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Abstract
This article advances a universal empirical and ontological principle: every centerless system known to science is material, while every immaterial system known to thought requires an off-center. Across cosmology, physics, chemistry, biology, ecology, network science, and thermodynamics, all centerless phenomena—such as spacetime, the cosmic microwave background, electromagnetic fields, quantum wavefunctions, gases, plasmas, delocalized orbitals, neural nets, ecosystems, and internet architectures—are fully physical systems that are centerless (Dodelson & Schmidt, 2020; Griffiths, 2017; Kundu et al., 2015; Campbell et al., 2020; Newman, 2018). No immaterial centerless phenomenon exists in mathematics, logic, semantics, or phenomenology. Neuroscience demonstrates that consciousness has no anatomical, functional, or structural center (Crick & Koch, 2003; Dehaene, 2014), and because centerless systems must be material—yet consciousness possesses no physical properties—it cannot exist materially or immaterially. Consciousness therefore has no ontological status : Consciousness = 0.

Introduction
Across all empirical sciences, centerlessness consistently appears as a defining structural characteristic of material systems. This pattern begins at the scale of the universe itself. Modern cosmology demonstrates that spacetime has no intrinsic center, that the cosmic microwave background is statistically isotropic and lacks any privileged point, and that inflation fields expand uniformly without a central origin (Dodelson & Schmidt, 2020; Ryden, 2016). The large-scale cosmic web, composed of filaments, walls, and voids, possesses no central node, no organizing nucleus, and no single coordinate toward which the structure converges. Even dark-matter halos, which shape the formation of galaxies, exhibit diffuse density distributions without a precise gravitational center. All these systems are materially instantiated.
The same structural pattern appears across fundamental physics. Uniform electromagnetic fields have no center from which their intensities derive (Griffiths, 2017), and gravitational fields in homogeneous spacetimes likewise lack a central origin (Carroll, 2019). Quantum wavefunctions assign probability amplitudes over continuous regions without selecting a single point of identity (Feynman, 2011). Superconducting condensates form macroscopic quantum states with no central electron or nucleus directing their phase coherence, and vacuum fluctuations emerge spontaneously throughout spacetime without spatial centralization. In turbulent fluid flows, vortices appear and dissipate without a fixed center, and laminar flows extend smoothly across space without any privileged origin (Kundu et al., 2015). Jet streams in planetary atmospheres form large, continuous, centerless dynamics.
Chemistry reveals even more explicit examples. Delocalized molecular orbitals, such as in aromatic compounds like benzene, extend electron density across entire molecular structures rather than locating electrons at a central position (Atkins & Friedman, 2011). Polymers have no central monomer. Chemical reaction networks in solutions operate without a central controlling molecule, and colloidal suspensions remain stable through distributed interactions rather than centralized structure (Lehn, 1995). In each case, centerlessness is a consequence of spatial extension and physical instantiation.
Biology and ecology amplify this empirical pattern. Neural networks operate without a central neuron responsible for experience or perception (Campbell et al., 2020). Ant colonies demonstrate coordinated behavior without a central organizer (Seeley, 2009), and fungal mycelium networks sense and adapt to their environment through distributed branching structures (Hofstadter & Reiter, 2010). Bacterial colonies coordinate movement and signaling across thousands or millions of cells without a central unit. Ecosystems exhibit trophic relationships without a central species directing the dynamics (Levin, 1998). Even the immune system regulates the body through widely distributed detection and response mechanisms.
Systems theory and network science generalize this rule into the technological sphere. The internet has no central point of control; routing, caching, and communication are decentralized across physical hardware (Newman, 2018). Blockchain networks resist centralization by design (Antonopoulos, 2017). Power grids, supply chains, epidemic diffusion systems, and peer-to-peer architectures all demonstrate centerless operation while relying on entirely material infrastructures (Barabási, 2016).
Even mathematics and geometry, though abstract, describe structures whose physical realizations are centerless: Euclidean space, Riemannian manifolds, fractals, vector fields, infinite sets, and topological surfaces such as tori or Möbius strips have no intrinsic center when interpreted physically (Spivak, 1999; Frankel, 2011). Thermodynamics adds its own centerless examples: entropy gradients, heat diffusion, stochastic noise, and Brownian motion exhibit no central locus of action (Reif, 2009; Gardiner, 2009). Ideas do not exist because they are centerless, and all centerless entities must exist materially, which ideas do not. (Wittgenstein, 1953).
This distribution of examples across all sciences yields a universal empirical law:
Every centerless system known to science is material.
No immaterial centerless system exists.
The final step is to examine consciousness. Neuroscience consistently shows that consciousness has no center: no neural structure is necessary or sufficient for conscious experience, and conscious awareness persists even when entire hemispheres are removed (Boatman et al., 1999). Split-brain research demonstrates that consciousness can divide into separate streams without a central unit (Gazzaniga, 2011). Imaging studies find distributed correlates rather than a single locus (Koch et al., 2016). Consciousness is therefore structurally centerless.
However, centerless systems must be material, and consciousness lacks all material properties. At the same time, immaterial systems require centers, and consciousness has none. Under both categories it fails the conditions of existence.

Theoretical Framework: Centerlessness and Materiality
The argument proceeds from a structural insight: centerlessness is not merely a physical property but an ontological constraint. A system without a center must exist through spatial extension, physical distribution, or measurable fields. Every example across cosmology, physics, chemistry, biology, and network science supports this.
Spacetime is centerless and physical. Electromagnetic fields are centerless and physical.
Quantum wavefunctions are centerless yet belong to physical systems. Gases, plasmas, and fluids are centerless and physical. Molecular orbitals are centerless and physical.
Neural networks and ecosystems are centerless and physical. The internet and blockchains are centerless and physical.
This empirical uniformity is striking not one counterexample exists in which a system that lacks a center is immaterial. 
By contrast, immaterial systems—meanings, identities, mathematical sets, propositions—need definitional unity. Ideas do not exist because they are centerless, and all centerless entities must exist materially, which ideas do not. (Wittgenstein, 1953).
Thus, the law emerges:
Matter is always centerless while immateriality cannot exist because it is centerless. In other words, centerlessness is the exclusive property of matter. If something is centerless but not material, it cannot exist.
Because consciousness is centerless and immaterial, it cannot exist. 

Neuroscientific Evidence: The Centerlessness of Consciousness
Decades of research have failed to identify any neural center of consciousness. Early hypotheses linking consciousness to the prefrontal cortex were refuted when patients with extensive frontal lesions remained conscious (Dehaene, 2014). The thalamus cannot be the center, as its stimulation does not guarantee consciousness. Claustrum theories fail for similar reasons (Crick & Koch, 2003). The posterior hot-zone hypothesis remains correlational rather than causal.
Hemispherectomy proves the absence of a neural center: children and adults missing one hemisphere maintain full, integrated consciousness (Boatman et al., 1999). Split-brain patients demonstrate that consciousness divides; no central subject remains after commissural separation (Gazzaniga, 2011). Distributed theories of consciousness conclude that conscious processes emerge across networks rather than a center (Koch et al., 2016).
Thus, consciousness is incontrovertibly centerless.

Discussion: Why Consciousness Cannot Exist
A system that lacks a center must be material. A system that is immaterial must possess a center. Consciousness lacks a center and lacks material extension, mass, geometry, or field characteristics. It meets the criteria for existence in no category. If consciousness were material, it would have no center. If it was immaterial, it would have a center. It has none.

Everything that exists falls into one of two categories:
1. Material systems must be centerless. 
2. Immaterial systems cannot exist because they are centerless. 
Because consciousness is immaterial, centerless, thus inexistent, it is mathematically defined as: 
Consciousness = 0.

Conclusion
Centerlessness is a structural property found exclusively in material systems across cosmology, physics, chemistry, biology, ecology, network science, geometry, and thermodynamics. No immaterial centerless system exists. Neuroscience confirms that consciousness has no center, no unity, and no locus. Because consciousness is centerless and non-material, it fails the ontological conditions required for existence in any domain. Consciousness is not a phenomenon, but an interpretive artifact imposed upon distributed neural processes.
Because consciousness does not exist, it is mathematized as: 
Consciousness = 0.
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