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as evidence for the reality of divine action.”2 Within
Van Till’s context of emphasis that God is the Creator
and that the cosmos is His creation, he states further:

Perhaps we all must be reminded that the Creator
revealed in the Bible is not only the Originator of
the cosmos, but also its Preserver, Governor, and
Provider. Let us learn to see all phenomena as the
product of divine activity: not just the extra-
ordinary or unusual, but the ordinary and usual as
well; not just the discontinuous or singular events,
but the continuous and universal phenomena as
well; not just the special events of the past, but the
common events of the present as well.3

I am indebted to Professor Van Till for providing
this insight because I agree with him so specifically
when he makes explicit that detected processes in the
natural environment, that is, “patterned behavior of
matter,” are manifestations of divine governance.
Thus, in the 1980’s, he affords an excellent re-statement
of the thinking of many of the founders of modern
science.

Van Till points out that scientists label their descrip-
tions of patterned behavior of material systems by the
term “natural laws.” Then he states that he would
“strongly prefer to call them the ‘patterns of divine
governance’” (p.38). I agree because then the Biblical
oriented scientist and parent indicates acceptance of
the contingency of the entire cosmos. The entire cos-
mos is dependent upon God; the entire cosmos is not

independent of God as proponents of Materialism,
Naturalism, and Determinism would maintain.

Conclusions
In conclusion I recommend teaching about scientific

laws as limited, man-made, descriptive generalizations.
Scientific laws are descriptions by human beings of
already existing, contingent relationships “found” by
scientists. Thus scientific laws are not prescriptive as
are societal laws.

Scientific laws are not deterministic. Therefore sci-
entific laws do not control existing patterns of behavior
or processes involving natural objects and/or events.
Hence, one would not state, “The universe is governed
by natural laws.”

Rather, for the theistic oriented person, scientific
laws may well be representations or manifestations of
divine guidance and sustenance and maintenance. All
the cosmos is fully contingent upon God the Creator of
all things. The evidence is all around.
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Abstract

This is the final article in the series Nature: The Supreme Logician. This article discusses indirect evidence for the
acceptance of the deductive-world model. This evidence includes the unification of certain incompatible logics
internal to quantum mechanics, other physical theories and computer science; subparticle models for quantum
transitions, the formation of elementary particles and fields, the local Special Theory and how such subparticle
models explain the experimental results associated with the Bell inequality. It is shown how a special interpretation
correlates the deductive-world model to Scripture.

1. Introduction
It may not be obvious to a reader of the previous
articles in this series but I am actually expounding a
very restricted philosophy of science. Historically,
human or machine observations and measurements
preceded attempts to correlate such observations to
mathematical structures. When a compatible structure
is accepted, then many of its predictions are open to
verification. If these predictions did not correspond to
a preponderance of experimental evidence, then the
mathematical structure was often altered or a new
structure sought. Unfortunately, in modern times, this
process has been reversed. For example, in quantum
mechanics the indirect evidence for β − decay does not
verify certain conservation laws within the theory.
Pauli, in an attempt to save the physical integrity of the
theory, suggested the use of a physical term the “neu-
trino” that would be endowed with physical “life” by
assigning to it the missing theory predicted analytical
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components. Many scientists accept this term as ob-
jectively real rather than simply admitting that this
invention may be a pure theory catalyst having no
objective reality (i.e. the term neutrino need not cor-
respond to anything in reality) or that for this particu-
lar scenario the theory or the mathematical structure
may be incorrect. What physical terms for assumed
indirectly detectable objects are in reality catalystic
and what are not is unknown, but the more that are
inserted in order to extend a restricted theory to other
scenarios seems to me to imply that the original theory
has an intrinsic weakness. This unfortunate philosophy
of science is what this author has attempted to avoid
with the construction of the deductive-world model
(i.e. D-world model.)

All known scientific theories with one exception1 are
restricted by the use of standard discipline languages
and mathematical structures to specific “states of af-
fairs” where it is hoped that their descriptive content
mingles rationally into a general theory. Recall that
quantum mechanics has recently been shown to be
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incomplete in the sense that within the discipline lan-
guage there is a description for an experimental prepa-
ration that cannot be analyzed by the theory’s mathe-
matical structure.2

The deductive-world model is concerned with the
possible existence of a more fundamental unifying re-
ality than that expressed by the standard language
theories. It is a substratum model that partially de-
scribes this background world, and in so doing yields
and preserves the descriptive content of other standard
theories. Please note that certain theories for the be-
havior of natural systems, such as quantum theory and
the various “relativity” notions, have been criticized
due to additional philosophical implications— philo-
sophical constructs that need not be valid. Mostly these
implications tend to deny that the predicted effects
can be rationally described by means of some more
fundamental cause and yet retain the content of these
and other such theories. As shown by the previous
treatises in this series the deductive-world model elimi-
nates this philosophic predilection and restriction.

Since journal resources require that this final series
article be briefly presented, a prolonged discussion of
these philosophic matters will not be undertaken. How-
ever, the conservative philosophy of science purposely
incorporated into the D-world methodology will be
discussed. Further, various definitions that appear in
the previous articles3-5 will not be repeated and no
formal derivations will appear. All derivations are
being made available upon request, while supplies
last, free of charge.6

Patton and Wheeler claim that many known “laws of
nature” (i.e. descriptions for assumed invariant rela-
tions) are mutable under certain circumstances.7 It can
be strongly argued that standard descriptive theories
(theories that predict behavior and do not explain why
objects behave in the predicted manner from a more
fundamental point of view8) apply only to certain ex-
perimental preparations or scenarios. Not only is the
behavior of a natural system only partially describable
by a coalescing of distinct standard theories, but such
concepts as energy and momentum conservation need
not be absolutely inviolate. For these reasons when
experimental evidence and methods are modeled, only
the most common features of many theories and those
methods that have survived the tests of time and expe-
rience will be considered. The modeling will remain
extremely conservative in the a priori selection of pre-
sumptions. It utilizes only the most simplistic logical
processes and finitary procedures.

One basic restriction is predicted by results deter-
mined by Gödel’s incompleteness criteria. When indi-
viduals restrict themselves to finite human choice it
can be shown9 that there is no known method for
establishing a fixed nonvarying, nonintuitive rule with-
in the standard world of communication that will allow
them to determine automatically whether or not a
description F for natural system behavior is a member
of a certain theory Γ . Much to the surprise of theo-
reticians this “Gödel effect” is nullified within the natu-
ral world (i.e. N-world) by the deductive-world model.
Within the D-world there is a pure D-world process
that does determine whether or not F is a member of
Γ . However, even though the D-world bypasses all
such N-world Gödel effects, it does force one to be
very conservative in the selection of additional D-

world hypotheses. This basic and absolute restriction
is called the (D-world) hypothesis law. It has been
established that within the D-world there are pure D-
world procedures (laws?) that yield automatically pure
D-world developmental paradigms. These develop-
mental paradigms may be assumed to represent re-
fined D-world behavior as presented in a D-world
language that has no counterpart in the natural world—
including our new D-world metalanguage.10 Also recall
that human languages describe natural system behavior
if and only if developmental paradigms exist, para-
digms which contain descriptive elements that cannot
be expressed explicitly in any human language. This
rationally implies that there is refined D-world behav-
ior that cannot be described in any N-world language.
For this reason the hypothesis law states that unless
some significant information can be transferred from
the N-world into the D-world by allowable mathe-
matical procedures then unreasonable speculation
should not be used. The results stated above imply
immediately that our descriptive knowledge of the D-
world must remain very incomplete, disjointed and
piecemeal in character.

On the more positive side, the concept of a develop-
mental paradigm may be applied to sequences of state-
ments that describe “natural laws” themselves., both
standard and nonstandard laws. Thus within the D-
world the hyperfinite choice process— a prior non-
random choice process— may be assumed to yield ra-
tionally the very “laws” that produce N-world and
D-world behavior.

In the following sections, I will adhere to the above
conservative philosophy. It is essential that commonly
accepted or actually observed N-world behavior pat-
terns be our major guide to the hidden aspects of the
deductive-world.

2. Local Evidence
The D-world model is not simply attached to various

standard world models in some haphazard fashion.
The D-world model is being constructed from the
class of all D-world structures, where a structure is a
logically generated collection of sentences within a
mathematical theory. The D-world structures exist if
and only if the standard mathematical structures used
to generate applied mathematical models exist. You
cannot have one without the other. Moreover, the stand-
ard structures are “embedded” into the D-world struc-
ture in a nonarbitrary manner. A D-world structure
completely “invades” the standard structure and, in-
deed, a standard structure is usually considered to be a
substructure of a D-world structure. Consequently, as
the D-world model is constructed it will become a
unifying or universal model for all of the known ap-
plied mathematical models that claim to describe hu-
manly comprehensible or observable system develop-
ment.

When applied mathematical models generate physi-
cal language descriptions then certain special descrip-
tions occur that are termed states of affairs. These
states of affairs concentrate upon particular portions
of one or more physical paradigms and often utilize a
language that is exterior to the physical language gen-
erated by the applied mathematical model. The dis-
creteness paradox is produced by an apparent clash
between equally predictive theories that bridge what
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is called the boundary line between quantum mechan-
ics, its probabilistic outcomes and discrete alterations,
and the classical concepts of a “continuous” change.
Relative to the quantum physical situation Gerald
Feinberg assures us that: “The changes in the actual
physical situation . . . occur suddenly.”11 Patton and
Wheeler seem to contradict Feinberg when they write:
“But in quantum physics no change is sudden.” 12 Em-
ploying the infinitesimal portion of the D-world struc-
ture, the discreteness paradox has been solved. From
the viewpoint of the D-world there is no paradox. The
apparent contradiction is a simple indirect manifesta-
tion produced by the D-world model. The complete
solution can be found in the references,13 and it tends
to yield indirect evidence not available from any other
source for the acceptance of the D-world model.

With respect to the solution of the discreteness para-
dox and applications of infinitesimal modeling to de-
velopmental paradigms be advised that two distinct
procedures are utilized. First, consider the descriptive
general technique termed “hyperfinite composition”
which is modeled after the human process of combin-
ing finitely many objects together to produce a single
entity. This process may be assumed to yield standard
N-world and nonstandard D-world entities that may
correspond to objects in objective reality. The second
process is a special technique used to model refined
behavior and termed “hyperfinite summation.” This
process is combined with such concepts as the standard
part operator as well as other internal and external
procedures to yield mathematical objects such as real
or complex numbers, or vectors that characterize pos-
sible N-world or D-world objects. In the D-world
theory the concepts of hyperfinite combinations, super-
mind processes, hyperfinite choice, supercontinuity
and the like are general processes that are not elimin-
able since they are gleaned from the most common
aspects of human experience or are common to most
scientific theories. However, the refined techniques
arc obtained by modeling the common aspects of some
specific standard theory. If a portion of the standard
theory that was used to establish some portion of re-
fined D-world behavior is found to be in error, then
this would invalidate the refined D-world description.
On the other hand, this would not invalidate the estab-
lished general techniques.

With respect to an N-world sudden alteration de-
manded philosophically by quantum mechanics (the
Feinberg statement) and a classical continuous change
recall that the method developed for the solution of
the discreteness paradox obtains a supercontinuous al-
ternation within the D-world that manifests itself in an
apparent N-world “sudden” alteration. There is an ad-
ditional interesting aspect of the D-world itself. The
general notion of hyperfinite combinations is re-
flected within the D-world by (A) discrete “sudden”
D-world hyperfinite summations that yield all of the
physical quantities that characterize elementary par-
ticles and processes from one fixed number 1/(10 ω).
On the other hand, there are (B) supercontinuous D-
world functions that also take this single number and
obtain the appropriate N-world physical quantities.
Analyzing the (B) case it is discovered that there exists
another type (A) process (C) generated by the (B)
functions that also produces these characterizing quan-
tities. Thus even though (A) is totally discrete and not

itself supercontinuous in character it does mirror the
D-world (B) type processes. It is significant to note
that there cannot exist any N-world method that can
differentiate between cases (A), (B) or (C) and that the
dominate feature within the D-world may be assumed
to be supercontinuity. This should yield strong evi-
dence in favor of the D-world model for those indi-
viduals who adhere to the belief that the ultimate
organization of our universe is classical in character.

The metalogic used to argue for many quantum
concepts is classical logic. The mathematical theories
used throughout the sciences are usually obtained by
either classical or intuitionistic logic. Of course, there
are also computer logics and the distinctly different
inner logic for certain sequences of quantum mechani-
cal descriptions— quantum logic.14 Indeed, the usual
quantum logics are incompatible with all of these other
deductive systems. It is self-evident that scientists are
faced with a perplexing situation involving competing
and even contradictory logical schemes.

The inner logic for the developmental paradigm
eliminates this confusing situation. It has been dis-
covered15 that the basic logical operators S and *S that
appear in all of the previous articles in this series may
be replaced within every statement in which they ap-
pear by the operator S0 and *S0, respectively. The
significance of this substitution is that the deductive
system that generates S0 and *S0 is weaker than quan-
tum-logic with the Mittlestaedt’s conditional, 16 classical
logic, intuitionistic logic, computer logic and, indeed,
all known inner logics for any of the known scientific
theories. This means that S0 is compatible with respect
to all of these logics and any of our previous statements
in which the symbols S0 or *S0 appear is consistent
with each of the known inner logics associated with
scientific theories.17 This yields more indirect evidence
for the acceptance of the D-world model.

As discussed in section 1, the Gödel effect and the
developmental paradigm notion imply that all word-
pictures including diagrams and computer generated
imagery of any type must be incomplete in that these
“symbol” models do, not represent a fixed rule that
forces automatically an experimentally determined de-
scription into a specific theory. It is for this reason and
the hypothesis law that I am forced to reject any de-
scribable configuration for the entities called “subpar-
ticles.” The multifaceted subparticles are not to be
construed as particles nor waves nor quanta nor any-
thing that can be represented by some fixed imagery.
Subparticles are viewed only operationally, and ob-
serve that this will tend to eliminate many of inter-
theory biases and actual contradictions that occur if
theories are not restricted to specific states of affairs.

After examining the numerous infinitesimal methods
utilized since Archimedes, many of the operationally
described mental processes of the human being and
the general paradigms generated by statements com-
mon to scientific theories, it appears likely that each
subparticle may be characterized or represented by a
sequence {an} of hyperreal numbers.18 For convenience
we let each {an} be represented by an “n-tuple”

(a1, a2 , . . . , an, . . .) (1)
where the sequential values will be termed “coordi-
nates.” The first coordinate a1 is a positive hyperreal
number and is a “naming” coordinate. The other co-
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ordinates correspond, in a manner to be explicated, to
the various real number, complex number or vector
quantities that are measured in order to characterize
certain physical qualities defined within various theo-
ries. The use of such sequences to represent subpar-
ticles is an indication of our lack of knowledge of D-
world mechanisms.

For example, a2 = 1 is the counting coordinate— the
hyperreal ai; i = 3, 4, 5, 6 may represent the D-world
space-time coordinate location of the subparticle
named by a1 —  the ai; i = 7, 8, represent the concept of
the positive or negative charge associated with every
subparticle —  the ai; i = 9, 10, 11 are hyperreal numbers
that represent inertial, gravitational and intrinsic (rest)
mass respectively. For vector qualities such as the elec-
tromagnetic field vector E, I assume that they are repre-
sentable in the Euclidian D-world by four vector com-
ponents ai; i = 12, 13, 14, 15. So as not to be biased also
include, as if they are independent qualities, the vari-
ous defined energies, apparent momenta and other
physical quantities required within the theories that
must combine in order to produce a reasonable de-
scription for N-world behavior. Application of the law
of simplicity yields the postulate that in general many
of the coordinate values are independent from one
another and that the subparticle represented by such a
sequence may be the “substance” of which our uni-
verse is made.19

All of this may seem very ad hoc in character if it
were not for a substantial piece of mathematical evi-
dence that lends credence to these assumptions. Using
the concept of fixed and private units of measure
within the D-world it has been established that there
exists a special hyperreal number 1/(10 ω), where ω is
an infinite natural number (an element of *N - N), and
each subparticle sequence value, with the exception of
the first and second, may be assigned the fixed values
of either + 1/(10 ω) or −1/(10 ω). The human ability of
constructing material entities by combining together
finitely many material objects is modeled within the
D-world by hyperfinite composition, which is, in turn,
numerically characterized by (independent coordi-
nate) hyperfinite summation. This latter summation
process when applied to subparticle sequences with
these fixed coordinate values yields, within the N-
world, all of the numerical characterizing quantities
for all accepted elementary particles and zeros for
those coordinates that do not have any characterizing
content.

For example, let me, q, |µ Ζ| represent, with respect to
the common N-world units of measure, the intrinsic
mass, charge and magnetic moment, respectively, for
the electron. Then there exist three hyperreal natural
numbers M, Q, Mg such that

In (2) the symbol “st” represents the well known
standard part operator that inserts this subparticle com-
bination into the standard world. However, within the

D-world a great deal of additional information exists
relative to this composition. Intuitively, the second
coordinate states that the number of subparticles that
have been combined together in order to produce this
one electron is (M)(Q) (Mg) and a new first coordinate
name may be assigned to this particular electron. The
coordinates that within the N-world appear to be as-
signed the value zero do not have zero values within
the D-world. This is a significant fact for subparticle
theory since it yields an explanation for all quantum
transitions, if such processes exist in objective reality,
and the effects of electromagnetic and gravitational
fields. Intuitively, even though the electron can now
be identified within the standard world by its common
numerical characteristics, the combination still retains,
within the D-world, other coordinate representations
that include all of the possible interactions the object
can have with respect to N-world material objects and
fields.

Notice that the electron is not required to have any
particular geometric configuration after it is inserted
since it is the N-world theory that may require the use
of such geometric language. Further, cardinality
studies indicate that there are “more than enough”
subparticles to produce all of the material universe
where the elementary particles have any definable
“shape” or common density feature.

As to the perceived N-world behavior of such ob-
jects, it is the broadly deterministic nonrandom D-
world supermind processes and hyperfinitely selected
“laws” that govern the inter and intra coordinate re-
lationships between these characterizing numerical
quantities. Due to the hypothesis law there can be no
human language that will describe all of the appropri-
ate relationships.

Even after all of the material universe is formed
from subparticle combinations general paradigms in-
dicate, and it is consistent with the mathematical theo-
ry, that there exist numerous subparticles that are not
specifically required for corporeal reality. It is a por-
tion of these remaining subparticles that can be used to
model the concept of a completely dense substratum
that exhibits all of the various field properties.

One might conclude that there are but two levels of
activity for subparticle D-world behavior, but once
again general paradigms and the methods of infini-
tesimal modeling indicate that this is not the case.
From the intuitive point of view this third D-world
substratum has some unusual behavior characteristics
that are generated directly by the mathematical meth-
ods. For example, the influences that this third level
has upon the N-world are classical in character and this
third level appears to be an absolute uniform substrat-
um from which the D-world “laws” are applied. It also
provides a background source of distinctly different
collections of subparticles that may be utilized to meas-
ure all of the N-world alterations. Do not assume that
these three D-world subparticle levels exhaust the D-
world structure. Once again cardinality studies clearly
indicate that these three levels need only represent a
minuscule portion of the D-world model.

Is there additional historical and scientific evidence
for the acceptance of the D-world model with this
added subparticle feature? Consider that for 2200 years
the concepts and intuitive procedures of infinitesimal
modeling have been successfully applied to obtain
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thousands of statements that correctly predict natural
system behavior and these techniques have now been
made rigorous. The evidence for the acceptance of
these procedures is more conclusive than for any other
known device for such predictions. Further, it appears
to be difficult for the human mind to disassociate itself
from what is perceived to be a local Euclidean world.
Infinitesimal reasoning takes advantage of this quality
by forcing upon this “unperceived” infinitesimal world
the simplest of Euclidean behavior. It is an overwhelm-
ing empirically accepted fact gathered over these many
years that this “unperceived” infinitesimal world has
directly yielded those most cherished of our scientific
predictor expressions. A secondary disjoint fragment—
the G-model— actually suggests that it is the D-world
itself that has implanted the concepts of infinitesimal
reasoning upon our conscious mind and not conversely.

Subparticle theory, simplicity and infinitesimal rea-
soning may lead to a better understanding of some of
the effects predicted by the Special Theory of Rela-
tivity. The major natural system in which we locally
exist is a space-time system. This seemingly empty
space-time has only a few characteristics when viewed
from a Euclidean perspective. From the D-world, elec-
tromagnetic propagation is investigated relative to a
very small Euclidean neighborhood of space-time.

Recall that one of the basic precepts of infinitesimal
modeling is the experimentally verified simplicity of
such a local system. For very small actual time intervals
certain physical processes take on simple behavioral
descriptions.20 Experiments show that for such small
standard time intervals and even much larger ones the
linear Galilean theory for average velocities (speeds)
suffices to give accurate information relative to the
composition of such velocities. If you assume, as re-
quired by the methods of infinitesimal reasoning, that
such Euclidean behavior occurs within an infinitesimal
space-time neighborhood of a standard N-world loca-
tion and also that light acquires the velocity of the
emitting material, then a special type of equation is
obtained that represents how transverse (linear) dis-
placement is measured. This result is based upon how
electromagnetic radiation is employed within the N-
world to measure physical quantities. One solution to
this equation leads directly to the mass-energy and
velocity transformations of the local Special Theory of
Relativity. However, the apparent restrictions that
these transformations place upon natural system be-
havior do not apply with the D-world.

As an example, consider an electron with rest mass
me having measured linear (scalar) velocity v with
respect to an N-world observer. An observer stationed
within the D-world employing third level objects, that
are termed hyperfast subparticles, and various D-world
laws measures the electron’s linear velocity as w with
respect to D-world units. The N-world observer would
determine that the inertial mass of the electron has
apparently increased by the value me(1 - v2/c2)-1/2 while
the D-world observer states that for the local N-world
neighborhood under consideration the inertial mass
would be me(cosh(w/c)). Thus even though the N-
world observer would not be able to measure the
inertial mass if v = c, the D-world observer has no
difficulty in measuring the apparent mass as being
me(cosh(1)). Subparticle theory gives a “physical” basis
for such unusual results. The mass and velocity trans-

formation laws merely indicate possible D-world prop-
agation properties of electromagnetic radiation as they
have been perceived from our N-world experiences
with measuring procedures. Since all corporeal N-
world objects carry D-world field coordinates then
these results indicate how these field coordinates inter-
act with the everywhere present local fields of the
second level. All of the apparent measured Special
Theory variations in mass and energy may be mani-
festations of the existence of subparticle substratums—
manifestations that yield an ultimate resistance to in-
creased N-world linear propagation of a material ob-
ject. Such a restriction does not exist within the third
D-world level since it is exterior to first and second
substratums. The methods of infinitesimal modeling
suggest that the D-world laws allow both material
objects and fields to be partially propagated as a fixed
system in a simple classical manner. However, it can
be shown that these transformations yield extremely
incomplete information relative to such D-world prop-
agation. Indeed, there are infinitely many different
propagation schemata within the D-world that pro-
duce the same N-world mass-energy and velocity ef-
fects. (The coordinate, length and time transforma-
tions, if they are absolute and not material in character,
require the introduction of an additional global hy-
pothesis.) Once again this yields indirect evidence for
the acceptance of the deductive world model.

In May 1984, this author became aware of the Bell
inequality and d’Espagnat’s discussion of local real-
ism.21 D’Espagnat writes:

Perhaps in such a world [D-world?] the concept of
an independent existing reality can retain some
meaning, but it will be altered and one remote
from everyday experience.22

The concept of the general paradigm leads to a
possible mechanism that can send “instantaneous” in-
formational signals between all standard particles or
aggregates within the D-world and not contradict stand-
ard world Einstein separability (i.e. no influence of
any kind can propagate faster than the speed of light.)23

This would reconcile the apparent contradiction be-
tween the Bell inequality and the experimental results
predicted by the quantum mechanics formalism.

As previously stated there is a “large” quantity of
subparticles that are not utilized for standard particle
or field construction. In our derivation for the mass-
energy and velocity transformations for the local Spe-
cial Theory of Relativity, the standard substratum
points correspond to standard world positions for par-
ticles, fields and the like. There is no a priori justifica-
tion in assuming that this local Special Theory applies
to other D-world objects. It is a basic tenet of infini-
tesimal reasoning that without further justification the
only properties that are to be associated with such
unutilized objects are the simplest classical ones. The
logic of particle physics and general paradigms allow
us to accept the existence of such unutilized particles
without any additional justification. A somewhat
lengthy derivation yields the following results as
viewed from the D-world. Hyperfast subparticles may
propagate with velocity λ  ε *N - N and subsequently
input all types of state changing information into vari-
ous coordinate positions-information that from the
N-world would appear to be “instantaneously re-



52 CREATION RESEARCH SOCIETY QUARTERLY

ceived.” In doing so these hyperfast subparticles would
not contradict the various conservation laws even if
they have transmitted such information for an infinity
of events. This D-world state of affairs lends credence
to d’Espagnat’s explanation of why the Bell inequality
is violated and gives further evidence for the accept-
ance of the D-world model.

The basic law that signals cannot travel faster than
light is demoted from a property of external reality
to a feature of mere communicatable human expe-
rience. Although this represents a step toward phil-
osophical positivism, the concept of an independ-
ent or external reality can still be retained as a
possible explanation of observed regularities in
experiments. It is necessary, however, that the vio-
lation of Einstein separability be included as a
property, albeit a well-hidden and counterintui-
tive property . . .24

What is being described throughout this section has
been previously alluded to by one of the world’s fore-
most scientists. There is no question that a “pregeome-
try” as first discussed by Wheeler25 is being outlined
and verbally presented. Even though this research is
preliminary it is, for the present, a reasonable specula-
tive model and it has enabled this author to eliminate
the more glaring inconsistencies of all of the modern
day predictive theories while retaining some of the old
states of affairs and all of their numerical predictions.

Thus far it would appear that I am simply describ-
ing a higher form of nature. As part of the next section
it is shown how another distinct portion of the D-
world— the Grundlegend model— explicates certain
patterns of human behavior. It is the G-model portion
that places the D-world model into a unique position
and it is this portion that continues to supply the con-
trolling mechanisms for all of the events thus far dis-
cussed.

3. A Special Interpretation
In August 1978, the Grundlegend structure26 (i.e. G-

structure) was constructed for the sole purpose of mod-
eling certain areas of psychology— areas that are not
presently susceptible to numerical modeling. The G-
structure is the specific supermind substructure for the
D-world model and it was employed originally to
model the concepts of the conscious mind, the possible
subconscious mind, subliminal perception, the possible
(exterior) vertical parasubconscious, the vertical para-
conscious and various relations between these states of
awareness. Immediately after the original constructive
attempts were completed, it was discovered that this
crude structure also models an idea of de Broglie,27

among others, and C. S. Lewis’ concept of the Divine
mind.28

. . . that events in the remotest parts of space
appear to obey the laws of rational thought . . .
There is in our minds something that bears a faint
resemblance to it.29 According to it what is behind
the universe is more like a mind than it is anything
else we know.30 What appears to be my thinking is
only God’s thinking through me. 31 He lends us a
little of His reasoning power.32

An entire book was written delineating various rela-
tionships between Lewis’ concepts and the very gen-
eral descriptive content of the G-mode1.33 It was only
after this endeavor that the refining D-world proce-

dures were developed and the combined theories yield
the deductive-world model. It is an obvious and in-
teresting fact that by simply substituting throughout
the deductive-world theory for the word “deductive-”
or the symbol “D-” the words “Divine” or “Supernat-
ural” then a rational theological description emerges.
Further, this new model or interpretation predicts a
vast array of Jewish and Christian behavior when one
assumes that such behavior is supernaturally associated
with the Divine mind.

There exist some special G-model and, hence, D-
world logical processes such as “strong reasoning from
the perfect” that can be rationally assumed to directly
influence human mental processes. This influence is
externally generated from the D-world in a supercon-
tinuous manner and from a human point of view may
take place instantaneously. Such G-model processes
are, of course, D-world subprocesses that may at first
be considered to produce weak parasubconscious in-
fluences that guide the conscious mind through a proc-
ess modeled after subliminal perception. Different
processes yield different mental influences. Even
though these procedures may be applied by the super-
mind portion of the D-world to humanly unknowable
word forms, the consequences of many of these G-
model processes are humanly comprehensible. One
can assume that the D-world supermind procedures
aid or influence the human brain in producing some
verbal expressions. In contradistinction to certain psy-
chological assumptions, it is rational to assume that
human thinking is not the only cause that can yield a
human verbal expression.

It would not be difficult to obtain statistically mean-
ingful evidence by means of standard psychological
testing or by the gathering of experiential evidence—
evidence that could verify empirically the existence of
these G-model subprocesses. Hence, many of the G-
model conclusions are at least capable of indirect veri-
fication. We have discussed subparticle mechanisms
that could actually mediate these mental influences.
However, recall that the D-world model explicitly
states that there are infinitely many possible D-world
properties that are neither humanly knowable nor com-
prehensible. Many of these properties and mechanisms
may be described in a pure D-world language that
could not be humanly comprehended even with appli-
cation of our extended metalanguage descriptions. Fur-
ther, the supermind portion performs supermental
processes that are much stronger than any logical proc-
ess that can ever be produced by a purely human or
machine brain.34 Thus it is rational to assume that if
some of the D-world mechanisms and processes are
being described correctly, then there are numerous
other D-world mechanisms and processes that are hu-
manly unknowable.

There is present within much of the world’s literature
actual extraordinary (indirect) evidence that a super-
mind of some sort may indeed have influenced the
minds of certain individuals. For thousands of years
many descriptions for the behavior and characteristics
of named natural systems as well as the behavior and
characteristics of named constituents contained within
these natural systems have been written down. Some
of these descriptions include statements that imply
that the human being can appreciate the beauty of
such uniformly developing systems, can discover for
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himself some of the uniform processes that allow for
natural system development and even apply these
processes to the material available within his environ-
ment in order to create objects that apparently did not
exist within his environment previously.

On the other hand, there are other descriptions that
appear in these literary works, say Fi and Fi+1, such that
they include a perceived internal design or beauty to
the human mind, but they also imply that a human
observer could not comprehend a mechanism that is
capable of producing the described system develop-
ment or logically changing one system (description) Fi
into an adjacent system (description) Fi+1. Moreover,
the descriptions were all written at about the same
general cosmic time and they refer to system develop-
ment that could not have been predicted by an unaided
writer. If viewed from the D-world, one would con-
clude that these descriptions were obtained from out-
side-external to-the development itself. This is ex-
actly what happens relative to the developmental
paradigm approach and its production by supermind
processes. The supermind operation is outside of the
development itself.

The type of descriptions I am referring to are, of
course, those that are traditionally called revelations or
prophecies as well as other illuminations for how cer-
tain developing systems such as our universe or earth
have come into being. It is important to note that these
descriptions were obtained by what can be rationally
described as a vertical paraconscious process— a proc-
ess that forms an acceptable subsystem of the D-world.
Since many of these remarkable descriptions were ob-
tained prior to the development of the canons of mod-
ern science and the mathematical methods utilized in
order to show that such descriptions are completely
rational and “scientific” in character, then acceptance
of such descriptions, if they can be (indirectly) verified,
yields additional evidence for the acceptance of the
D-world model. It is a remarkable fact that many of
these descriptions, these illuminations or revelations if
you wish to call them that, have indeed been verified.

With respect to exact Scriptural quotations, I am
confident that the reader could easily supply refer-
ences. However, I provide a few examples. As pre-
viously stated the D-world theory exists if we have
standard languages that describe natural system behav-
ior. This is also indicated by Romans 1:20, II Corin-
thians 4:18. Moreover, throughout Scripture the proc-
esses of creating both corporeal and incorporeal objects
are modeled after language and thought processes.
Genesis 1:1-26, Job 34:14, Psalms 19:1,33:6 & 9, 98:6,
147:15 Proverbs 2:6,3:19, Hebrews 1:3, Hebrews 11:3.

As shown during this investigation all of the super-
mind logical processes being partially described by
the Grundlegend portion of the D-world model are
more powerful in scope and infinitely beyond any
“natural process.” Furthermore, the entire set of all
natural “laws” may be beyond human comprehension.
The Scriptures indicate these possibilities in II Chroni-
cles 2:14, Job 9:10, 11:7, 28:12-13, 33:12, 37:23, 38:33,
Psalms 93:2, 139:6, 145:3, 147:5, Ecclesiastes 3:11, 8:17,
11:5, Isaiah 55:8-9.

The relations previously established between the
workings of the human mind and the supermind are
modeled every time the Scriptures state that God
“speaks” to a prophet, or any Jew or Christian. These

relations also model Job 32:8, 38:36, Psalms 44:21,
94:11, 119:34, 139:2, 4, 17-18, Proverbs 2:6. Isaiah 22:14,
Jeremiah 17:10, 31:33, Daniel 2:20, 28, 29, 46 and Amos
3:7. The G-model predicts a supernatural relation be-
tween the spiritually indwelled Christian and Jesus
Christ as it is implied by John 16:13, Romans 8:14, I
Corinthians 2:10, 2:16, Ephesians 4:20, Philippians 2:5,
1 John 2:27. Not only are the conscious mind aspects of
the gifts of the Spirit as outlined in I Corinthians 12:8-
10 modeled, but the D-world model yields a possible
mechanism for the corporeal and miraculous processes
that never cease but continue throughout all of God’s
creation— including those exemplified by the fully in-
dwelled Christian believer.

As indicated by Job 25:1 and Ecclesiastes 3:11, the
D-world model also predicts a God’s harmonious or-
dering of His Creation— but an ordering that can only
be slightly understood while human beings remain in
their present restricted state. Also notice that the fact
that there are single entities such as the operator *S0,
the number 1/(10 ω), a single subparticle representa-
tion, among others, intuitively reveals the unity and
oneness of the Godhead.

Obviously, the above examples correlate only a small
portion of Scripture and the D-world theory and cer-
tainly the reader could add many features to this new
interpretation. However, I must include a disclaimer.
This special interpretation need not be accepted. As
pointed out in the second article in this series35 this
special interpretation is not required to establish the
validity of the D-world model. This interpretation is
useful intuitively, but it indicates only that the D-world
model may be consistently embedded into a theologi-
cal description.

I do not apologize for the fact that the D-world
model has this theological interpretation. Note that the
theological expressions carry many additional connota-
tions that are not established by the D-world model
directly even though they are rational extensions of the
D-world theory. These additional concepts and expres-
sions also have an emotional impact that tends to cloud
the pure analytical results obtained. Whether or not an
individual accepts this special interpretation is a per-
sonal preference that should not be dictated by a theo-
retical scientific investigation. Such acceptance should
be based upon deep personal reflection, experience
and many of the imponderables of human existence.
An individual’s elimination of this special interpretation
in no manner invalidates the D-world’s explanatory
power and usefulness as a predictor of natural system
behavior— as a pregeometry. It is the responsibility of
every thoughtful scientifically minded individual to
determine the value of the D-world model based upon
its analytical contributions and not upon a pure per-
sonal philosophy exterior to its actual content.
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Abstract

A new model of the pre-Flood canopy is proposed, consisting of large water globules at about 2 km altitude over
equatorial regions and large ice fragment clouds at about 2200 km altitude over the polar regions. This canopy
would have maintained both temperature and solar radiation at proper levels for good plant growth from pole to
pole. The water globules would have collapsed at the time of Noah and the ice clouds would have collapsed
several hundred years later to start the ice age.

Introduction
The first few chapters of Genesis indicate that the

climate of the earth was once much different from
what we now experience. There was no rain, but rather
a mist rising from the earth to water the ground (Gene-
sis 2:4-6). Adam and Eve apparently did not need
clothes (Genesis 2:25) for comfort, indicating a rather
narrow temperature range. The first mention of rain
occurs in Genesis 7 at the time of the Flood. Then in
chapter 9, God uses the rainbow as a sign of a covenant.
If rain had occurred before the Flood, the rainbow
would have occurred also and would not have been
useful as a sign.

The temperatures on the early earth would have
needed to be nearly uniform from pole to pole, or
otherwise the temperature gradients would have
caused weather systems similar to what we experience
today, with the associated rain. The earth would have
been like a greenhouse, with lush plant growth from
pole to pole. The earth’s temperature must have been
*Gary L. Johnson, Ph.D. receives his mail at 1630 Osage St., Man-
hattan. KS 66502

moderated by some mechanism in order for this green-
house effect to exist. The only possibility suggested is
that of the water above the firmament (Genesis 1:6-8).

It can be argued that this water canopy would have
to meet several requirements, such as:
1. It should contain enough water for 40 days and

nights of heavy rain.
2. The water should be liquid, at least where Noah

could see it.
3. The water should be at a height where the potential

energy stored in the gravitational field would not be
large enough to cause undue atmospheric heating
when the water fell as rain.

4. There must be enough solar radiation incident upon
the earth’s surface to allow vigorous plant growth,
from pole to pole.

5. The temperature at the earth’s surface must be in
the proper range for both human comfort and plant
growth.

6. There should be a source or mechanism for very
cold ice over the polar regions, to account for the




