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INTRODUCTION 

 

The universe has always been an 

enigma. Throughout history, we have 

tried to understand it, classify it, and 

give it an origin. But what if the 

problem is not in the cosmos itself, but 

in the way we interpret it? What if 

everything we think we know about its 

beginning is, in reality, a projection of 

our own limitations? 

We were taught that the universe has a 

beginning, a moment when it started. 

But what if that "beginning" is nothing 

more than a human construction? What 

if the search for an origin makes no 

sense in a cosmos that defies our 

understanding? 

This book does not aim to offer simple 

answers. I do not seek to replace one 

belief with another. On the contrary, I 

invite you to challenge what you have 

taken for granted. What you will read 

here is not a linear narrative or a 

definitive theory. It is, rather, a 

reflection that will lead you to question 

what has been considered absolute, to 

look at what has always been before us 

with a new perspective. traducelo 

castellano 
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 CONTAINER THEORY 

[1] 

 

The word “birth” seems, at first glance, 

a simple and clear description. In 

human language, it represents a real 

beginning, where something goes from 

nonexistence to existence. It feels 

intuitive because it aligns with our 

biological experience, but it becomes 

problematic when analyzed outside the 

human framework and projected onto 

the total structure of the universe. 

When the observable universe is 

examined rigorously, there is no 

verifiable case of creation from 

nothing. Every phenomenon we call 

birth corresponds, in reality, to 

an internal process of transformation. 

Something changes its state, form, or 

organization, but always within a pre-

existing system that already existed and 

makes that change possible. 

This point is fundamental: 

There is no birth without a framework 

that supports it. 



At every level of reality, the same 

principle applies: 

• A star forms from matter that 

already exists. 

• A cell emerges from another cell 

within an active biological 

environment. 

• An idea arises from a mind 

structured by previous 

experiences. 

Nothing appears from absolute 

nonexistence. Every process 

occurs within something. 

This pre-existing, total, and necessary 

framework is what we call CONTAINER 

THEORY. 

 

 

The term “container” does not introduce 

a new entity nor suggest a separation 



between two distinct realities. There is 

no universe on one hand and something 

surrounding it on the other. The 

container and the universe are exactly 

the same. The word is used solely as a 

conceptual tool to highlight a function: 

the universe is that within 

which everything that exists occurs. 

Understanding the universe as a 

container implies accepting several 

unavoidable consequences: 

• There is no “outside” of the 

universe. 

• There is no “before” external to 

the universe. 

• There is no prior void from which 

it could have emerged. 

These are not metaphysical statements, 

but logical, rational, and common-sense 

conclusions derived from the very 

definition of totality. 

Human error arises when we extrapolate 

our own life as a rule for the cosmos. 

We project that the universe itself must 

have been born. This extrapolation is 

not a logical necessity but a projection 

of our finite experience onto a reality 

that does not share that condition. 

From this perspective, asking about the 

birth of the universe is to pose a poorly 

constructed question. The concept of 

origin only makes sense within the 

container, not applied to the container 



itself. Causality, time, and change 

operate internally, but they do not exist 

as external conditions that could 

explain totality. 

The universe does not need an origin 

because there is no place from which it 

could have emerged. 

This chapter establishes the foundation 

of Container Theory: everything that 

exists does so within the universe, and 

the universe exists within nothing else. 

It is not born, it does not emerge, it does 

not begin. It simply is. 

Once the idea that all birth is an internal 

transformation is accepted, an 

inevitable question arises: why, then, 

does humanity insist on seeking an 

absolute origin for the universe? The 

answer is not found in the cosmos, but 

in ourselves. Our way of thinking is 

conditioned by finite biology and by a 

life experience that begins and ends. 

That mental structure seeps, almost 

invisibly, into our cosmological 

explanations. 

We live in an environment where 

everything has a beginning, 

development, and end. We are born, age, 

and die. Objects are created and decay. 

Civilizations emerge and collapse. This 

narrative scheme is not an intellectual 

choice but an adaptive necessity. 



Here a key confusion occurs: a rule 

valid for the contents of the universe is 

applied to the container itself. Since 

everything we observe within the 

universe seems to have a beginning, we 

assume the universe must have had one 

as well. This inference is not an 

inevitable logical conclusion, but 

a psychological extrapolation. 

The clearest example of this projection 

is the popular interpretation of the Big 

Bang. Beyond the mathematical models, 

the Big Bang has entered the collective 

imagination as a foundational act, a 

zero moment where everything begins. 

Conceptually, it functions as a cosmic 

birth—a narrative deeply familiar to the 

human mind. 

This parallel is not accidental. The Big 

Bang fits comfortably within our way of 

understanding the world because it 

reproduces a known biological pattern: 

an initial seed leading to progressive 

expansion. However, just because an 

idea is intuitive does not mean it 

correctly describes the ultimate 

structure of reality. 

The problem is not with the 

observations, but with 

the interpretation. 

Measurements indicate that the 

observable universe was in an extremely 

dense and hot state in the past. That is 

a fact. But turning that extreme state 



into an “absolute beginning” is a 

conceptual leap not mandated by the 

evidence. What this limit really indicates 

is the maximum reach of our current 

models, not the birth of the container. 

The same occurs with theories about 

the end of the universe. Thermal death, 

final collapse, or total space-time 

rupture follow a known logic: everything 

that exists ends. But this logic comes 

from observing the degradation of 

systems within our finite planet, not the 

container itself. Assuming the universe 

must die because its contents change is 

repeating the same error at the opposite 

extreme of time. 

Confusing the map with the territory is 

one of the most persistent errors of 

human thought. 

Our models are maps. They are powerful 

tools, but limited. When the map stops 

accurately describing the territory, it is 

not the territory that fails. It is we who 

have taken the tool beyond its valid 

domain. 

This chapter reinforces a central idea: 

the obsessive search for an absolute 

origin of the universe does not arise 

from evidence, but from the human 

difficulty of conceiving a reality that 

does not fit the narrative of beginning 

and end. The container does not 

respond to our biological categories. It 



is we who must adjust our categories if 

we want to understand it. 

When modern cosmology extrapolates 

back through its equations to the first 

moments of the observable universe, a 

limit point appears, often presented as 

definitive proof of an absolute origin: 

the singularity. At this point, physical 

quantities become infinite, and known 

laws cease to operate. For many, this 

mathematical collapse is interpreted as 

the birth of the universe. 

However, this conclusion again 

confuses two distinct levels: that of 

reality and that of our models. A 

singularity is neither a physically 

observed object nor a directly measured 

event. It is a mathematical result that 

appears when a theory is pushed 

beyond its domain of validity. In 

science, infinities rarely indicate 

discoveries; they indicate limits. 

A singularity does not describe what 

occurs; it describes what we do not 

know how to describe. 

When equations fail, a creative act is 

not revealed; a conceptual 

insufficiency is. General relativity, which 

works with enormous precision at 

astronomical scales, ceases to apply 

under extreme conditions. Zero point is 

not a window to the origin, but a wall 

against which our current tools crash. 



This nuance is crucial because it 

completely changes the interpretation. 

Saying that time “begins” at the 

singularity is equivalent to saying our 

equations cannot go back further than a 

certain point. It does not imply that 

nothing exists before, only that our 

theoretical framework ceases to be 

operative. The limit belongs to the 

model, not necessarily to the container. 

Here the human projection reappears. 

Faced with an explanatory void, the 

mind seeks closure. If we cannot look 

further back, we declare that nothing 

exists beyond. We transform a boundary 

into an ontological limit. It is an 

understandable reaction, but not 

rigorous. 

From Container Theory, the singularity 

acquires a different meaning: 

• It is not an absolute origin. 

• It is not creation from nothing. 

• It is not proof of the universe’s 

birth. 

• It is simply the point where 

our maps cease to represent the 

territory. 

The fact that we cannot describe 

something does not imply that it does 

not exist. 

Assuming the universe begins where our 

mathematics collapse is equivalent to 



thinking reality ends where our language 

ends. 

This chapter introduces a fundamental 

correction: physical models are internal 

approximations of the container, not 

absolute descriptions of its totality. 

When they fail, we should not fill the 

void with origin narratives, but recognize 

the limit and keep the conceptual 

structure open. 

The universe does not need to be 

explained from a point where our 

theories break. The singularity does not 

negate the existence of the container; it 

confirms it, showing that there are levels 

of reality we still cannot describe 

without projecting our own categories. 

One of the most deeply rooted ideas in 

the human mind is that time exists as a 

pre-existing stage where everything 

occurs. We imagine it as a line that 

moves steadily, independent of the 

universe and the processes that unfold 

within it. This intuition is practical for 

everyday life on a finite planet but 

becomes misleading when trying to 

understand the total structure of the 

container. 

Upon closer analysis, time does not 

appear as an autonomous entity, but as 

an effect derived from 

changes occurring within the universe. 

Where there is no transformation, there 

can be no sequence, and without 



sequence, there can be no operational 

sense of time. Time does not precede 

events; it emerges from them. 

This point reverses the traditional 

relationship between time and reality. It 

is not time that allows things to happen, 

but the internal changes that generate 

the perception of before and after. Time 

does not act as a cause, but as a 

conceptual measure we use to describe 

processes. 

Causality, as we understand it, follows 

the same logic. We say something 

happens because something earlier 

caused it, but this relationship only 

makes sense within the container. 

Causality is an internal rule of the 

system, valid for describing local 

interactions, not an external law 

governing the universe as a whole. 

From this perspective, several 

unavoidable consequences emerge: 

• Time does not exist outside the 

universe. 

• There is no “before” the container 

in chronological terms. 

• Causality cannot be applied to the 

universe as a whole. 

These statements do not deny the 

usefulness of time or causality. They 

place them correctly: internal 

descriptive tools, not absolute 

frameworks. 



Here occurs one of the most persistent 

conceptual errors. Observing that time 

seems to have a beginning in our 

cosmological models, it is concluded 

that the universe itself begins there. But 

what really begins is our ability to 

describe processes with those tools. 

The limit does not belong to the 

container, but to how we measure it. 

Confusing an internal condition with an 

external one inevitably leads to false 

conclusions. 

Time is born along with the changes we 

can observe and measure. If those 

changes take on new forms or scales 

that our current theories cannot 

describe, time, as we define it, ceases to 

apply. This does not imply the absence 

of reality, but a change of regime. 

This chapter reinforces a central idea of 

Container Theory: neither time nor 

causality sustains the universe. They 

are emergent effects within it. The 

container is not subject to time; time is 

contained in the universe. 

Understanding this inversion is key to 

definitively abandoning the search for 

an absolute origin. 

When it is said that the universe 

is eternal, an immediate rejection often 

arises. The human mind interprets 

eternity as an infinite amount of time, as 

a line stretching with no beginning or 

end. This interpretation, though 



understandable, again makes the same 

conceptual error: applying an internal 

category of the container to the 

container itself. 

Eternity should not be understood as an 

endless duration, but as a condition of 

existence. Something is eternal not 

because it “lasts forever” in time, but 

because it does not depend on time to 

exist. Time, as seen, is an internal 

phenomenon that emerges from 

change. Therefore, it cannot be used to 

define that which contains it. 

The universe is not eternal because it 

has a lot of time, but because it does 

not need time to be. 

This nuance is fundamental. Thinking of 

eternity as an infinite temporal 

extension keeps alive the idea of a 

hidden beginning or a deferred end. 

Understanding it as a condition 

eliminates both possibilities. The 

eternal does not begin or end, not 

because it is immortal, but because 

those categories do not apply. 

From this perspective, the universe has 

not “always existed” in a chronological 

sense. That expression remains trapped 

in the logic of the clock. The universe 

simply is, and within it, processes 

emerge that generate time, history, and 

change. Eternity is not a property added 

to the container; it is the direct 

consequence of its total character. 



Another common confusion arises: if 

something is eternal, it must be static. 

This idea comes from associating 

change exclusively with the passage of 

time. However, the container can be 

eternal and, at the same time, host 

constant transformations within it. The 

permanence of the whole does not 

imply the immobility of its contents. 

This clarifies several frequent 

misconceptions: 

• The universe does not evolve as a 

whole, but its contents do. 

• The eternity of the container does 

not prevent internal change. 

• Dynamism does not require 

an absolute beginning. 

Confusing eternity with immobility is 

another reflection of human logic 

applied out of context. 

Container Theory proposes abandoning 

the obsession with measuring total 

reality with tools designed for partial 

phenomena. Time measures changes. 

Causality explains internal 

relationships. None of these categories 

defines the container itself. Pretending 

they do inevitably leads to artificial 

paradoxes. 

At this point, the question “how long has 

the universe existed?” loses meaning. 

Not because it is mysterious, but 

because it is poorly formulated. It is a 



valid question for a galaxy, a star, or a 

civilization, but not for the totality that 

makes all of them possible. 

This chapter consolidates a central 

idea: the universe’s eternity is not an 

extraordinary hypothesis, but the logical 

consequence of understanding it as an 

absolute container. The universe does 

not need to last infinitely. It does not 

need to begin or end. It does not need to 

justify itself in time. It simply exists, and 

within that existence, all possible 

durations arise. 

One of the most persistent conceptual 

errors in understanding the universe is 

attributing the properties of the parts to 

the whole. We observe that on our finite 

planet, internal systems change, 

degrade, collapse, or disappear, and we 

automatically extend that fate to the 

container itself. This confusion 

underlies many cosmological theories 

announcing the universe’s inevitable 

end. 

Stars are born and die. Galaxies collide 

and deform. Matter reorganizes, energy 

disperses, and complex structures 

dissolve. All of this is real and 

observable. But none of it implies that 

the framework enabling these 

processes shares the same fate. The 

disappearance of the universe’s 

elements only means transformations 

occur. 



Here an illegitimate inversion 

occurs: the behavior of the contents is 

projected onto the container. 

The so-called thermal death of the 

universe is a clear example of this 

extrapolation. From thermodynamic 

principles valid for internal closed 

systems, it is concluded that the entire 

universe must end in an inert 

equilibrium, without structure or 

change. However, this conclusion 

presupposes that the universe is a 

system comparable to its parts, when in 

reality it is the framework that defines 

what “system” means in the first place. 

From Container Theory, this projection 

loses force. Entropy describes the 

redistribution of energy within defined 

systems. It does not describe the 

depletion of the container as a whole. 

The error is not in thermodynamics, but 

in extending its reach beyond its 

operational meaning: the Earth and 

finite systems. 

The same problem appears in other 

narratives of absolute endings: 

• The total collapse of the universe. 

• The rupture of space-time. 

• The complete disappearance of all 

possible structures. 

All these ideas share an implicit 

assumption: that the universe is another 

object within a larger category. But if the 



universe is the container of everything 

that exists, there is no “external state” in 

which it could collapse or dissolve. 

Understanding this difference allows us 

to separate two levels often confused. 

The internal level, where processes 

occur, change, and end; and the total 

level, which does not participate in 

these cycles because it makes them 

possible. The universe is not an event in 

a larger story. It is the realm where every 

story can take place. 

This chapter reinforces an essential 

distinction: the endings we observe 

belong to particular configurations, not 

to totality. The disappearance of a form 

does not imply that the reality allowing 

it ceases to exist. The container is not 

exhausted because its contents 

transform. 

By recognizing this difference, the 

obsession with the end of the universe 

loses its force. Not because internal 

change stops, but because it is no 

longer confused with the disappearance 

of the whole. The universe does not 

shut down, collapse, or extinguish. 

The forms it hosts change, not 

the condition that sustains them. 

At this point, the greatest obstacle to 

understanding Container Theory is no 

longer conceptual or scientific, 

but human. Even when logic is clear and 

projections exposed, there persists a 



deep resistance to accepting a universe 

that neither begins nor ends. This 

resistance does not arise from 

reasoning but from the psychological 

difficulty of inhabiting a reality that does 

not fit our life scales. 

Humans need narrative footholds. They 

need beginnings to orient themselves 

and endings to close meaning. This 

need is not an intellectual flaw, but a 

direct consequence of a mind shaped by 

survival in a limited environment. 

Accepting an eternal universe implies 

giving up several implicit certainties. It 

means accepting that there is no 

privileged moment of creation, no 

explanation prior to the whole, and no 

causality culminating in a first cause. 

For a mind trained to seek ultimate 

foundations, this idea generates 

discomfort, even rejection. 

The eternal universe does not console, it 

does not offer a reassuring story or an 

implicit moral architecture. It does not 

answer why something exists instead of 

nothing, because that question loses 

meaning when nothingness ceases to 

be a real possibility. The container does 

not compete with the void; it makes it 

impossible. 

Here a profound shift occurs in thinking. 

The explanation no longer points 

backward, seeking an origin, but inward, 

understanding how internal processes 



function without demanding external 

justification. Reality does not need 

permission to exist. 

This shift has important consequences: 

• The universe does not require 

a creator to begin. 

• It does not need an external 

purpose to sustain itself. 

• It does not depend on a final 

cause to validate it. 

These conclusions do not eliminate 

mystery, but they place it in a different 

context. The mystery is no longer in the 

origin, but in the very structure of 

existence. 

Accepting the eternal container is not 

solving everything; it is ceasing to pose 

poorly constructed questions. 

Container Theory does not aim to close 

thought, but to free it from inherited 

narrative frameworks. It does not seek 

to replace one cosmology with another 

more attractive one, but to correct a 

basic confusion: applying internal 

categories to totality. Once this 

confusion dissolves, many traditional 

questions lose weight, and more precise 

ones can begin to be formulated. 

This chapter offers an intellectual 

stance. The universe is not born, does 

not die, and does not need to. The 

container is not just another thing in 



reality. It is the very condition for 

something to exist. 

  



 

ATOMS WERE NEVER 

BORN NOR DIED 

 [2] 

 

To dismantle a grand narrative, 

sometimes it is only necessary to 

confront it with a small truth. Scientific 

thought, in its ambition to explain the 

totality of the cosmos, has built a story 

of overwhelming complexity: that of a 

universe born in a single instant. 

However, this entire imposing 

conceptual structure becomes unstable 

when faced with a simple, observable 

fact that has never been refuted in any 

experiment: matter is neither created 

nor destroyed, only transformed. 

If one accepts that the universe is 

composed, at its most fundamental 

level, of atoms, and if these atoms 

cannot appear from nothing nor vanish 

into the void, the consequence is direct 

and inescapable: 

The universe had no beginning and will 

have no end. 

The Unbreakable Law 



This principle, known as the Law of 

Conservation of Matter and Energy, is 

the foundation of all empirical 

chemistry and physics. It is perhaps the 

most solid rule that direct observation 

has provided us. In any closed system 

we can measure, the total amount of 

matter and energy at the start is 

identical to the total amount at the end. 

• In a laboratory: Atoms recombine 

to form new molecules. 

• In a star: Energy changes from 

one form to another. 

But the fundamental substrate of 

existence remains. Never, in any 

laboratory in the world, has 

the spontaneous creation of a single 

atom from nothing been witnessed. Nor 

has an atom been seen to disappear 

without a trace, without becoming 

another particle or an equivalent 

amount of energy. 

The Great Contradiction 

And it is precisely here where the grand 

narrative of modern cosmology enters 

an unsolvable contradiction. How is it 

possible that a science basing its 

prestige and authority on empirical 

evidence accepts as a pillar a theory—

the Big Bang—that directly violates its 

most proven law? 

If no individual atom can be born from 

nothing, on what basis is it claimed 



that all atoms in the universe did so, 

simultaneously, in a unique, 

unrepeatable event conveniently exempt 

from the rules governing everything 

else? 

This is an exception so colossal that it 

does not function as an exception, but 

as an unproven exception. We are asked 

to accept that the most fundamental 

rule of physics did not apply, precisely, 

at the most fundamental moment of all. 

The Narrative Trap 

The idea of a “beginning” is 

a conceptual tool for the human mind, a 

narrative necessity. We feel comfortable 

with stories that have a beginning, a 

middle, and an end, because that is the 

structure of our own lives and of 

everything we create. But the universe 

does not have to obey our narrative 

preferences. 

The hypothesis that the universe 

is eternal—that it has always existed in 

a state of continuous transformation—

does not require the creation of an 

inexplicable exception to its own laws. 

It simply aligns with what we observe at 

the atomic scale: the indestructible 

persistence of matter. 

Science, when faced with this 

contradiction, has opted for a singular 

path. Instead of questioning the model 

of origin, it has armored it with 



increasingly complex theoretical 

constructions. The defense of a model 

has been prioritized over coherence with 

the most basic empirical observation. 

Sometimes it is unseen, but a double 

standard is being applied: 

1. For the laboratory: Where the 

conservation of matter is a sacred 

law. 

2. For cosmology: Where it can be 

ignored to justify an origin. 

Perhaps science, at this point, acts 

more like an unproven exception than a 

method of discovery. It has chosen a 

story—that of the universe being born—

and now dedicates its efforts to making 

all other observations fit into it. 

The most direct reasoning would 

indicate that if the part (the atom) is 

neither born nor dies, the whole (the 

universe) cannot do so either. However, 

the story of spontaneous creation is 

preferred. 

The Eternal Dance of Atoms 

The universe does not show, at its 

smallest and most fundamental level, 

any evidence of an origin or an end. It 

only shows changes and reorganization. 

• The atoms that today compose 

a star existed before in the form 

of a vast cloud of gas and 

interstellar dust. 



• When that star dies, those same 

atoms will not disappear. They will 

be expelled into space. 

• They will form part of new planets, 

new living beings, or other gas 

clouds. 

The atoms that form our bodies were 

not born with us; they have existed for 

billions of years and will continue to 

exist after death reaches us. They 

change configuration, but not existence. 

The idea that the set of all these eternal 

atoms had a “Day Zero” is a narrative 

fiction imposed upon a reality that is, in 

its essence, eternally dynamic. 

The universe did not need to be born. It 

did not need a starting point. It was 

always here, in a state of constant 

generation and transformation. The 

projection of a birth and an eventual 

death is only the reflection of our own 

mortality. We have built a cosmos in 

our image and likeness: finite, with a 

vague purpose and an inevitable end. 

But the real universe, the one revealed in 

the immutable behavior of its most 

basic components, does not share our 

earthly mental projections. 

The Quantum Objection 

However, knowledge derived from 

quantum physics presents a direct 

challenge to this assertion. It is argued 

that, in the quantum vacuum, there is no 



absolute void, but a fluctuating energy 

field from which pairs of particles and 

antiparticles—such as an electron and a 

positron—can spontaneously emerge, 

only to annihilate each other almost 

instantly. 

This phenomenon, predicted 

theoretically by Paul Dirac around 1928 

and subsequently confirmed 

experimentally in phenomena like the 

Casimir effect, seems to suggest that 

matter can be created from “nothing.” 

The Resolution 

This apparent contradiction, however, 

stands on an imprecise 

interpretation of the phenomenon. The 

creation of these pairs does not occur 

from an absolute nothingness, but from 

the latent energy of the vacuum itself, 

in accordance with the equivalence 

between mass and energy formalized by 

Albert Einstein (E=mc²). 

It is a transformation, not a creation ex 

nihilo. 

The energy of the vacuum temporarily 

converts into mass, but the law of 

conservation remains intact in the total 

balance of the system. In fact, the 

almost immediate annihilation of these 

pairs to return energy to the vacuum 

reinforces the principle that the universe 

does not tolerate imbalances. It is not, 

therefore, a creation from nothing, but 



an energy debt that the system collects 

from itself immediately. 

Far from refuting the conservation of 

matter-energy, this 

phenomenon confirms it at the most 

fundamental and strange scale we 

know. 

 

 

  



 

SOMEDAY, THE 

UNIVERSE WILL DIE 

[3] 

Mainstream science, in its attempt to 

chart the final fate of the cosmos, has 

ended up projecting onto it one of the 

most deeply human and limited 

narratives in existence: that of a system 

containing the principle of its own 

dissolution within its own structure. 

This narrative is formally known 

as “Heat Death,” a hypothesis arising as 

a direct consequence of applying 

the Second Law of Thermodynamics on 

a cosmic scale. The idea is, ostensibly, 

simple and bleak: since entropy—the 

measure of disorder or unusable energy 

in a closed system—always increases, 

the universe is inexorably heading 

toward a cold, static final state with no 

energy available to perform any work. 

A dead point where nothing changes 

and nothing lives. 

The Universe as a Failed System 

But by accepting this projection as a 

probable destiny, something much 



deeper and more problematic is being 

asserted, something rarely stated 

clearly. It is being said that the universe 

was born to exhaust itself. 

That its immense and demonstrated 

capacity to generate stars, galaxies, 

planets, and life itself is, in reality, the 

symptom of a terminal condition. If the 

cosmos was capable of such a level of 

generation, if its laws allowed for the 

appearance of structures of astounding 

complexity and of the very intelligence 

that now observes it, how is it possible 

that it contains such a fundamental 

contradiction at its core? 

How can a system of such vast 

structural coherence be, at the same 

time, fundamentally poorly designed? 

This, although not openly admitted, is 

treating the universe as if it were 

a failed biological system or a poorly 

built instrument. It is a direct projection 

of our local and finite experience. We 

have attributed our own death to the 

cosmos. We are describing our fear of 

finitude, not an intrinsic property of the 

totality. The science positing a Heat 

Death is not studying the universe on its 

own terms; it is studying its own 

humanity, projected onto an infinite 

scale. 

The Category Error 



If one stops to think, the structure of the 

argument weakens. The notion of 

“defect” or “structural flaw” only makes 

sense within a system that possesses a 

purpose or a prior design. 

• What purpose does the universe 

have that could fail? It has none. 

• Applying the category of 

“defective” to it because it tends 

toward a supposed state of 

equilibrium is a profound category 

error. 

• It is judging the totality by the 

rules of one of its parts. 

The concept of “failure” is a local 

human mental construction, 

inapplicable to a totality that has 

no outside and no operating manual. 

 

 



The Trap of Circular Reasoning 

The very basis of this hypothesis, the 

assumption that the universe began in a 

state of “low entropy,” is a convenient 

but logically questionable theoretical 

construction. It is assumed that the 

universe began in a state of incredibly 

high order, a singularity of perfectly 

calibrated energy. 

But who defines that state as “orderly”? 

An infinite concentration of energy at an 

inconceivable temperature sounds more 

like the very definition of absolute 

chaos than that of order. It is evident 

that the narrative is constructed 

backward: for entropy to increase 

consistently with what we observe, a 

low-entropy beginning must be 

postulated, even if that beginning defies 

intuition and the very definition of order. 

It is a story that sustains itself in 

a closed circle of reasoning: 

1. It is said the universe is heading 

toward Heat Death because 

entropy always increases. 

2. It is known that entropy always 

increases because the universe 

began in a state of low disorder. 

3. It is known that it began in a state 

of low disorder to be able to 

explain why entropy increases 

today. 



The internal coherence of the story is 

confused with proof of its veracity. Heat 

Death is the grandest example of this 

trap. It is a logical conclusion within a 

model, but the model itself could be a 

fiction. 

Therefore, the idea that the universe is 

condemned to an end of stillness and 

cold is a projection that reveals more 

about the human psyche than about the 

cosmos. It is the manifestation of our 

obsession with tales having a beginning 

and an end, with the need to find a 

destiny, even if that destiny is total 

dissolution. 

But an eternal universe needs no 

destiny. It is going nowhere. It only 

keeps generating, in a cycle of constant 

transformation that understands neither 

beginnings nor ends, neither successes 

nor failures. 

The Challenge of Entropy 

However, an undeniable fact, observed 

in every physical system accessible to 

human beings, is that useful energy 

tends to disperse and disorder tends to 

increase. 

The Second Law of Thermodynamics, 

formulated in its modern version by 

Rudolf Clausius in the 19th century, 

seems to hold without exception on our 

scale of reality. This phenomenon, 

measured and verified in countless 



experiments, seems to frontally 

contradict the idea that the universe 

does not degrade, suggesting that if 

every local system energetically “wears 

out,” the total set should do so as well. 

The Answer: A Matter of Scale 

The answer, however, lies not in denying 

the observation, but in understanding 

its limits of application. 

That energy dissipation is a constant in 

the systems we can build and measure 

does not prove it is a fundamental law 

applicable to an eternal and infinite 

cosmos in its totality. It only proves that, 

within the limited framework of our 

interaction, energy behaves that way. 

Extrapolating the rule to the totality is, 

again, projecting our local limitation and 

assuming it as a universal destiny. The 

law works here and now, in the closed 

systems we study. There is no empirical 

proof that it must apply in the same way 

to the totality of the universe, which 

cannot be defined as a closed system in 

the same terms. 

The contradiction is not necessarily in 

nature; it is in the scale of our 

assertions. 

  



 

THE TELESCOPE ON 

THE MOON: 

SEARCHING FOR AN 

EDGE  

[ 4 ] 

There is an image that captures, with 

almost piercing precision, the condition 

of human thought when facing the 

unknown. It is the image of an individual 

standing on the surface of the Moon, 

pointing a telescope toward space, 

preparing to decipher the origin of 

everything that exists. 

The scene, stripped of the heroic 

narrative with which it is usually 

presented, reveals a profoundly absurd 

situation. It is the representation of a 

species that, having barely taken a step 

outside its immediate environment, 

already claims the capacity and 

authority to say: I can define and 

measure the universe. 

The Illusion of Depth 

The very act of installing a telescope on 

the Moon is broadcast as a fundamental 



advance in human observational 

capacity. The justification is simple: by 

eliminating the distortion of Earth's 

atmosphere, images become sharper, 

reaching farther. Photons that have 

traveled for billions of years from 

galaxies that likely no longer exist in the 

form their light reaches us will be 

captured. 

 

 

 

We observe ghosts of light and echoes 

of a cosmic past so remote that the 

human mind lacks the structure to 

conceive it in its real terms. But here 

lies the first fundamental error: the 

assumption that seeing further is 

equivalent to understanding with 

greater depth. 



Expanding the range of vision does not 

mean expanding understanding. 

The Category Error 

The idea that to see is to understand is 

upheld. It is believed that by improving 

the resolution of our images, we 

improve our understanding. This is 

a category error. 

We do not capture the internal 

dynamics, the invisible interactions, or 

the processes that constitute the reality 

of what is observed. We only obtain 

a static representation, a flat image of a 

multidimensional phenomenon. The 

telescope does not expand 

consciousness; it only magnifies the 

image that our limited consciousness 

attempts to interpret. 

Modern science, with its high-precision 

instruments, often repeats the gesture 

of ancient explorers. Those who, upon 

sighting an unknown coast, declared it 

“discovered” and claimed it for a distant 

authority. Their act was not one of 

understanding, but of conceptual 

possession. They imposed their 

language and their categories upon a 

reality that was alien to them and that 

had existed without them. 

Current cosmology operates in a similar 

way. It observes a point of light in the 

darkness and believes it has 

“discovered” a truth about the universe, 



when what it has found is, in 

reality, another limit of its own capacity 

for comprehension. It assigns it a name, 

a distance, and a composition, 

integrating it into a catalog that 

organizes the unknown according to 

human parameters. 

The Problem with the Question 

The problem does not reside in the 

legitimate act of knowing, but in 

the absence of a fundamental critique 

regarding the act of observing itself. 

It is taken for granted that the universe 

is a problem that can be solved, that its 

rules are there, waiting to be decoded by 

our instruments and our mathematics. 

The possibility that the universe is not 

an encoded message, but an existence 

without purpose that does not have to 

be comprehensible to a local and 

conditioned mind, is not contemplated. 

The very question “what is the origin of 

the universe?” already presupposes that 

it had one. This premise possesses no 

direct empirical foundation; it rests 

upon a narrative necessity, the human 

requirement that every story must have 

a beginning. 

Enormous amounts of resources are 

invested, instruments of astounding 

complexity are designed, and almost 

inconceivable volumes of data are 

processed. All to sustain the sensation 



that we are advancing toward a “final 

answer.” 

• But what answer can be found if 

the initial question is 

already tainted by a human 

projection? 

• What truth can be discovered 

about the whole if one has not first 

faced the truth about one's 

own limitations as an observer? 

 

 

 

Cosmology as Conquest 

Perhaps we are not aware of it, but 

cosmology has been structured as 

an act of conquest. Our physical laws, 

our concept of time, and our sequence 

of cause and effect are imposed upon it. 



And when the universe does not fit the 

model, the model is not questioned at 

its root. Instead, elements are 

introduced to force the equations to 

measure what they need to see. Entities 

like dark matter or dark energy are 

proposed, whose only function is to 

explain the discrepancies between 

theory and observation. A complex 

model full of add-ons is preferred over 

the direct admission of ignorance or, 

more importantly, the possibility that the 

model is fundamentally wrong. 

The individual standing on the Moon is, 

therefore, a figure representing a deep 

limitation. He moves across the Moon, 

believing he is closer to the cosmos. He 

celebrates obtaining a new vantage 

point, without noticing that he has only 

shifted the location of his own 

perceptual limit. And from that new 

position, he keeps looking outward, 

hoping to find in the remote distance an 

answer he has not even begun to seek in 

his place of origin: an honest 

understanding of the limits of his own 

mind. 

The Counter-Argument: The Echo of the 

Beginning 

However, it could be argued that the 

observation of the Cosmic Microwave 

Background (CMB), discovered in 1965 

by Arno Penzias and Robert Wilson, is 



direct empirical proof of a past and 

different state of the universe. 

This radiation, which permeates all of 

space, is interpreted as the remnant 

afterglow of an initial event, an image of 

the universe when it was only about 

380,000 years old. Its tiny temperature 

fluctuations, mapped by high-precision 

satellites, are considered the seed from 

which galaxies formed. This finding was 

not a projection, but an accidental 

discovery that forced a re-evaluation of 

existing models. 

The Rebuttal: The Map is Not the 

Territory 

This argument, although solid in its 

context, does not escape the 

fundamental critique. 

The CMB is not a “photograph” in the 

literal sense. It is a stream of photons 

that, after being detected, is processed, 

filtered, and interpreted through the 

prism of the dominant model. The raw 

data does not claim to be “the echo of 

the origin”; it is the human theoretical 

framework that assigns that meaning to 

it. 

The fluctuations of the CMB could be 

the result of: 

• Other physical processes yet 

unknown. 



• The inherent nature of an eternal 

universe in constant fluctuation at 

immense scales. 

The interpretation of the CMB as “proof” 

of a beginning is not an inevitable 

conclusion emanating from pure data, 

but the conclusion that best fits the 

story we have already decided to tell. 

Once again, it is not the universe 

speaking; it is we who are translating 

its silence into our mental need. 

 

 

  



 

COPERNICUS: 

THINKING AGAINST 

THE WORLD 

 [ 5 ] 

For over a thousand years, human 

thought was organized around a 

certainty that admitted not the slightest 

doubt: the Earth was the motionless 

center of the universe. 

This was not simply one astronomical 

hypothesis among others. It was 

the foundation of reality, an absolute 

truth defended with equal force by 

science, philosophy, and religion. Kings, 

priests, scholars, and common citizens 

took for granted that the Sun, the Moon, 

the planets, and the stars revolved in 

perfect orbits around our world. 

Questioning this idea was not an act of 

scientific dissent; it was an act 

of madness, an offense against the 

natural and divine order. 

It was, in essence, unthinkable. 

The Psychological Anchor 



To understand the magnitude of this 

collective error, it is necessary to go 

beyond astronomy. The belief in a 

geocentric universe was not sustained 

primarily by observation—which often 

presented uncomfortable 

contradictions—but by a deep 

psychological need. 

Humanity, to make sense of 

itself, projected itself onto the 

cosmos. The idea that we were the 

center of everything was not a scientific 

conclusion, but an emotional 

requirement disguised as knowledge. 

The universe was constructed to reflect 

the importance that human beings 

attributed to themselves. It was not 

science; it was a mechanism of 

intellectual comfort, a functional lie that 

ordered existence and gave it a 

purpose. 

The Alliance of Authority 

To this psychological need was added 

the weight of authority. The antiquity of 

a belief is often confused with its 

veracity. For centuries, the teachings 

of Aristotle and Ptolemy, who had 

formalized the geocentric model, were 

repeated without being subjected to real 

criticism. 

When religious doctrine adopted this 

model as its own, the error was sealed 

and armored. Science and Faith, two 

immense forces in the configuration of 



the human mind, allied to sustain the 

same idea. The result was a stagnation 

of more than a millennium, a period in 

which humanity was incapable of 

reviewing what was right in front of it 

for fear of destroying the sacred 

image it had built of itself. 

The Cost of Truth 

When Nicolaus Copernicus, an 

individual working with the limited tools 

of his time, proposed that the Sun was 

the center and that the Earth moved, the 

reaction was abysmal. His calculations 

were not attacked with better 

calculations; his conclusion was 

attacked for being unbearable. 

Copernicus did not just move the 

Earth; he dismantled the entire 

symbolic structure of the world. If the 

Earth was just another planet, then the 

human being was no longer the axis of 

creation. 

• The Error: Was comfortable, 

orderly, and placed us in a position 

of privilege. 

• The Truth: Was chaotic, 

destabilizing, and reduced us to 

insignificance. 

The teaching of this historical episode 

is direct. Real advancement in 

understanding does not arise from 

massive consensus nor from the 

repetition of the established. It comes 



from individuals capable of 

applying independent thought, of 

observing with honesty, and of 

sustaining a conclusion that contradicts 

what everyone else accepts as evident. 

Some of the firmest truths of one era 

can be the deepest errors of the next. 

The Modern Reflection 

Today, we find ourselves in a position 

that bears structural similarities. We 

believe we understand the universe 

because we have telescopes of a power 

previously unimaginable. We believe 

science explains everything because it 

uses the language of mathematics and 

computational models. We believe our 

knowledge is superior simply because 

our technological development has 

advanced. 

However, the underlying mental 

structure shows patterns that repeat. 

Dominant models are accepted without 

foundational questioning, the 

established is defended as if it were 

definitive, and those who propose 

radically different visions are 

disqualified. 

Science, when it becomes institutional, 

runs the risk of becoming a source of 

dogmas. A central model is established 

in our time—that of the Big Bang—and 

subsequent research is often dedicated 



to adjusting observations to that model, 

rather than questioning the model itself. 

The scientific community, like any social 

structure, generates its own hierarchies, 

authorities, and resistance to change. 

The story of Copernicus is not, 

therefore, a simple tale about 

astronomy. It is a warning about the 

tendency of human thought to 

build closed belief systems and to 

defend them even against evidence, 

especially when those systems provide 

us with a coherent narrative and a 

defined place in the cosmos. 

 

 

 

The Counter-Argument: The Case of 

Germs 

However, the history of science also 

offers cases that seem to contradict 



this tendency toward stagnation. A 

notable example is the rapid acceptance 

of the Germ Theory in the second half 

of the 19th century. 

For centuries, medicine had been based 

on the theory that diseases were spread 

by “bad air” (miasma). This vision, 

defended by the established medical 

authority, was completely dismantled in 

a few decades by the works of 

scientists like Louis Pasteur and Ignaz 

Semmelweis. Their empirical proofs 

regarding the existence of 

microorganisms and their role in 

disease transmission were so 

overwhelming that, despite initial 

resistance, the paradigm changed with 

astonishing speed. 

The Distinction: Utility vs. Comfort 

This apparent contradiction, however, is 

explained by the nature of the 

knowledge in question. The 

abandonment of the miasmatic theory 

and the adoption of asepsis 

had immediate, tangible, and directly 

observable consequences on human 

survival. 

The truth of the germ theory was 

demonstrated in the drastic drop in 

mortality in hospitals and surgeries. Its 

utility was direct and personal. The 

geocentric model, in contrast, offered 

a purely psychological and abstract 



benefit. Its abandonment did not affect 

the daily life of most people. 

Resistance to a new truth seems to be, 

therefore, inversely proportional to its 

practical and immediate utility. 

  



 

THE PARADOX OF 

CLIMATE AND 

COSMOS 

 [ 6 ] 

To evaluate the solidity of human 

assertions about the universe, it is 

sometimes useful to start with 

something much closer and more 

tangible: weather prediction. 

Every day, meteorology uses 

mathematical models of enormous 

complexity to simulate the Earth's 

atmosphere. These systems are fed by a 

massive amount of direct data: 

satellites, sensors on land and sea, 

weather balloons. We are inside the 

system we measure, we observe it in 

real time, and we know its fundamental 

components: pressure, temperature, 

humidity, wind. 

It is, in theory, the ideal scenario for 

prediction. 

The Limit of Certainty 

And yet, the results show a clear 

limitation. The accuracy of a 24-hour 



forecast is very high, generally 

between 85% and 95%. At three days, 

this reliability drops notably. At five 

days, it sits within a margin where error 

is a very real possibility. Beyond a week, 

any prediction loses its character of 

certainty and becomes a simple 

estimation of trends. 

The reason is that the atmosphere is 

a chaotic system; small initial 

variations, impossible to measure in 

their entirety, amplify exponentially and 

make long-term behavior unpredictable. 

We accept this margin of error as 

something natural. It is part of our 

everyday experience. 

The Great Extrapolation 

Now, let us transfer this exercise of 

intellectual honesty to the field 

of cosmology. Here, conditions are the 

opposite in every imaginable sense. 

• We are not inside the system we 

intend to describe. 

• We are at an inconceivable 

distance from the phenomena we 

study. 

• Our observation is not direct, but 

based on the interpretation of 

fragments of light and other 

radiations that have traveled for 

billions of years. 

What we see is not the event, but 

its echo without time. The object of 



study, the supposed “beginning” of the 

universe, is a state that we cannot 

recreate, validate, or observe directly. 

Here is where the paradox manifests in 

its full magnitude. If in a system we 

inhabit, measure in real time, and have 

detailed knowledge of, our margin of 

error becomes immense in a matter of 

days, on what intellectual ground do we 

attribute such a high degree of 

certainty to a model claiming to 

describe what happened 13.8 billion 

years ago? 

The confidence we place in 

cosmological models is inversely 

proportional to our ability to verify 

them empirically. 

The Comfort of Distance 

The scale of the cosmos distances us 

emotionally from the problem. The error 

in a weather forecast can ruin a trip; the 

error in a cosmological model has no 

consequence on our daily life. That 

disconnection makes us intellectually 

passive. 

The Big Bang model presents itself with 

a precision that is disconcerting. It 

speaks of the formation of the first 

atoms at 380,000 years or the 

appearance of the first stars hundreds 

of millions of years later. These 

numbers, presented as facts, are in 

reality the results of a mathematical 



model that extrapolates backward from 

current observations. 

The precision of the numbers hides 

the precariousness of the 

assumptions upon which knowledge is 

built: 

1. It is assumed that the laws of 

physics, as we understand them 

today in our corner of the universe, 

have been the same forever and 

everywhere. 

2. It is assumed that the universe is 

a closed system. 

3. It is assumed that our view from 

Earth is not fundamentally biased. 

Narrative vs. Reality 

What we call “cosmological knowledge” 

is, in reality, a very different category of 

assertion than what we call 

“meteorological knowledge.” It is not a 

verifiable prediction, but a theoretical 

reconstruction. 

It is a narrative that has proven to be 

very coherent and capable of fitting 

observations within its framework. But 

the internal coherence of a story is not 

proof of its correspondence with reality. 

An eternal and constantly transforming 

universe could also be coherent with 

observations, if a model were built for it. 

Therefore, if we apply the same rigor we 

use for a nearby system, the margin of 

error of models regarding the origin of 



the universe could not be quantified, but 

would have to be recognized 

as potentially massive. 

Certainty is not a property of the 

universe; it is a characteristic of 

the human narrative we have built to 

avoid feeling lost in its immensity. We 

have opted for a defined and precise 

origin story because it is easier to 

assimilate than the idea of an existence 

without a beginning, without a purpose, 

and ultimately, beyond our capacity for 

total comprehension. 

The Counter-Argument: The Triumph of 

Relativity 

However, it could be argued that the 

power of cosmological models has been 

demonstrated spectacularly in 

predictions that seemed impossible. A 

key example is the detection 

of gravitational waves. 

In 2015, the LIGO observatory detected 

these ripples in space-time for the first 

time, produced by the merger of two 

black holes over a billion light-years 

away. The extraordinary thing is that the 

signal received corresponded with 

astonishing precision to the predictions 

that Einstein’s General Theory of 

Relativity had formulated a century 

earlier. This success seems to confirm 

the incredible reliability of the same 

physical foundations used to build the 

Big Bang model. 



The Rebuttal: Function vs. Origin 

This objection, although valid, does not 

solve the paradox; it delimits it with 

greater precision. 

The confirmation of gravitational waves 

proves that the laws of physics, as 

described by relativity, work with 

incredible accuracy within the current 

observable universe. It is a validation of 

the rules of functioning of the cosmos, 

not of its origin. 

 

 

Demonstrating that the laws governing 

the behavior of black holes today are 

understood is not the same as 

demonstrating that it is understood how 

the space-time in which those black 

holes exist appeared. The efficacy of the 

model to describe internal processes of 

the universe does not automatically 



validate its assertions about an external 

and foundational event like an absolute 

origin. 

  



 

THE BIG BANG: A 

HUMAN THEORY 

TRAPPED IN ITS OWN 

MYTH  

 [ 7 ] 

The Big Bang model is the most 

accepted explanation for the origin of 

the universe in our time. It is taught in 

schools, disseminated in the media, and 

presented in popular science literature 

as a practically proven scientific fact. 

However, when this theory is analyzed 

not through its complex equations, but 

through logical, direct, and free 

reasoning, its structure begins to show 

fundamental cracks. It reveals itself not 

as an objective description of reality, but 

as a grand narrative built to satisfy 

deeply human needs. 

The First Myth: The Singularity 

The first tale is the assertion of 

an absolute beginning: the singularity. 

The theory holds that the entire 

universe, with its matter and energy, 



began 13.8 billion years ago at a point 

of infinite density and temperature. 

This assertion, presented with apparent 

precision, crumbles upon close 

examination. It is a set of logical 

contradictions. Assigning a date to this 

event implies the existence of a time 

before time, since there can be no 

chronological measure if time itself, 

according to the theory, is born in that 

instant. 

Similarly, the 

adjectives "dense" and "hot" are 

projections of human concepts onto a 

state that, by definition, cannot contain 

them. 

• Density is a ratio between mass 

and volume. If space did not exist, 

there was no volume; therefore, 

the concept of density is 

inapplicable. 

• Temperature is a measure of 

particle movement. If particles as 

we know them did not exist, the 

idea of temperature loses its 

physical meaning. 

"Dense" and "hot" are not real 

descriptions; they are human labels. The 

singularity is not an empirical fact; it is 

a placeholder, a blind spot in the model 

that has disguised itself as an 

explanation. 

The Second Myth: Expansion 



The second myth is expansion. We are 

told that, from that initial point, the 

universe began to expand. To facilitate 

understanding, an image is often 

used: a balloon inflating. 

But this image, visually useful, collapses 

under basic analysis. If the universe 

is everything that exists, into what does 

it expand? 

Expansion requires an exterior space in 

which to occur. If there is no “outside,” 

the very concept of expansion loses its 

intuitive sense and becomes a 

mathematical abstraction. 

This narrative of expansion suggests 

an ordered and symmetrical process, as 

if following a pre-established plan. It 

assumes a regularity and harmony that 

are difficult to justify without invoking a 

kind of organizing principle; this idea of 

balanced growth from the beginning 

resembles a tale of design more than 

the description of a chaotic and 

spontaneous event. The theory presents 

as fact an expansion whose exact form, 

rhythm, and mechanism have not been, 

and cannot be, directly observed. 

The Myth of Chronology 

Finally, the Big Bang narrative is 

consolidated through a cosmic 

chronology, and it is here that its 

mythical character becomes most 



evident. A sequence of events with 

precise dates is established: 

• At 380,000 years, the universe 

cools enough for the first atoms to 

form. 

• Hundreds of millions of years 

later, the first stars are born. 

• Billions of years later, galaxies, 

solar systems, and 

finally, life emerge. 

The universe is presented as an 

organism passing through stages of 

growth, like a human being. 

This chronology is built entirely 

on human projections. It is a biography 

of the cosmos written from our 

perspective, using our measure of time 

and assuming that the universe has 

followed a linear and predictable 

development. It is the imposition of a 

narrative structure—that of an individual 

life—upon the totality of existence. 

And what is more problematic, it is 

presented as objective knowledge, when 

in reality it is the result of a model 

that assumes from the start the very 

conclusion it intends to demonstrate: 

that there was a beginning. 

 

 

 

 



 

The Fiction of Origin 

The Big Bang, therefore, does not 

explain the origin of the universe. What 

it does is fill a mental void with 

concepts familiar to the human mind: a 

starting point, a birth date, a growth 

process, and a developmental 

sequence. 

It is a story that gives us a frame of 

reference, a beginning, and an order. It 

is a mathematically consistent fiction, 

but a fiction nonetheless. The universe 

does not need to have been born, it does 

not need a harmonious expansion, and 

it does not need to fit into human 

timelines. It simply exists. 

The Counter-Argument: 

Nucleosynthesis (BBN) 

However, a powerful argument in favor 

of the Big Bang model is its predictive 



capacity, particularly regarding the 

abundance of light elements. 

Big Bang Nucleosynthesis 

(BBN) predicts with remarkable 

precision the proportions of hydrogen, 

helium, deuterium, and lithium that 

should have formed in the first minutes 

after the supposed beginning. These 

predictions, detailed in numerous 

astrophysical publications and 

supported by institutions like NASA, 

coincide spectacularly with 

observations in the oldest stars and 

distant gas clouds, considered the most 

remote samples of the primitive 

universe. 

The Rebuttal: Conditions vs. Creation 

This correspondence between 

theoretical prediction and empirical 

observation seems to elevate the Big 

Bang above a simple “myth.” It suggests 

it is a robust scientific model. 

However, the fundamental objection 

remains. 

The success of the BBN model is 

conclusive proof of the conditions of 

the universe during a phase in which it 

was extremely hot and dense. It 

describes with impressive accuracy the 

physics of that state. 

What it does not prove, nor can it prove, 

is that such a state was the absolute 

beginning of everything. 



The model works perfectly if that hot 

and dense phase is considered a past 

condition of an eternal universe, rather 

than interpreting it as the moment of 

creation from nothing. Physics 

describes the “how” of that period, but 

the assertion that such a period was 

the “beginning of all” is an added 

narrative layer, an interpretation that 

goes beyond what the data can confirm 

. 

  



 

THE CREATOR GOD: 

PROJECTION AND 

FAITH 

 [ 8 ] 

Within the explanations that the human 

mind has generated to make sense of 

existence, none is as fundamental or as 

persistent as the idea of a Creator God. 

This notion, shared by the great 

monotheistic religions, establishes a 

conceptual structure that has shaped 

civilization for millennia. It is not simply 

a story about the origin; it is the 

projection of a deeply human model 

onto the totality of the cosmos. 

It is the final attempt to explain the 

unknown using the only tool we truly 

know: our own experience as creators. 

The Structure of the Model 

The model is, in its essence, of absolute 

simplicity and is based on a radical 

separation. It postulates the existence 

of a supreme, eternal, and conscious 

being, who stands outside the universe. 

This being, in an act of will, creates the 



cosmos as an entity distinct from 

himself. Analyzed step by step, this 

structure reveals its human origin. 

This mental structure implies several 

consequences that are rarely examined 

thoroughly: 

1. Hierarchy: It establishes that the 

creator is superior to the creation. 

2. Time: It introduces time as a 

category existing even before the 

universe itself, since the creator 

must exist “before” to be able to 

create “after.” 

3. Objectification: It defines the 

universe as an object, something 

that was “made,” and therefore, 

something finite, contingent, and 

dependent on an external will. 

The universe ceases to be the totality of 

what is and becomes a secondary 

product. 

The Fundamental Contradiction 

However, this apparently orderly 

construction collapses as soon as its 

own premise is applied to it. If 

everything that exists needs a creator, 

then an inescapable question arises: 

Who created God? 

The usual answer—that God is eternal 

and needs no creator—exposes 

a fundamental contradiction. We are 

asked to accept the existence of an 



uncreated entity, but we are denied the 

possibility of applying that same quality 

to the universe itself. 

Why is the human mind willing to 

accept an eternal being, but resists 

accepting an eternal universe? 

The only difference is that the former 

resembles a mind, a consciousness, us. 

The second option—a universe that 

simply is, without mind or purpose—

feels alien and disturbing to us. An 

exception to the rule is created solely so 

that the final result is familiar and 

comforting. 

The Egocentric Narrative 

This narrative of creation is not just a 

tale about the origin; it is, 

fundamentally, a story about us. It does 

not limit itself to saying “God created 

the universe,” but implicitly adds “...and 

he did so with the human being as the 

central piece.” 

 

 

  



 

It is the culmination of the egocentric 

vision of the cosmos. It places 

humanity as the final objective of a 

divine plan, the reason for being of the 

stars and galaxies. This idea was 

coherent and functional in a world 

where it was believed that the Earth was 

the physical center of a small and 

ordered universe. 

But what happens to this local story 

when confronted with the real scale of 

the cosmos we know today? 

What happens to the narrative of a 

creator focused on humanity in a 

universe with hundreds of billions of 

galaxies, each with hundreds of billions 

of stars? If life is not a miraculous 

exception, but a probable consequence 

of chemistry in suitable conditions, then 

there could be millions of planets 

inhabited by conscious beings. 



If the creator model were universal, we 

would have to consider the possibility 

that every civilization in the cosmos has 

its own revelation, its own bible, and its 

own god made in its image and 

likeness. The idea of a unique creator 

with a plan centered on Earth reveals 

itself not as a universal truth, but as 

what it always was: a primitive origin 

myth projected onto a cosmic scale. 

It is important to clarify that this 

analysis does not aim to deny spiritual 

experience or question personal belief. 

Its objective is more precise: to 

separate the observable reality of the 

universe from the narrative projections 

we have built upon it. It is about 

recognizing that the universe can exist 

by itself, with its own laws and on its 

own scale, without needing to be 

validated by an external will or to fulfill a 

purpose designed for human 

comprehension. 

The Counter-Argument: Fine-Tuning 

However, there exists an empirical 

argument that seems to directly 

challenge the idea that the universe is 

an existence without purpose and that 

the idea of a creator is a mere 

projection. It is known as the Fine-

Tuning Argument. 

Scientific observation has revealed that 

various fundamental constants of 

physics—such as the force of gravity, 



the electron charge, or the intensity of 

the strong nuclear force—have values 

that seem to be incredibly calibrated to 

allow for the existence of complex 

matter and, therefore, life. 

According to calculations cited by 

numerous physicists and philosophers, 

such as those exposed in the works of 

Martin Rees, an infinitesimal alteration 

in any of these values would have 

resulted in a sterile universe, incapable 

of forming stars, planets, or stable 

atoms. This astounding precision, it is 

argued, is evidence too strong to be 

attributed to chance and points to 

an intentional design, to a creator. 

The Rebuttal: The Anthropic Principle 

This line of reasoning, however, 

commits a fundamental error of 

perspective. 

The fact that we observe a universe with 

conditions that allow our existence is 

a tautology (it repeats the same thing 

with different words). It is the only kind 

of universe that, by definition, 

we could observe. This concept is 

known as the Anthropic Principle. 

It is not that the universe was designed 

for us; it is that our existence is a 

consequence of the conditions of this 

universe. 

If the constants were different, we 

would not be here to be surprised at 



how well-adjusted they are. It is a 

classic case of survivorship bias. 

Attributing this result to a design is 

confusing a necessary condition for our 

existence with a purpose for it. 

Far from proving the existence of a 

creator, fine-tuning only confirms that 

we are here because the conditions, for 

whatever reason, allowed it. It reveals 

no purpose, only a contingency. 

 

 

  



 

MODERN MYTHS OF 

THE COSMOS 

 [ 9 ] 

Modern thought prides itself on having 

overcome the era of myth. We believe 

that, thanks to the scientific method, we 

have replaced ancient stories of gods 

with rational and empirically verified 

explanations. We have left behind 

creation narratives to embrace the cold, 

objective reality of physics. 

However, this is one of the deepest 

illusions of our time. We have not 

eliminated myths; we have simply 

updated them. We have clothed them in 

the language of mathematics and 

particle physics, making their true 

nature harder to recognize. 

When examined closely, dominant 

cosmological theories, even the most 

advanced and abstract ones, reveal that 

they share the same fundamental 

structure as the myths of antiquity. All 

are attempts to answer an intrinsically 

human question: Where does it all come 

from? 



All seek to impose a narrative 

order upon existence—a tale with a 

beginning, a middle, and often, an end. 

The only difference is that the 

protagonists of these new stories are no 

longer divinities, but concepts like 

“singularities” or “quantum 

fluctuations.” 

 

 

The Catalog of New Myths 

Let us consider the most notable 

examples: 

• The Big Bang: It is the creation 

myth par excellence of our era. It 

postulates an absolute beginning 

from a point, a unique event giving 

rise to time and space. It is a 

linear and progressive narrative, a 

story of development that is 

surprisingly easy to assimilate 



because it closely resembles the 

story of a life. 

• The Steady State Theory: Even 

theories that tried to challenge the 

Big Bang fell into similar traps. 

This model avoided a single 

beginning, but in exchange, it 

needed to postulate a continuous 

and alleged creation of matter 

from nothing to explain the 

observed expansion. It did not 

eliminate creation; it only 

converted it into a constant 

process rather than a unique 

event. 

• The Oscillating Universe: This 

proposes an infinite sequence of 

expansions and contractions. An 

eternal cycle of Big Bangs and Big 

Crunches. Although it seems to 

elude an absolute origin, it 

actually replaces the myth of 

unique creation with the myth of 

eternal rebirth, a concept very 

present in many ancient 

philosophies and religions. It still 

relies on a cyclical mechanism, a 

repeating story, but explains 

neither what drives those cycles 

nor what laws govern them. It 

does not answer the fundamental 

question; it only puts it in an 

infinite loop. 

The Externalization of the Origin 



As theories become more sophisticated, 

the pattern persists, though more subtly. 

The hypothesis of 

the Multiverse or Eternal Inflation does 

not eliminate the problem of the origin; 

it simply externalizes it. 

Instead of a single universe needing an 

explanation, we now have a kind of 

cosmic “factory” that produces 

universes incessantly. But the 

fundamental question remains intact, 

only now applied to the factory: Where 

did that universe-generating factory 

come from, and what are its rules of 

operation? 

Even the strangest and apparently less 

narrative ideas follow this pattern: 

• The Holographic 

Universe: Suggests our 3D reality 

is a projection of information 

encoded on a distant 2D surface. 

This is a high-tech version of the 

myth of the world as a shadow or 

illusion, present in philosophy 

since antiquity. It replaces a divine 

creator with a cosmic projector, 

but the problem remains: What or 

who projects reality, and where 

does the original information 

come from? 

• Simulation Theory: Perhaps the 

most revealing myth of our epoch, 

as it projects our most recent 

technology onto the cosmos. It is 



a digital version of the myth of 

being a god’s dream, leaving us 

with the same questions about the 

simulator, their motives, and the 

nature of the “base reality” in 

which they exist. 

The Failure of Imagination 

The common pattern in all these 

theories is a failure of imagination. 

All are, at heart, attempts to explain the 

universe in human terms. They rely on 

concepts familiar to us: beginnings, 

ends, cycles, purposes, designs, 

information, or manufacturing. 

They are incapable of conceiving the 

simplest and, at the same time, most 

radical possibility: that the universe 

does not need an explanation of that 

kind. That it simply is. It is not a 

problem to be solved nor a message to 

be decoded. It is an existence. We are 

trapped in the act of explaining because 

the simple contemplation of an 

existence without cause and without 

purpose is unbearable to us. 

Science has provided us with incredibly 

powerful tools to understand 

the internal working of the universe. But 

when it attempts to answer the question 

of its origin, it abandons the realm of 

physics and enters that of metaphysics, 

resorting, unwittingly, to the ancient 

human habit of telling stories. 



The language has changed, but the 

structure of the myth remains. 

 

The Counter-Argument: The Weight of 

Evidence 

However, it could be objected that 

calling these theories “myths” ignores a 

fundamental difference: their 

mathematical basis and connection to 

observation. 

A clear example is the discovery of 

the Cosmic Microwave Background 

(CMB). The Big Bang model not only 

explained it, but its existence 

was predicted as a necessary 

consequence of a universe that had 

been hotter and denser in the past. The 

fact that several independent lines of 

evidence—galaxy expansion, light 

element abundance, and the CMB—

converge to support a similar scenario 

gives the model a solidity that no 

ancient myth could claim. It is not a 

simple story; it is the only framework 

that has managed to unify a vast set of 

disparate data. 

The Rebuttal: Phase vs. Creation 

This argument, although correct in its 

description of the model’s coherence, 

does not annul the critique; it focuses it. 

The convergence of evidence proves, 

with considerable force, that the 

universe passed through an extremely 



hot and dense past state. It validates 

the physical history of the cosmos from 

that point onward. 

However, the assertion that such a hot 

and dense state was the absolute 

beginning of everything is an 

interpretation that goes beyond what 

the data can sustain. It is in this leap—

from describing a past state to 

declaring it the moment of creation 

from nothing—where science crosses 

the frontier into myth. 

The model brilliantly describes 

a phase of the universe; the mythical 

narrative is the one insisting on calling 

it “the beginning.” 



 

 

  



 

NOTHINGNESS IS 

NOTHINGNESS  

[ 10 ] 

Of all the words human thought uses to 

construct its explanations of the world, 

none is as misused as the 

word “nothing.” 

We mention it with astonishing 

lightness, as if it were a simple and 

manageable concept. We use it as the 

starting point for the grandest stories, 

the foundation upon which scientific 

theories and creation tales are built. But 

in that ease of use lies a deep 

conceptual trap. By speaking of 

nothingness without the precision it 

demands, we turn it into a tool to justify 

the unjustifiable. 

This chapter has a direct objective: to 

define nothingness in its only possible 

terms and to demonstrate why, in its 

pure state, it cannot be the origin of 

absolutely anything. 

Defining the Absence 



To begin, it is necessary to strip the 

word of all the images we have 

associated with it. 

• It is not the vacuum of 

space: Which is full of fields, 

radiation, and particles. 

• It is not silence: Which is the 

absence of sound in a medium 

that could transmit it. 

• It is not darkness: Which is the 

absence of light in a space 

that could be illuminated. 

These are relative absences. 

Nothingness is absolute absence. 

It is the non-existence of space, of time, 

of matter, of energy, of laws, of 

potential, and of any imaginable 

property. 

It is a state of non-being so complete 

that it lacks even the capacity to be a 

state. 

The Inert Nature of Nothing 

By its very definition, nothingness 

is inert. 

• It cannot act, because acting 

requires a capacity. 

• It cannot allow, because allowing 

requires a context. 

• It cannot transform, because 

transformation demands a pre-

existing substance. 



• It cannot contain, because 

containing requires the existence 

of a limit. 

Nothing does nothing, because 

it is nothing. 

This is not a deep reflection; it is 

common sense; it is the only rigorous 

description possible. Any function 

attributed to it is, by definition, a 

contradiction. 

 

 

 

The Trap of Assigning a Role 

And yet, human thought, both in 

philosophy and science, has repeatedly 

fallen into the same error: it has given 

nothingness a job. 

Incapable of conceiving a total absence, 

the mind disguises it, assigns it a role, 



and in doing so, converts it into a 

“something” with a convenient name. 

Sometimes we are unaware of it, but 

this conceptual act is the basis of many 

of our cosmologies. 

In philosophy, this pattern is evident. 

• Thinkers like Martin 

Heidegger spoke of nothingness 

as that which allows being to 

manifest. In this view, nothingness 

is no longer nothing; it is an agent 

that “permits,” operating as a 

necessary background for 

existence. 

• Jean-Paul Sartre affirmed that 

human consciousness is defined 

by its relationship with 

nothingness, thus giving it a 

structural role in human existence 

itself. 

• Zen philosophy, in some 

interpretations, speaks of 

nothingness as a dynamic void 

connecting all things. 

In all these cases, the word “nothing” is 

used to describe an active principle, a 

connector, or a frame of reference. But 

an agent that permits, a structure that 

defines, or a void that connects is not 

nothingness. It is a 

functional something, a concept with 

properties. 



In science, despite its search for rigor, it 

has not been immune to this semantic 

trap. 

When physicists like Lawrence 

Krauss propose that the universe could 

arise from “nothing,” they are not 

referring to absolute nothingness. They 

refer to a quantum state known as a 

vacuum, a state that, although devoid of 

matter, is governed by physical laws and 

contains fluctuating energy. 

Calling this state “nothing” is a 

language choice that generates a 

shocking narrative, but it is conceptually 

imprecise. A state that possesses 

energy and obeys laws is not 

nothingness; it is a very specific form of 

physical existence. The error is the 

same: the word “nothing” is used to 

describe something that, clearly, is 

something. 

The Empirical Proof 

The most direct and compelling proof 

that the universe could not arise from 

absolute nothingness does not require 

complex equations or deep 

philosophical reflections. The proof lies 

in our own existence. The argument is 

of direct simplicity: 

1. If at some moment in the 

past only absolute 

nothingness had existed, 



2. And if absolute nothingness, by 

definition, has no capacity to 

generate, create, or transform, 

3. Then absolute nothingness would 

be the only thing existing today. 

But today, something exists. 

The universe exists, galaxies 

exist, we exist. Our presence here and 

now is the empirical refutation of any 

scenario positing an initial state of 

nothingness. The existence of 

something today demonstrates that 

nothingness was never total. There was 

never a “time” of nothingness. 

The Container Argument 

To this is added an inescapable 

structural requirement. Everything we 

know that is “born” or “formed” does so 

within a pre-existing context that 

contains it. 

• A star is born within a nebula. 

• A living being is born within an 

ecosystem and a body. 

• An idea is born within a mind. 

Birth is always an internal 

transformation within a larger 

container. 

If we claim that the universe itself was 

born, we face an inevitable 

question: What was its container? 

Within what did that birth occur? 



The only possible answer, if an origin 

from nothing is postulated, is that 

“nothingness” was the container. 

But nothingness cannot contain. 

Nothingness is the very absence of the 

capacity to contain. Therefore, a birth of 

the universe from nothing is a structural 

impossibility. 

 

 

 

Nothingness needs no explanation. It 

has no history. It has no role. And 

precisely for that reason, it cannot 

explain the origin of anything. The 

universe did not need it as a starting 

point. 

The Quantum Objection 

However, knowledge derived from 

quantum physics presents a direct 

challenge to this assertion. It is argued 



that, in the quantum vacuum, there is no 

absolute void, but a fluctuating energy 

field from which pairs of particles and 

antiparticles—such as an electron and a 

positron—can spontaneously emerge, 

only to annihilate each other almost 

instantly. 

This phenomenon, predicted 

theoretically by Paul Dirac around 1928 

and subsequently confirmed 

experimentally in phenomena like the 

Casimir effect, seems to suggest that 

matter can be created from “nothing.” 

The Rebuttal 

This apparent contradiction, however, 

stands on an imprecise 

interpretation of the phenomenon. 

The creation of these pairs does not 

occur from an absolute nothingness, but 

from the latent energy of the vacuum 

itself, in accordance with the 

equivalence between mass and energy 

formalized by Albert Einstein (E=mc²). 

It is a transformation, not a creation ex 

nihilo. 

The energy of the vacuum temporarily 

converts into mass, but the law of 

conservation remains intact in the total 

balance of the system. In fact, the 

almost immediate annihilation of these 

pairs to return energy to the vacuum 

reinforces the principle that the universe 

does not tolerate imbalances. It is not, 



therefore, a creation from nothing, but 

an energy debt that the system collects 

from itself immediately. 

Far from refuting the conservation of 

matter-energy, this 

phenomenon confirms it at the most 

fundamental and strange scale we 

know. 

  



FINAL REFLECTION 

Accepting that the universe might not 

have had an origin is not simply one 

more idea to add to the list of 

theories. It is a profound shift in the 

way we think. 

It means letting go of the almost 

instinctive need to place a starting point 

on everything that exists. It means 

recognizing that, perhaps, the 

question “when did it all start?” is 

a fundamental error. Not because it has 

no answer, but because it stems from an 

assumption that might not be true. 

If one thing becomes clear after 

traversing these pages, it is that the 

most accepted ideas are not always the 

most solid. 

• The history of human knowledge 

is full of models that seemed 

irrefutable and, with time, were 

reduced to curiosities of the past. 

• Today’s “logic” can be tomorrow’s 

superstition. 

This is not a reason to distrust 

everything, but to understand that no 

theoretical framework is untouchable. 

The Liberation of No Purpose 

The value of looking at the universe as 

something eternal lies not only in its 

logical consistency, but in what it 

provokes in our way of relating to reality. 



If the universe was not born, neither is 

there a central purpose imposed from 

the outside. 

• There is no script. 

• There is no prescribed destiny. 

• What exists, exists simply 

because it is. 

And that simplicity, which may seem 

cold, is in reality a liberation: if nothing 

has an ultimate end, then everything 

that happens has the same value of 

being. It is not hierarchized by an 

invisible master plan. 

But here appears another question: if 

the universe has no origin or destiny, 

how does that change our way of 

living? Does what we do stop mattering? 

Maybe the opposite. 

Maybe, by not having a fixed purpose, 

every action acquires real weight, 

because it is not part of a script. If there 

is no beginning or end, there is 

only present and constant 

transformation. This places the 

responsibility directly on us: we are part 

of that eternal movement and we can 

decide, within our limits, where to direct 

our actions. 

The Limits of Our Tools 

Another idea that emerges is the limit of 

our own tools of comprehension. For 

centuries we have tried to explain the 

whole with local categories: birth, 



death, growth, decay. They are useful for 

describing what we see on our scale, 

but not for imposing them on the 

totality. 

The temptation to project our 

experiences onto the cosmos is 

enormous because it gives us security. 

However, every time we do so, we run 

the risk of building a universe made to 

measure, rather than understanding the 

one that actually exists. 

Here appears an uncomfortable 

invitation: 

• Can we look at existence without 

seeking it to fit a story that favors 

us? 

• Can we accept that perhaps not 

everything is understandable to a 

human mind? 

If the answer is yes, then we stop 

forcing explanations and start observing 

with more honesty. That does not mean 

abandoning science or logic, but using 

them without the obligation of reaching 

a definitive answer. 

A New Ambition 

This approach also changes how we 

view discussions about the origin. 

Instead of seeking the “winning” theory, 

we could focus on identifying which 

ideas are sustained by evidence and 

which by habit. Perhaps many of the 

certainties we defend are nothing more 



than cultural inheritances, accepted 

without real analysis. And perhaps, 

questioning them leads us not to chaos, 

but to a broader understanding of our 

place in all this. 

Also open is a reflection on the scale of 

our intellectual ambitions. We have built 

models to explain a universe that might 

not fit any model. We have measured 

impossible distances, calculated 

hypothetical ages, projected future 

scenarios. 

But what if the totality cannot be 

reduced to a closed narrative? 

What if the eternity of the universe is 

not something “demonstrated” in a 

laboratory, but an inevitable 

consequence of its own existence? 

Accepting this is not giving up the 

search, but changing its goal. It is not 

about finding “the final answer” to the 

origin, but about understanding how 

what we have in front of us works, 

without imposing an artificial 

beginning on it. It is not about 

surrendering, but about using 

intellectual energy on problems where 

our tools can operate with certainty. 

The Value of the Eternal 

The reader arriving here might feel they 

have lost something: the comfort of a 

story with a beginning and an end. But 

in its place, they gain something more 



valuable: a vision that does not depend 

on inherited narratives, that does not 

need to fit into tradition or authority. 

A vision sustained by the simplest logic 

and the most direct observation: what 

exists, exists; and it does not need to 

have started to be here. 

From here, the questions are yours. 

• How does your life change if the 

universe has no beginning? 

• What does your existence mean 

within an eternal framework? 

• Is it more liberating or more 

disturbing? 

The important thing is not to answer 

them now, but to allow them to work 

silently in your mind. 

Because thinking of an eternal universe 

is not just thinking about astrophysics 

or philosophy. It is thinking of oneself 

without the filter of the myths that have 

always accompanied us. 

It is seeing, for the first time, that 

maybe there never was a first time. 

  



PROJECTION: YEAR 

2050 

 

At present, the dominant model 

regarding the origin of the universe—

the Big Bang—continues to be taught, 

disseminated, and defended as if it were 

an unquestionable fact. Scientific 

institutions, media outlets, and 

educational systems present it as the 

best explanation available, and the 

majority of the population accepts it 

without further questioning. 

However, the arguments developed in 

this book make it clear that the idea of 

an absolute beginning lacks direct 

empirical evidence and rests on human 

projections rather than observations 

free from interpretation. 

The Coming Fracture 

As the coming decades advance, this 

tension between an inherited model and 

the lack of definitive proofs will become 

more evident. By the year 2050, the 

debate over whether the universe had an 

origin or not will have turned into a 

major intellectual fracture. 

• On one side: There will remain 

those who defend theories of 

cosmic creation or birth, backed 



by mathematical models and 

deeply rooted cultural narratives. 

• On the other: A sector will be 

growing—still a minority but 

increasingly influential—that 

considers the idea of an eternal 

universe, without beginning or 

end, to be plausible and coherent. 

This change will not happen due to a 

single revolutionary discovery, but due 

to the accumulation of 

inconsistencies in the current model 

and the maturity of a broader critical 

thinking. 

New generations of researchers, formed 

in a hyperconnected world less 

dependent on traditional academic 

structures, will have more freedom to 

question the conceptual bases of 

modern cosmology. The ease of access 

to data and the ability to analyze it 

with Artificial Intelligence tools will 

allow for the revision of hypotheses that 

were previously considered closed. 

Science in 2050 

By 2050, science will remain a field of 

model construction, but with a greater 

awareness of its limits. The idea that 

not all questions make sense or are 

formulated correctly will begin to be 

accepted with less resistance. 

The eternal universe will not be 

assumed as absolute truth, but as 



a serious alternative deserving of 

research and discussion, on the same 

level as origin models. This will 

represent a profound cultural shift: the 

recognition that the absence of a 

beginning does not imply the absence of 

an explanation, but a different 

framework for understanding reality. 

Religious and Social Implications 

In parallel, this debate will have 

implications in other 

realms. Religions basing their narrative 

on an act of creation will face a growing 

challenge. Although they will not 

disappear, they will be forced to 

reinterpret their tales to maintain 

relevance in a context where the notion 

of an uncreated universe gains ground. 

This adaptation has happened before in 

history—as when heliocentrism 

displaced geocentrism—but the 

difference in this case is that the 

discussion will not focus merely on 

humanity's physical location, but on 

the very nature of existence. 

At the social level, the acceptance of an 

eternal universe could generate two 

opposing reactions: 

1. Loss of Meaning: A sector of the 

population might feel a void upon 

seeing the idea of a predefined 

cosmic purpose crumble. 



2. Intellectual Liberation: Another 

sector could experience freedom, 

understanding that the lack of 

origin does not reduce the value of 

life, but removes the obligation to 

justify it through external 

narratives. This group could drive 

an ethics centered on the 

present and on direct 

responsibility for human actions, 

without expecting rewards or 

punishments beyond existence 

itself. 

Technology and Education 

In the technological and scientific plane, 

the year 2050 will see enormous 

advances in cosmic observation. New-

generation space telescopes and probes 

will offer more precise data than ever. 

However, the paradox will remain 

present: a higher resolution in the 

image of the universe does not 

guarantee a greater understanding of 

its nature. 

What will change is the interpretation of 

that data. The notion that “seeing 

further” does not equate 

to “understanding more” will have taken 

strong root, preventing the confusion of 

information quantity with depth of 

knowledge. 

There will also be an impact 

on education. The rote approach to 

dominant theories will slowly give way 



to teaching that is more open to 

alternative hypotheses, always based on 

logic and evidence. This will not mean 

teaching that the eternal universe 

is the answer, but that students will 

understand that the origin of the 

universe remains a field of debate, and 

that questioning the premise of a 

beginning is not an act of denial, but 

of legitimate investigation. 

The Opportunity 

Toward 2050, humanity will not have 

solved the enigma completely, but it will 

have taken a key step: recognizing that 

some of our oldest questions might 

have been poorly posed from the start. 

And in that recognition, there will be an 

opportunity: to use intellectual and 

technological resources not to force an 

origin story, but to explore the 

universe as it is, in its state of 

continuous transformation. 

For the current reader, this means we 

live at the transition point. Today, most 

people remain tied to narratives of a 

beginning, but on their vital horizon, they 

will see how those narratives start to be 

discussed with greater naturalness. 

What today seems like a marginal idea—

that the universe was never born—could 

be, in 2050, part of the global scientific 

and cultural conversation. 



Understanding this change now is not 

just an intellectual exercise, but a 

preparation for a future where current 

certainties will be replaced by broader 

frameworks less dependent on human 

projections. 

The personal impact will depend on how 

each individual assumes this transition. 

For some, it will be a cause for crisis; 

for others, an impulse to think with 

greater freedom. In any case, 2050 will 

not bring a closure to the debate, but 

a greater opening: the possibility that, 

for the first time, humanity accepts that 

the universe may simply exist, without 

beginning or end, and that our task is 

not to invent an origin for it, but to learn 

to live within its eternity. 

 

 

END OF THE BOOK 

 

The following Comparative Tables 

are not part of the core of the book, 

but allow its content to be viewed 

freely from another perspective. 

 

  



































 


