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Reductionism and the Neglect of the Biological and Spiritual Dimensions

In his article “Is Gravity Evidence of a Computational Universe?”’, Melvin M. Vopson reduces the
universe to a computational or simulated model, treating information as the fundamental and sufficient
organising principle of reality. In doing so, he limits the universe exclusively to the domain of physical
processes. However, the universe is not merely a system of physical phenomena — it is, above all, a

realm of living beings, subjectivity, and life in the broadest sense.

Accordingly, information as an organising factor should be understood far more broadly — not merely
as a tool for physical structuring, but as a principle that governs and regulates phenomena within the
physical, biological, psychological, and spiritual dimensions — however the latter may be defined. In
Aristotelian terms, information is equivalent to form: the principle that imparts structure and

developmental direction to a being, independently of its material substrate.

Vopson reduces information to a descriptive function, operating solely within the language of
information physics. In doing so, he overlooks essential aspects of biological organisation,
consciousness, health and illness, development, and ethical responsibility. This is a clear case of
physicalist reductionism that disregards other levels of order within reality. The author does not
consider teleological references or intentional action, which leads to a depiction of the world as an

impersonal data-optimising system, devoid of room for human moral responsibility.
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As R. Klimek notes:

“Informational consciousness is that part of the human being which evaluates the morality of
one’s own actions...”

Yet in Vopson’s model, all processes are reduced to the outcomes of algorithms — an approach incapable

of explaining phenomena such as intentionality, moral decisions, or human spirituality.
A Narrow Conception of Information

Vopson treats information as a system component — a bit, a logical state of an elementary spatial unit
(a Planck-scale cell). However, contemporary biological and systems sciences understand information
as a relational and dynamic principle, functioning through feedback loops, internal communication,

and adaptation.

In biology, information is not merely “compressed”; rather, it creates dynamic structures — such as
embryonic development, regeneration, and neuroplasticity. Already in the 19th century, it was
recognised that purely physical models fail to explain regeneration processes in injured organisms.
Information must be a dynamic, changeable, and meaning-generating factor — not merely a static

physical state, as Vopson suggests.
Lack of Reference to Biological Organisation and Consciousness

A model based on mathematical simplicity and optimisation fails to reflect the complexity of living
systems (e.g., the phenomenon of totipotency). Organisms exhibit irreducible complexity, adaptability,
self-regulation, and goal-directed behaviour. Vopson’s article does not address issues such as
pathology, disease, consciousness, or perception — despite the fact that information in living systems

operates under entirely different principles than in purely physical structures.

In biology and medicine, information does not imply a “minimal number of bits”, but rather integration
and meaning — as seen in immunological, neurological, or genetic processes. Vopson merely describes
the effects of informational structure using physical language, without addressing the origin of

organisation in the living world.

Methodological Level — Functional Language without Teleological Reference

Vopson consistently employs a functionalist language — focused on structure, mechanism, and
efficiency. However, he omits the language of purpose (teleology), which is indispensable when

describing the actions of living beings, including humans. This methodological limitation leads to an
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oversimplified portrayal of reality as a set of “simulated rules” (e.g. code-like structures), which —
while heuristically intriguing — cannot account for emergent phenomena such as intentionality, ethical

decision-making, or moral consciousness.

Conclusion — A Fundamental Question

The fundamental question arising in this context is : Can the static, physical foundations of an
informational system explain dynamic biological phenomena and other processes that are irreducible

to the physical domain?

In my view — no. Vopson’s model is an interesting contribution to our understanding of the structure of
the universe, but it remains incomplete. It does not explain biological complexity, the emergence of

consciousness, morality, or the relational dimension of information.

If information is to be regarded as the fundamental organising principle of reality, it must be conceived
far more broadly than as a mere physical bit. It must encompass meaning, value, significance, and

purpose — that is, all that transcends the scope of computational optimisation.
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