matter itself. 

The QDM is now the thing that determines for a particle in which 
quantum state it is and will be. What is revealed about the QDM from 

observing what it does? Use the observable results to infer properties 

of a mechanism which is intrinsically not observable and apparently 

significantly incomprehensible. The non-observable is standard 

theoretical physics (Dyson, 2007). What is different here is that it is, 

at least in part, incomprehensible. It follows no defined rule. Following 
von Weizsäcker, consider 'suitable assumptions' to avoid the 'paradox' 

that reality, with all its complex structure, up to and including the 

human brain, is the product of a fundamentally incomprehensible 

'random' process, and that matter devoid of any proto-psych attribute 

can produce human consciousness. 

 

The Existential Essential 

Information 

A QDM is not matter. It is not a simple property of matter. It 

is information, the processing of information and the utilization of 

information. The metaphysical understanding of Information is wildly 
diverse (Krzanowski, 2025). As used here, the QDM is 

the reified embodiment of the behavior of matter. It exists as an entity 

interactive with the material world, but it is not matter. The ontology 

of the QDM, conceptualized as an 'information thing', is itself not 

simple. This conceptualization could be called dualist, since the 
QDM exists and is not matter (Ryle, 2002). However, in total 

distinction and contrast to Cartesian dualism, it is not asserted as the 

expression of first-person experience. Alternatively, the QDM derived 

totally from the materialism of QM, applicable to all matter, is 

materialism. Nor is it the hyper-abstract, unchanging ideal of Platonic 

ontology nor Aristotelian-Thomist hylomorphism (Larenz, 2013). It is 
not Russellian Monism (Alter & Nagasawa, 2012) which evades the 

explicit separate ontology of consciousness, but with the proto-psych 

feature revealed in all matter, and in that sense is clearly a variety of 

panpsychism (Chalmers, 2002). The ontology of non-observable 

entities (e.g., quarks, black holes), derived as the most parsimonious 
understanding of observable physics, is accepted (Kuhn, 1962). The 

QDM conforms fully with Burgin's Ontological Principles for 

Information. Most explicitly, it meets by definition Principle 1, local 

representation, and Principle 2, causal interactions with matter 

(Burgin, 2009). 
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The QDM is defined as a thing that carries out The Laws of Physics. 

Those Laws are independent of time and space. Therefore, the 
generality of the QDM exists outside time and space but has an 

interface with time and space through which information can flow. The 

non-material QDM has all the information regarding the matter and 

controls it. This metaphysical maneuver changes not one iota of the 

physics. Nevertheless, separating the ontologies implicitly reifies the 
totally abstract QM, the Laws of Physics, into a thing which makes the 

matter obey those laws. 

 

Awareness and Free Will in the QDM 

The existential necessity is that the reified QDM, which is itself not the 

particle itself, possesses the information that the particle exists and 
that it controls the particle. These are the two characteristics a proto-

psych entity as required by panpsychism. It possesses the two most 

essential properties and is relatively otherwise undefined. Those same 

properties, as assembled and experienced in human life, and as 

discussed in the mind-body philosophy, are called Awareness and Free 
Will. These features of the QDM, together with the cognitive and 

analytic methods implied by the need to implement the laws of 

physics, are the raw material with which to construct a QM-based 

model of human consciousness. With no need to alter any detail, nor 

to add anything to QM, if the implementation of QM is removed from 

disembodied abstract laws and reified as a QDM, there is no need to 
add a proto-psych feature; rather, it is revealed to have been there 

from the beginning. 

 

QDM in Physics 

Physical Dimensions of Information Flow 

The central feature of this approach is that the QDM is ontologically 

not the particle, and the particle is not ontologically the QDM. 

Therefore, they interact. The interaction is the passage of information. 

By making that passage of information explicit, rather than hidden 

and implicit in the merged ontology, the information processing 

already latent in the laws of physics is explicit, and with that, what 
opportunities there are to remove the random features. The 

information passed from the particle to the QDM is its current 

quantum state. The QDM needs this information in order to decide if 

any or which change to make. The information passed from the QDM 

to the particle is what will be its quantum state in the next moment. 
This is continuous bidirectional transfer of effective information. 

In order to understand the QDM better, what if any internal structure 

does its association with matter impose on the QDM? When two or 

more particles have significant interactions (i.e., atomic or chemical 

bonding) for a period of time, then for that period of time, their 
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behavior in QM is intimately interdependent such that they function 

as a single QDM. That is, while the particles remain separate, the 
nexus of information about them (their quantum states), the 

informational processes necessary to determine what will happen 

next, the information transferred to the particles to implement any 

changes, are all so intertwined as to represent a single informational 

unit. Similarly, should they interact with yet more matter, those QDMs 
would merge. Should the particles dissociate, the QDM would split. 

However, there is in QM no natural absolute limit to the interaction of 

particles. In some super-infinitesimal sense, everything can be said to 

influence everything. However, the precision of working QM rests on 

the routine assumption that the theoretically valid but super-

infinitesimal effects can be safely ignored without loss of real-world 
utility and accuracy, summarized as Bohr's 'Correspondence Principle' 

(Rynasiewicz, 2013). Therefore, two pieces of matter with only 

infinitesimal interactions may be said to be managed by 'unitary but 

separate' QDM. Thus, it is essential to conceive of instantaneous and 

fluid grouping of the QDM according to the reality of the situation. 
When the raw physical structure of matter changes, so must its QDM. 

At the macroscopic level, when a piece of matter divides, each part has 

a separate QDM. This possibility to conceptually merge and separate 

the QDMs at the macroscopic level is the interface of QM and Classical 

Physics. 

Under ordinary circumstances, a particle in Quantum Mechanics (QM) 
does not live in isolation or near isolation. Therefore, not only must 

the QDM include information on the current state of its matter, but 

also of its extended environment, including the effects of the extended 

region that are weak but not infinitesimal. In these interactions, the 

analysis may usefully skip this massive specific complexity for one or 
another specific purposes, relying on classical and chemical concepts, 

but that does not mean the QM specificity does not exist, and that the 

specificity may be central to other issues. There is no necessity nor 

reason to believe the QDM does not include every detail. 

 

Implementing the Laws of Physics by a QDM 

Obviously, the QDM must also at least have the most minimal 

additional capacities sufficient to implement the known laws of 

physics. Consider the classic double-slit experiment. We may divide 

QDM into an unknown part which may be predominant for the first 

particles and the Schrödinger wave equation part which must become 
more controlling of the aggregate result as the number of particles 

increases. In any particular moment (or experiment), the total function 

contains a component universal in all particulars, the law of physics, 

and an idiosyncratic component. 

To meet the second part without violating the first part, the QDM must 

implement something functionally equivalent to the Kolmogorov–
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Smirnov test (Engineering Statistics Handbook, 2025) to know where 

to place the next particle to continue to get closer to the predetermined 
correct continuous distribution. The K-S test will not yield a unique 

result. And for any one particle, the QDM placement may include to a 

significant degree some other factors such that the placement appears 

random to current analysis. Nevertheless, the aggregate collection of 

placements must approach the Schrödinger requirements. The QDM 
data must also include when this experiment started, what it has 

already done, produce the distribution that it must progressively 

approximate, and calculate the divergence of each interim data set 

from the continuous distribution. It must include the experimental 

apparatus, including the distance from the source of particles to the 

double-slit screen, the distance between the slits, the distance to the 
detector, etc. The requirement that the QDM conform to the known 

part of QM is in fact a very demanding information processing task. 

 

QDM Fluidity in Space 

This array of computational and analytic properties attributed here in 
this QDM formulation is not a new fact. It was always there but 

previously described as "matter obeys the laws of physics." The 

difference between 'localizing' it to the laws of physics versus the QDM 

is that in the former it is seen as the innate order of the universe 

(Wigner, 1960) and in the latter as one element within the 

universe doing it. 

Indeed, the QDM, even before it determines what changes to make or 

not make, must include all the laws of physics that constrain its 

alternatives. Therefore, the QDM has a vast cognition. It is beyond 

even speculation to understand such a QDM process in any detail. 

However, a number of important particular cases suggest the 
dynamics of QDM is anything but simple or classical. Two situations 

are of singular significance: entanglement and the measurement 

problem. Entanglement, especially as conceptualized in the EPR 

gedanken experiment (Einstein, Podolsky, & Rosen, 1935), makes two 

points about QDM fluidity. Most famously, simple physical distance 

does not necessarily allow simple separation of the QDM of these 
particles. 

This discussion began with what is called the measurement problem 

of QM. If, when, why, and how the intrinsic uncertainty of QM is 

pseudo-resolved into the clarity of the observable classical world of 

human experience by a random process. This built into the 
Copenhagen Interpretation is the vexing apparent paradox of the 

simultaneous existence in reality of all the alternative potential results 

(Vaidman, 2021) until there is an unexplained collapse of the wave 

function (Bassi et al., 2013). This can be removed in the QDM concept 

simply by saying it decides immediately without any implication of any 

further detail beyond that decision itself. There never was 
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indeterminacy and therefore no resultant ambiguity and then no 

opportunity for the paradox of simultaneous existence of multiple 
alternative results. The paradox is replaced by an assumption. 

 

QDM in Evolution 

The Body 

The mind-body problem is usually discussed as if all the problem was 
on the mind side. What is consciousness? But there was an equal 

problem on the Body, brain, side. How did it come to pass that such a 

complicated structure as the human brain came into existence? This 

is no less a problem for Panpsychism than for any other 

understanding. If, as Panpsychism claims, Proto-psych is everywhere, 

why is full psych restricted to Human brains? Why and how does the 
proto-psych get 'assembled' into full psych? On the Brain side, the 

question is, why and how does disordered matter get 'assembled' into 

the complex specificity of the Brain? 

Evolution is usually understood in two phases: the first stage, 

abiogenesis, the formation of single-cell organisms from a primeval 
mush devoid of even complex molecules, and a second stage, 

speciation, the development of progressively more complex species, 

ultimately, human beings. Both are said to be driven by some variety 

of spontaneous random variation and the resulting population culled 

and shaped by some variant of natural selection. The documentation 

of the historical evolution of speciation is absolute, but abiogenesis is 
substantially without historical data. Without a non-random 

mechanism, abiogenesis would be "a stupendously improbable 

chemical outcome whose likelihood of repetition would be virtually 

zero" (Pross & Pascal, 2013). In speciation, the concept that 

spontaneous random variation would provide a sufficient variety of 
alternatives from which natural selection may choose is credible but 

problematic. The variety of theoretical non-random mechanisms of 

variation proposed is clear testament to its perceived improbability 

(Walker, Packard, & Cody, 2017). 

 

Random is Improbable 

The paradoxes resulting from the pure probability in the Born rule 

have been replaced with the assumption of a QDM to be specific. The 

resources intrinsic to the QDM to give specificity have been identified. 

The specificity itself remains unknown. Therefore, we must focus on a 

specific paradox we seek to avoid in order to make further 'appropriate 
assumptions'. The paradox is why and how did an apparently random 

process of matter produce the highly non-random structure of the 

human brain and with that material brain produce the highly non-

material reality of human consciousness; to move from the 

"stupendously improbable" to the fully plausible. 
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The additional 'suitable assumptions' needed to 'avoid the 

improbability of Evolution paradox' must be formulated with a 
generality of applicability to apply equally well to the disorder of the 

interior of a star, the hyper-specificity of any individual human's 

thalamus, and not tailored to the specificity of evolution. The 

assumption must be effective but still appear as if it was random. 

Given the vast analytic and mathematical resources needed just to 
follow the laws of physics, it could be highly complex or vague and 

broad. Regardless of how any additional factor is conceived, what is 

necessary to remove the paradox is that they strengthen 

the specificity and produce a positive non-linearity of the relationship 

between the QDM and the changes in the associated matter. That is, 

each change in matter resulting from the application of the specificity 
can facilitate and/or augment a subsequent application of the 

specificity. 

This non-linear synergy, built on the 'back causality', resolves the 

Evolution paradox, the massive improbability of Evolution, especially 

the abiogenesis phase. That 'success' of building in matter resources 
consonant with the QDM's native structure is an environment that 

leads to more of like matter, a positive feedback loop. This transforms 

the core standard engine of Evolution theory from merely the 

persistence of stable molecules and self-reproducing molecules to 

a goal-oriented dynamic process. 

The standard concept that in the first phase of chemical evolution, 
spontaneous random bonds, augmented going forward only by 

stability and self-reproducibility, challenges credibility (Witzany, 

2016). The theory of self-assembly of cells bounded by membranes is 

not credible (Caliari, Xu, & Yomo, 2021). Speculation in the context of 

the QDM in contrast to 'random' is that almost any conceivable value 
that the QDM might utilize to specify any change—stability, growth, 

etc.—would serve to make it maximize the progression of abiogenesis 

in comparison to simple random. This mitigates the improbability 

paradox intrinsic to the idea of the emergence of the essential 

precursors of life by a purely random process. 

 

Positive Feedback 

The three assumptions: 1) The reification of the processes of QM as 

the QDM to reveal what is implicit in the 'Laws of Physics'; 2) The 

assumption in the QDM of a mechanism to determine a specific result 

and remove the paradoxes of probability; and 3) The QDM rule is 
positive and cumulative; have the effect of the positive feedback on the 

QDM side resulting in a process with teleonomy (Pross, 2012). It says 

the process of natural selection is offered a menu of options generated 

in response to immediate stresses evident at a relatively basic 

chemical level which is goal-oriented to maximize the other factor. 

This again mitigates the improbability, the paradox, of the emergence 
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of the progressively more complex life forms by a random process. 

Natural selection remains as the process defining the result. 

The emergence of cell membranes in evolution marks the transition 

from abiogenesis to biological evolution, the transition from inanimate 

matter no matter how complex, to life. The membrane must also 

determine a natural classical limit on the QDM. The matter inside the 

membrane is far more tightly associated than any part is with any 
matter outside. 

The emergence in life of the phenomenon of death suggests there is a 

qualitative difference in the internal organization of the QDM 

associated with the emergence of the cell membrane, the sharp 

distinction between the matter controlled by the QDM and even 

immediately adjacent matter. The informational activity of the QDM of 
the inside may include information derived from outside the 

membrane, but it is not derived from or based on its QDM nature. It 

is the dual management of information from inside and outside the 

QDM whose matter directed by the QDM is sharply delineated by a cell 

membrane that is the first step from which to assemble proto-psych 
into a model of consciousness. 

 

The QDM in Consciousness 

One and Many 

From the mind-body perspective, in the panpsychism context, the 

fluid grouping of QDM in response to the reality of the matter they 
control immediately solves the so-called 'combination problem'. First 

and foremost, the QDM was never atomized. It was never in need of 

'combination'. The issue from the mind-body perspective is the 

delimitation of the generality of the universal QDM into many 

effectively separate units associated with separate bodies suitable to 
be restructured as a unified consciousness. Again, that problem is 

removed by the 'Correspondence Principle'. The classical physics 

delineation of each separate person will correspond to the delineation 

of each separate QDM, consciousness. 

There remains the organization of the fluid aggregated proto-psych of 

the separate QDM into the full and unified Consciousness evident in 
the corresponding humans, the mind. On the Body side, we do know 

it correlates with the encephalization of living beings. The QDM 

manages not only the information to run the matter inside but also 

the information available at the surface, e.g., temperature, pH, etc., 

alongside 'endogenous information'. Also, the evolution of sensation 
and mobility initiates a flow of information from outside the body from 

the external world to the QDM. That information in the now 

QDM/matter synergistic unit including, sensory like vision or 

intention, like motor activity, are marked in the information as non-

native to the now purely information compartment QDM. In humans, 
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they are marked with qualia, but managed like native information, 

thinking (Tye, 2025). 

The most revolutionary effect of the external information is the 

restoration of communication between functionally separate QDMs. 

As emphasized in the first part of this discussion, QDMs in inanimate 

matter are highly fluid in functionally in terms of what matter they 

interact with, but that is lost with the rise of the cell membrane. This 
is evident even in the plant kingdom (Bacheva et al., 2025). The 

progressive evolution of that information flow from outside into the 

relatively sequestered QDM/matter synergy is manifest on the Body 

side in the animal kingdom as the progressive encephalization. In the 

context of animal behavior and their communication, this becomes the 

dominant information organizing factor (bee hives, bird flocks, etc.). 
Thus, the QDM/matter synergy, the information structure of the 

individual, can be and is dominated by these external factors. 

When and how is the proto-psych aspect of the QDM organized in a 

unified human consciousness? This question exists in parallel as an 

ontogenetic question in each individual and as a phylogenetic question 
of the human species. There is irreducible ambiguity, variation, and 

specificity within the concept of consciousness. There is some degree 

of agreement that the modern understanding of Consciousness, as an 

issue within the mind-body problem discussion, is, as famously 

articulated by Descartes, referring to the highest level of 

Consciousness, self-consciousness, awareness of self (Smith, 2024). 
That ambiguity is compressible only by considering a continuous and 

variable spectrum from proto-psych to full self-reflective manifest in 

evolution (Veit, 2023) and in personal development (Marraffa & Meini, 

2024). 

In the mind-body context, the focus is on the individual adult human 
since that is where the issue arises. Nevertheless, it is impossible not 

to utilize the evolutionary development perspective for guidance 

(Gould, 1977). Except perhaps for some theological perspectives, no 

one thinks a human zygote, at the moment of conception, is any more 

conscious than a single-cell organism. At birth, a human has an 

extremely incompletely developed brain compared to a mature human 
brain. It is common to compare it to a rat's brain in terms of many 

ontogenic markers. Others have said this is misleading because it has 

many features of a newborn primate, but since it has so much post-

uterine development, its cellular developmental activity is as if it were 

more immature (Gomez-Robles et al., 2023). 

In this formulation, there are three factors driving the process. First, 

the native 'order seeking' property of the QDM as discussed primarily 

in the context of Evolution. Second, the material structure of the Brain 

as developed in Evolution to facilitate the order seeking. And thirdly, 

the information into the developing individual through the matter 

which can change the organization of the QDM. It is inconceivable that 
a newborn human brain with organizational properties little if any 
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more sophisticated than a mature rat or newborn primate can 

generate modern adult human Cartesian self-consciousness. 
Therefore, that singular 'Cartesian Consciousness' is a product of 

postpartum maturation in a post-civilization environment dominated 

by flow of external information. 

Given this phylogeny and ontogeny, Consciousness must be 

understood to exist in a vast variety of forms. The iconic crystalline 
brilliance of Descartes' "I think, therefore I am" has hidden the 

diversity of components of consciousness within any one human 

being, within the variety of adult contemporary humans, and in the 

rest of the animal kingdom. Within any one person, 

there are perceptual consciousness, cognitive consciousness, and 

even unconscious consciousness (fear, lust, etc.) (Montemayor, 2021). 
And if each person's consciousness is developed in the context of their 

postpartum existence, then human consciousnesses are as varied as 

those personal histories. Indeed, given the specificities of critical 

periods in human psychological (Piaget & Inhelder, 1973) and neural 

development (Wiesel & Hubel, 1963; Hubel & Wiesel, 1963), all human 
consciousnesses are different. Given the 'deep homology' of human 

and animal evolution and individual development, there can be no 

doubt their consciousnesses overlap in part. 

 

The Meta Metaphysics 

It is important to consider the metaphysics of this structure since that 
is the whole motivation. As Einstein's metaphor makes explicit, the 

problem of how to think rationally about the unknowable and the 

incomprehensible exists in many other distinct forms. It can be 

reasonably said that the effort to think rationally, to 'comprehend' a 

problem defined as 'incomprehensible' is literally a contradiction in 
terms and best dropped. The superstitious and theological approaches 

to similar, if not identical, questions contaminate the question itself 

beyond the tolerance of many of the best minds. The premise here is 

to follow von Weizsäcker and remain anchored in QM. 

The metaphysical problems derived from the indeterminacy in QM 

extend beyond the issue itself. The problem of 'random' in the 
metaphysics of QM arises in Evolution as well as the mind-body 

problem. The 'Heisenberg Uncertainty Principle', the 'Mechanisms of 

Evolution', and 'The mind-body problem' are three perspectives on a 

very similar metaphysical problem: the interface between the currently 

knowable and unknowable aspects of reality. From many perspectives, 
people perceive 'The Unity of Nature' (Weizsäcker, 1981). 

The trick of separating the ontology of the QDM from the ontology of 

its matter was done primarily to display explicitly the reality hidden 

when they are merged. In fact, since the science is unchanged except 

for the addition of assumptions, one can revert the separation and 

retain what has been revealed. That is, there is no Evolution 
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Teleonomy Paradox or mind-body problem. Both are of the nature of 

reality no less than Newtonian Mechanics if the minimal plausible 
assumptions regarding what is currently unknown can be sustained. 

The real problem is how to conceptualize the reality. Conceptualization 

of reality is a structure of public ideas. The varieties of Consciousness 

are diverse, but contemporary ideas regarding related issues are too 

idiosyncratic to be integrated in science (Remler, 2025). Therefore, the 
meta metaphysics is a free choice. Russellian Monism, everything is 

just a feature of matter, is an easy choice. If we focus on the complexity 

of the QDM producing the orderly behavior of matter, we have a total 

but still secular meta metaphysics (Spinoza, 2002). A wide variety of 

conceptual structures can support essentially identical metaphysics. 
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