A Radical Conceptual Leap Which Affronts Us
‘Brief is this existence, as fleeting a visit in a strange house. The path to be pursued is poorly lit by a flickering consciousness’ (EINSTEIN).
Once upon a time, it is believed there occurred a bang of such proportion that minutia transformed itself into something incredibly vast, of constant expansion (our universe). A much worn source of conjecture between the miscreants of this theory (the Physicists) on one side, and the supernatural (Religion) on the other, has ever since mulled the role of ‘God’, and as to exactly what caused creation. Is it a plan of divine intervention, or a result of a dynamic but not entirely explainable interplay between mass and particles in gravity - a purely physical phenomenon without need for celestial authority?
At some point after the momentous bang, human evolution occurred. Starting with pre-history where organisms evolved into primates, who then learning to stand on their own two feet began to display characteristics of what we now understand to be thought. Science became invented: Man learning to stare at the stars and not just his naval (although science has been made out of that too).  Antiquity arose, the Roman Empire came and went as other civilisations emerged, through to the Middle Ages; into the Renaissance of antiquity, into the Enlightenment, through to the modern day.
Of course this description of history is only loosely analogous, as there have been dramas and culture and television documentaries along the way. However, it is within the here and now (2010) that scientists are trying to recreate the opening moments of the universe in a large and expensive experiment (the Large Hadron Collider) beneath the ground on the French/Swiss border. They are attempting to uncover exactly what happened in the opening moments of the Universe, establish which particles were present and finally get closer to answering the big questions such as who are we? How did we get here? And WHY? (Assuming people are interested in these sorts of things).
‘Science without aura degenerates into mindless empiricism’ (EINSTEIN)
Science began as the study of how the natural world works – of ‘natural philosophy’. It established the calendar, became concerned with medicine, the world of plants and animals. Its earliest exponents included Aristotle who moved away from his teacher’s (Plato) belief that material experience was an inferior representation of reality. Plato believed truth was to be found in geometry, whereas Aristotle established empiricism by emphasising observable phenomena. Aristotle formulated theories on the planets and laws of motion, in the process laying the foundations for a comprehensible framework of modern physics.
Ideas were produced as to what was thinkable at a particular time, and what was thinkable became determined empirically. Interwoven outside of this epistemology was the religiousness of the supernatural.  These forces began to play, confront and mutate upon each other along with the imaginations of new breakthroughs and discoveries. Anomalies in science were resolved by innovations and ideas that bought forward the future. Progress occurred in a gradual advance of changing circumstance and possibility as contemporary pantheism became a reflection of its expression. 
Against the history and progress of science occurred the wider history. The advent of the printing press and the increased circulation of information and the appetite for knowledge and wealth among the new merchant classes gave renaissance to the natural knowledge of antiquity, together with a popularising of the vernacular over Latin. This spread across Europe and moved further into an enlightenment of critical questioning and belief in rationality and science. Romanticism occurred in art and literature, balancing the primacy of deductive knowledge with intuition and feeling. Literacy rates were increasing, and a popular imagination for science developed. And so it was that Ptolemy’s geocentric universe was eventually replaced by that of Copernicus, Galileo, and Kepler. Aristotle’s laws of motion were changed by Newton’s, and the science of celestial bodies – the earth, moon, tides, solar system and universe – was presented as mathematical principles of philosophy.
[bookmark: _GoBack] The social, political, economic and technological innovation and accentuated migration at play in the modernist period called for radically different thinking. Modernism became a phenomenon and examination of ‘Just Now’. Modernist thinkers such as Stravinsky, Picasso, Matisse, Joyce were willing to break with convention - dissonant with traditional form. This period gave us probably the finest scientific discovery of all - Einstein’s General Relativity. Space and time are shown to no longer have independent existences: spacetime tells matter how to move, matter tells spacetime how to curve. Non-Euclidean geometry was invented, and the great ether hunt ended.
‘Physics concerns what we can say about nature, rather than how nature is’ (NIELS BOHR)
The progression from General Relativity has led to the physics of the sub-atomic level (quantum mechanics) where observations affect and determine realities - of reality beyond perception, independent of observation. Empiricism isn’t what it used to be, redolent to Plato’s belief that the material world is a lessor representation of reality.
The universe has to hold common meaning to both science and to the incomprehension of science. The progression of scientific endeavour has wrought out and compressed many things, including morbidity (we live longer, die shorter) and distance (thanks to the combustion engine and microprocessor). Sentience has come to define objects by their broadest behavioural characteristic so they assume their own sense perception. Such as the universe itself, science itself, the object itself. A phenomenon that the physical world can’t go beyond the self or itself.
Is the God particle discoverable in this context? What do we know by knowing the universe came into existence by a spontaneous gravitational event, and that there is no God?  What does this tell us? That we exist? Science without aura? With its own ‘newspeak’ effect that Orwell labelled on language: the limiting of thought to conform to the established method? And where there is no single common rationale which unites all science and excludes other thought, can we say that science is ‘rational’?  Is the scientific method only successful because it is used on problems where it can succeed? 
The radical conceptual leap which affronts us is to move beyond the symposium, beyond the laboratory, beyond the Academy, and into the reality of experience. Language becomes its own objective. And that’s not just an observation!
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