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A Comment on the Closer To Truth Chats post:
Nicholas Humphrey on the Invention of Consciousness (Mar 17, 2023)
https://youtu.be/xIiTy2IBYIA

My first comment on this nicely-done interview on the origins of consciousness was that
"Somehow, someway, this field needs to connect better with physics.”

Alas, that sounds like I'm blaming non-physicists. My intent was the opposite: Contrary to
the claims of most physics textbooks, the physics maths currently used to model reality
too often are both incomplete and oddly unrealistic when applied even to supposedly well-
explained simple phenomena such as looking in a mirror or reading this text.

The point is that if physics maths are that incomplete for something as simple as looking
at a mirror or using a lens, why should folks be surprised that they also lack the
properties needed to model consciousness? What I should have said is this:

"Somehow, someway, the reduce-everything-to-a-point physics maths of the 1700s and
later — which, incidentally, fully include much more recent computer-enabled chaos and
attractor maths — need replacement with maths that explicitly recognize the existence of
large-scale phenomena can never be modeled as points. These include well-recognized,
spatially diffuse, profoundly interconnected phenomena such as single-photon reflection
and diffraction that produce precise outcomes using astonishingly low energies.”

Human brains are many orders of magnitude more energy efficient than current Als, but
how do they do it? Folks tend to bundle such phenomenally energy-efficient phenomena
under “consciousness,” but it's essential to realize that far simpler and better-studied
phenomena also display insane levels of energy efficiency. For example, how does one
photon “know” the shape of an eye lens or manage to impart momentum to a mirror?

QED math works very well for lenses, but only at the subtle cost of invoking infinite sums
of infinitesimally small fractions of infinitely energetic point-like photons. In the case of
photon momentum transfer, QED devolves into classical handwaving since attempting to
explain such transfers using photon-electron absorptions and emissions gives nonsense.

Pre-quantum 1700s maths accept points and infinitesimals as givens, which means they
unavoidably invoke infinite energies when applied to any universe with quantum physics.
This unquestioning acceptance of points is why quantum field theory makes history’s most
absurdly false prediction: the vacuum should be infinitely dense or infinitely explosive.
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