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Introduction 
 
This document introduces a model for comprehending and exploring the limits of human 
perception.  I call this model Perceptualism.  Perceptualism combines concepts and research 
data from a variety of fields to create a unique way of understanding these limits, and 
perhaps overcoming them. 
 
Chapter 1 reviews some examples and ideas that illustrate the many ways in which our 
perception is limited.   
 
Chapter 2 reviews some ideas about how our perceptual limitations have influenced and 
constrained ideas about logic, and concepts such as “knowledge.”   
 
Chapter 3 discusses how humans have historically presumed that all phenomena should be 
evaluated and judged solely according to human perceptual standards.  I refer to this 
prejudice as perceptual imperialism, and explain why it may serve to limit potential in 
virtually all areas of human endeavor. 
 
Chapter 4 offers ways to reconsider some very old ideas and questions about “life” in 
consideration of our perceptual limitations.   
 
Chapter 5 suggests that it is time for us to significantly alter the evolution of human biology 
in order to expand our perceptual limitations.  I suggest that this will occur by merging 
humans with what we currently call computers, and creating a new successor species, which I 
refer to as techno-sapiens.  This general idea is not new.  However, I offer a few 
considerations regarding this topic that I have not seen elsewhere. 
 
If the suggestion of altering human biology sounds unnecessary or unreasonable to you now, 
it may not seem that way after you’ve read chapters 1 through 4.  There is already evidence 
to suggest that this will inevitably happen.  I foresee a day in the not very distant future 
where our successor species will look back and consider current human mental capacity 
much in the same way that contemporary humans consider the mental capacity of turtles. 
 
I have attempted to present Perceptualism in a way that can be understood without any 
previous specialized study, yet contains enough original propositions and references that it 
should be of interest to readers who have already studied related topics such as philosophy, 
physics or psychology in depth. 
 
In order to accomplish this, I must assume as little as practically possible on behalf of the 
reader.  Therefore, chapter 1 will begin with some points that may seem rudimentary.  I must 
briefly review these points in order to reduce the potential for misinterpretation and 
presumption later on. 
 
If you are comforted by concepts such as certainty, truth, facts, knowledge, reality, 
intelligence, consciousness, supreme beings or even your own identity, then what I am about 
to present may disturb you.  Such disturbances may be the necessary first-steps in allowing 
us to break free from the mental prison of human perception. 



2 

Chapter 1 
Bubbles of Perception 
 
A SUNNY DAY 
Person A is in a home with no windows.  Person B resides in the same city as A, and is in a 
home that has windows.  A telephones B and asks, “Is today a sunny day?” 
 
How does B arrive at an answer to this question?  B will probably rely on his physical senses 
to provide data about his surroundings.  In this example vision will be an important physical 
sense, as B will probably look out a window to evaluate the amount of sunlight outside.  B 
will also utilize his brain to perform the thought-computations necessary to determine an 
answer.  Those thought-computations will be unique to the situation because B is in a 
particular place, at a particular time, working with a particular set of cognitive capabilities 
and available information.   
 
However, when Person B uses his sight, he may not see everything there is to see.  His 
thought-computations may not account for all possible permutations of data, and the 
uniqueness of his perspective may provide an answer that would be different from someone 
else’s.  The combination of these factors creates Person B’s “unique-perceptual-experience.”  
Let’s take a closer look at how unique-perceptual-experience is constructed and what 
limitations it may have. 
 
THE PHYSICAL SENSES 
Humans seem to rely upon the physical senses to perceive experiences of their surroundings.  
These senses are generally considered as the devices that provide stimuli to the brain. They 
have been traditionally categorized as sight, sound, touch (tactile), smell and taste, with 
internal sensations such as a stomachache, the physical attributes of emotion, or the sensation 
of equilibrium falling generally into the tactile category.1 
 
Much is ostensibly comprehended about the limitations of our physical senses.  For example, 
human eyes are said to be capable of detecting frequencies of light waves within the range of 
400 nanometers (violet) to 700 nanometers (red) in length.2  Frequencies outside this 
spectrum are generally considered to be undetectable by humans.   However, butterflies are 
said to be capable of sensing light waves at frequencies lower than 400 nanometers.3   
 
Human ears reportedly detect air vibrations (or sound) in the approximate range of 20 to 
20,000 cycles per second (CPS).4  Frequencies beyond this spectrum are generally considered 
undetectable by humans. Dogs, however, appear to be capable of hearing frequencies up to 
45,000 CPS, and some whales have reportedly responded to frequencies as high as 125,000 
CPS.5  From this type of information we may surmise that there are sights and sounds around 
us that we do not see or hear.  The physical human senses appear to have discrete limitations 
that are sometimes surpassed by other species.   
 
Even when not considered in relation to those of other species, human sensory ranges are still 
seemingly limited.  Consider the spectrum of light visible to the human eye (400 to 700 
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nanometers).  This is a tiny percentage of the currently comprehended range of light between 
radio and gamma waves.   
 
Considering these and many other such limitations (for example, how large something must 
be before we can see it or feel it), we have evidence that there are objects or events that 
humans are not innately capable of sensing.     
 

 
 
To explore realms beyond our sensory limits, we have developed various technologies such 
as microscopes, telescopes, radar, magnetic resonance imaging (MRI), microtechnology, 
nanotechnology, etc.  As neurologist Robert Burton noted in 2000, advancements in 
technology continue to stretch the limits of human perception: 
 

When I started in neurology in the mid-60s, there were no CT, MRI, or PET scanners 
and only a handful of known neurotransmitters.  We worked in intellectual darkness 
and speculated…6 

 
Historically, ideas about ambiguous terms such as knowledge and reality have been based 
generally on what human sense organs have been capable of detecting. This reliance on the 
physical senses has heavily influenced thinking in the areas of philosophy and science.  
Consider some statements that reflect this from pivotal figures in early scientific thought: 
 

Our senses do not deceive us. This is not because they always judge correctly, but 
because they do not judge at all. – Immanuel Kant 
 
All statements must be testable by observation. – Johannes Kepler 
 
There is no conception in a man's mind which hath not at first been begotten upon the 
organs of sense. – Thomas Hobbes 

 
THE SENSE OF THOUGHT 
Our brains seem to process information.  We generally and vaguely refer to such processing 
as thought (or brain computations).  For the purposes of this discussion, I am referring to any 
type of brain activity as thought.  We appear to receive much of the information that our 
brains process via the so-called five senses.  Furthermore, thoughts seem to be reflexive, 
meaning that the products of one thought may become ingredients or stimuli for other 
thoughts.  Thus our thoughts are, at a minimum, stimulated by input from our physical senses 
and by our preceding thoughts.7  Earlier I referred to a sense as something that provides 
stimuli to the brain.  Within such a definition, thoughts can also be classified as a sense (just 
like sight, sound, touch, taste and smell) because thoughts also provide stimuli to the brain 
via their reflexivity.  Within this document I shall refer to the combination of the five so-
called physical senses and the sense of thought as the six senses. 
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Some people have proposed that we are capable of experiencing things arising from neither 
the physical senses nor the workings of the brain.  These might include experiences such as 
emotion, others often referred to as “energy” or “non-physical” phenomena, or yet others 
referred to as “spiritual” or “supernatural” experiences.  While there may be evidence of 
experiences that do not coincide with our current sensory models8, these, or any other sorts of 
experiences can also be categorized within the realm of thought for the purposes of this 
discussion.  To illustrate this perspective consider emotions, non-physical experiences, 
“supernatural” experiences or any other such claims empirically: wherever those states may 
come from, they nevertheless must seemingly be registered by the brain in order for a person 
to claim any type of awareness about them.  Alternatively, if an experience might occur 
without information about the experience entering the brain, the person’s brain would have 
no ostensible basis to make any claim about the experience.   
 
Considered in this perspective, and in recognition that our physical senses appear to have 
discrete limitations, might there be a discretely limited spectrum of human thought?  If so, 
what might the boundaries of thought be and could they be measured?  Can we detect 
quantifiable ranges of thought (similar to the range of light that our eyes can detect) beyond 
which we are incapable of perceiving?  Could we possibly recognize such boundaries?   
 
The question “What are the limits of human thought?” could be interpreted as being 
paradoxical, because in order to come up with certain aspects of an answer we would need to 
identify things that we are incapable of conceiving (those things beyond human thought 
capability).  One simple, generalized approach this question would be to answer in terms of 
what we are capable of comprehending and then define the set of all-else as being that which 
we are incapable of perceiving.  We could simply state that the thought capacity of any 
human is everything that he or she may think of.  In this imprecise way, we might at least say 
that we can conceptually generalize about what is inside the boundary of thought, just not 
what is beyond it.   
 
In the realm of thought, as in the realm of the physical senses, we have developed 
technologies that extend some of our innate mental limitations.  The development of writing 
supplemented our memory limitations by allowing us to store and recall information that 
might otherwise have been forgotten.  More recently, computers have allowed us to process 
much larger quantities of data than our brains otherwise could, and at much greater speed in 
many cases.   
 
It would seem that certain boundaries of human thought can be identified and expanded, both 
on individual levels and on collective levels.  In another very simple example, I may claim 
that my brain received a great deal of new data yesterday.  The memories of that data, along 
with their residual effects, now seem to be accessible to various parts of my brain, while 
these same items were seemingly not accessible to my brain two days earlier.  Therefore, my 
total collection of brain content has ostensibly expanded in some way to include this 
additional information. 
 
There is also historical evidence suggesting that thought boundaries expand on individual and 
collective levels and that humans seem to have a penchant for not recognizing these limits. 
Consider just two examples from the multitude of historical quotes that exemplify this point: 
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While it is never safe to affirm that the future of Physical Science has no marvels in 
store even more astonishing than those of the past, it seems probable that most of the 
grand underlying principles have been firmly established and that further advances 
are to be sought chiefly in the rigorous application of those principles to all 
phenomena which come under our notice. – Albert Michelson, 1894, awarded 1907 
Nobel Prize in physics9 
 
There is no likelihood man can ever tap the power of the atom. – Robert A. Millikan, 
winner of the Nobel Prize for Physics in 192310 

 
Referring back to the question “Is today a sunny day?” person B must ostensibly utilize his 
six senses to provide an answer.  However, there are some additional considerations that may 
affect B’s answer. 
 
ASSUMPTIONS 
One such consideration is that B will need to apply some contextual-assumptions to the 
situation, such as the assumption that Person A is asking about the weather in the city in 
which they both reside. Most human communications are predicated on contextual-
assumptions.   
 
For example, Person C and Person D are walking down a street together.  C asks D, “What 
time is it?”  D makes many assumptions, such as that C is asking about the time zone in 
which they are currently located, that C is asking for a measure of time using the common 
human Earth-based standard of a 24-hour scale, and so on.  If the same question were asked 
while C and D were somewhere over the Pacific Ocean while on an airline flight from New 
York to Beijing, there could be fewer contextual-assumptions.  D would probably need to ask 
C about which time zone she was inquiring.  Person B’s answer to the question ”Is today a 
sunny day?“ is contingent upon similar contextual-assumptions.   
 
Assumption is an enormously important component of human perception, and as I will 
suggest later on, there is seemingly no escape from assumption in any form of thought or 
experience.  To always ask, “what is assumed?” and to consider the effects of assumed 
variables are critical components of Perceptualism. 
 
OTHER SUBJECTIVE FACTORS 
B’s brain may have a unique interpretation of the amount of cloudiness that allows a day to 
still be considered sunny.  B’s brain may also process information in a unique way that 
produces considerably different results than those of another person working with the same 
data.  His answer may be temporally dependent in that it may change over perceived time.  
For example, he may see a different amount of clouds in the sky if he looks again ten minutes 
later.  Or, perhaps he has an undiagnosed eye condition that causes his vision to blur when 
looking at bright light, causing him to attribute the blur in his vision to fog or haziness. 
 
His thought-processing may also be shaped by limitations in the data available to him.  For 
example, one big dark cloud may be hovering over the particular window out of which he 
looks, while from other windows or from anywhere else in the city, he would see only clear 



6 

skies.  B’s answer is also relative in that he is probably not capable of seeing the entire city 
from every possible perspective simultaneously. 
 
AS-YET-UNPERCEIVED-FACTORS 
Additionally, other variables may affect B’s perception that I have not yet imagined or of 
which I am not even capable of imagining.  Admission of this contingency allows for the 
possibility that additional or unexpected information may yet be discovered that might affect 
B’s conclusions.  I refer to this possibility as “as-yet-unperceived-factors.”  Allowance for 
the possibility of as-yet-unperceived-factors is another critical component of Perceptualism. 
 
To summarize, there may be many potential variables that affect B’s perception.  This 
concept can be applied to virtually any other situation to demonstrate the wide variety of 
factors that create a unique-perceptual-experience for any entity.  
 
Person B may not pointedly reflect on all of this when he is asked “Is today a sunny day?”  
He may be only superficially cognizant of looking out a window, deciding that the sky is 
somewhat cloudy and answering the question by saying, “No.” 
 
However, if Person B were more careful and accurate in answering, he might otherwise 
reply, “Based on my sensory input (including reflexive thought), my contextual-assumptions, 
other subjective factors, and with the caveat that there may be as-yet-unperceived-factors that 
could alter my calculations, I would classify this day as not sunny.” 
 
OSTENSIBILITY 
In consideration of the many variables that may constitute any unique-perceptual-experience 
and in the interest of brevity I shall use the words ”ostensible”, “seemingly” and “ostensibly” 
within this document when making statements that might otherwise be inadvertently 
construed as being declarative, definitive or absolute.  In such cases, the words “ostensible”, 
“seemingly” and “ostensibly” are intended as an abbreviated reference to “perceived as such, 
based on sensory input (including reflexive thought), contextual-assumptions, other 
subjective factors, and with the caveat that there may be as-yet-unperceived-factors that 
could alter this perception.” 
 
What I’ve outlined up to this point is a general way to think about the limits of human 
perception.  I do not propose this particular model, or its classifications, as any type of 
perfect or ultimate way to define unique-perceptual-experience.  There may be a virtually 
limitless number of ways to consider the subject, but this one provides a simple framework 
from which to explore further.   
 
However, it should be emphasized that the identification and mandatory inclusion of 
assumed variables and as-yet-unperceived-factors is an important distinction of this model.  
Even though a perception may appear to be complete, these variables can serve as an ongoing 
reminder and catalyst to search or allow for more information.   
 
PERCEPTION-BUBBLES 
I have outlined a model of how our physical and thought senses seem to have discrete 
limitations and how many variables may come together to create a particular unique-
perceptual-experience.  To simplify this conceptually, I like to imagine a person with a 
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multitude of lines, of varying lengths, passing through him in various directions.  Each line 
represents the range of a particular perception that the person may have.  
 
For example, one line could represent the range of eyesight, while another could represent 
the range of hearing, the range of tactile sensitivity or the range of thought.  Some lines 
might represent less currently tangible factors, such as the person’s accumulated memories, 
limits of imagination, etc. 
 
If the perceptual limits represented by these lines are imagined as being surrounded by some 
type of membrane, a picture may emerge appearing as a kind of lumpy three-dimensional 
bubble surrounding the person.  This virtual bubble would represent the cumulative 
perceptual experience available to the person.  It could be referred to as their perception-
bubble.  
 
The perception-bubble can be thought of in logical terms as a discrete set: the set of all 
unique-perceptual-experience-possibilities for any person.   
 
It might be easy to comprehend how the perception-bubble concept could be applied to other 
species, such as a whale, a horse, dog, an insect or even a cell.  For example, in the case of 
the dog, we already have some information indicating that the line representing a dog’s 
hearing spectrum would be longer than that of a human.   
 
 

 
 
The concept of perception-bubbles could also be applied other types of objects, even those 
considered “inanimate” or non-physical.  However, an elaboration on this subject would not 
be directly pertinent to the focus of this document, so I will address these concepts in a future 
document. 
 
Let’s now examine how the concept of perception-bubbles applies to the human concepts of 
knowledge and logic. 
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Chapter 2 
Bubbles of Logic 
 
THE OMNIVERSE AND INFINITY 
Historically, the term “Universe” was used to indicate the entirety of everything, everywhere.  
If something were referred to as being ”in the Universe,” it would be any conceivable (or 
even inconceivable) object, such as matter, forces of nature, thoughts, experiences, space, 
time or anything else.   
 
During the 20th century scientists redefined traditional concepts of the Universe, offering new 
proposals such as relativity, quantum mechanics and string theory.  Some theoretical 
physicists now postulate that there may be more than one Universe and a multitude of 
dimensions beyond those we seem to perceive.  They suggest that these many universes and 
dimensions may occupy a larger container called the Multiverse.11   
 
This has caused some contradiction in terminology.  Some people still use the word Universe 
intending to mean the totality of everything.  Others refer to the Universe, but do so only in 
terms of the Multiverse theory.  In order to avoid confusion, I have adopted the term 
”Omniverse”12 to fulfill the originally intended meaning of the term Universe.  The 
Omniverse can be generally defined as the totality of all things including Universes, 
Multiverses, other dimensions, realms or any other objects currently perceived or as-yet-
unperceived.  It is, in essence, the totality of all, everything, or the set of all sets.  For the 
remainder of this document I will use the term Omniverse when referring to this concept.  
 
Theoretical physicists have also hypothesized that there may be an end to everything – an 
end to the Omniverse.  Beyond this end there could be no objects: no space, time, matter, 
forces, thoughts, no things at all.13 
 
There is, however, an obvious logical problem with such a statement.  If there is an end to the 
Omniverse beyond which there is nothing, then in what is the Omniverse contained?  The 
suggestion that the Omniverse is not contained in anything asserts that the Omniverse 
inhabits no place, that it is manifest in no realm.  Under current concepts of human logic, this 
statement appears to be illogical.  Without some type of container or some type of premise 
upon which it could be asserted, the Omniverse could have no basis for assertion.  
 
Some newer theories explain space in ways that differ greatly from traditional human 
perception.  One such theory suggests that space is manifest in some way like the surface of a 
curved tube14 and that there is no end or beginning.  This explanation may be adequate in a 
metaphorical, mathematical or abstract perspective, but any type of manifestation within this 
model would seemingly still have to occupy some realm – even if that realm were to defy 
physical space as humans currently perceive it. 
 
It could also be speculated that the Omniverse is manifest only in some non-physical form. 
For example, some philosophies suggest that our perception of space is just an “illusion”, that 
our world is just some kind of huge and relatively complex computer-like program, that it is 
just the dream of some superior being, etc.  While these ideas may be plausible, any such 
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explanation would still require a container, whether or not that container corresponds to the 
human perceptions of space or time.  The particular concept of our experience being a 
manifestation of some type of computer-like program is particularly poignant today.  Given 
recent developments in fields such as computer science, nanotechnology, biotechnology and 
cognitive science15, such a proposal seems easily understandable and relatively plausible. 
 
Nevertheless, any such definition still places the Omniverse in a container: the container of 
our thoughts, the container of a computer, the container of something beyond human 
perceptions of space and time, the container of some other being, etc.  In this way there is an 
unending question of containment.  For any proposed container or manifestation of the 
Omniverse, we are compelled by human logic to perpetually ask “In what is that container 
contained?” or “Upon what premise is that assertion based?” 
 
Based on current human logic, there appear to be at least two obvious alternative 
propositions to the question of containment: 
 
1. The Omniverse is infinite. 
2. The Omniverse is manifest in a way that is neither finite nor infinite – a type of 

containment or habitat that is as-yet-unperceived or beyond our current comprehension 
and outside of the perception-bubble boundaries of current human logic.  

 
If option 1 is considered as being accurate, the containment question is essentially left 
unanswered because even infinity must seemingly be manifest in some way or occupy some 
realm if we are to assert any confirmation of it.  By definition, however, the concept of 
infinity would necessarily include its own container and thereby it at least defers the 
containment question in perpetuity.  
 
If option 2 is considered as being accurate, we would not be able to draw any conclusions at 
this moment because we would currently be incapable of comprehending the characteristics 
of this answer. 
 
Either way, we are left with a question that is seemingly unanswerable, given our current 
human perception-bubbles. 
 
This issue applies in the opposite direction as well.  As we explore smaller realms of matter, 
it is equally illogical to presume an end to smallness.  Simply stated, if any object can be 
perceived as occupying what we perceive as the three dimensions of space, it must ostensibly 
consist of something.  The unending chain of questions must also continue in this direction, 
ceaselessly asking “Then what is that object made of?” and so on. 
 

So far as modern science is concerned, we have to abandon completely the idea that 
by going into the realm of the small we shall reach the ultimate foundations of the 
universe.  I believe we can abandon this idea without any regret.  The universe is 
infinite in all directions, not only above us in the large but also below us in the small.  
If we start from our human scale of existence and explore the content of the universe 
further and further, we finally arrive, both in the large and in the small, at misty 
distances where first our senses and then even our concepts fail us. – Physicist Emil 
Wiechert, 189616 
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Every explanation must be further explained. – Karl Popper17 

 
The paradoxical concept of infinity has been explored in various ways for thousands of years.  
Around the first century BC, the Roman poet Lucretius elaborated upon this idea using a 
hypothetical experiment.  Lucretius suggested that if one could shoot a dart far outward 
through space and it was stopped by some sort of boundary of space, then whatever stopped 
the dart would have to be in a location beyond where the dart had stopped.  Hence it would 
be proved that space continued beyond where the dart had stopped.  Alternatively, if the dart 
were allowed to continue past the boundary, then that boundary would obviously not be the 
end of space.18   
 
Before Lucretius, Aristotle suggested what was perhaps the most practical way to consider 
infinity.  He proposed that since one could never prove infinity in an empirical way, we 
should accept the concept of potential-infinity as opposed to actual-infinity.19  In this way we 
would never deny the possibility of infinity; we would just accept that infinity could not be 
proven (under our current perceptual limitations).   
 
Georg Cantor challenged ideas about infinity in the late 1800s by developing mathematical 
systems that treated infinity as a complete value, rather than a value that could not be defined 
because it went on forever.  Cantor’s ideas revolutionized mathematics and had a profound 
effect on 20th century systems of math and logic.20 
 
However, Cantor’s work deeply disturbed many of his contemporaries and continues to 
generate controversy today.21  His proposition of treating infinity – a concept that by 
definition is uncountable – as a countable number seemed paradoxical or nonsensical.  Yet 
despite their “not making sense,” his ideas were productive and useful in particular ways.   
 
The Cantor story is an interesting illustration of perception-bubbles in action.  Within a 
traditional perception-bubble of human logic, Cantor’s ideas seemed invalid, yet within other 
perception-bubbles they seemed to attain certain validity and usefulness. 
 
ABSOLUTISM 
In consideration of the aforementioned infinity issues, consider the question of describing 
any object in the Omniverse in an absolute way.  The concept of absolutism proposes that 
there are objects which are unaffected by all of the perceptual issues previously discussed.  
An absolute object would maintain exactly the same characteristics regardless of any 
observer’s perception-bubble.  In order to prove the validity absolutism, you would 
seemingly have to identify some object that satisfies this definition. 
 
It is important to note that for the purposes of this document, the term “object” can be any 
conceivable thing: a force of nature, a collection of sub-atomic particles, a rock, a human, a 
society, a planet, a universe, a god, infinity, etc.  An object can even be something seemingly 
non-material like an idea or the realm of mathematics.  This term is simply a way to refer to 
all possible individual items or collections of items in a consistent way. 
 
Suppose we wanted to test any object in the Omniverse to see if it was absolute.  We might 
find an object that appears to never change, regardless of what perspective it is examined 
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from.  Perhaps its invariability could even be supported from certain mathematical 
perspectives.  We would not be able to claim the object as being absolute though, because the 
previously mentioned infinity issues mean that no object of the Omniverse can ostensibly be 
quantified in any complete way.  There would always be some potential additional 
perspective from which the object had not yet been proven to remain unchanged. 
 
This implication leaves us unable to claim any sort of absolute definition of not only the 
Omniverse, but also any of its objects.  At best, we can seemingly only create definitions 
using our individual or collective perception-bubbles regarding the Omniverse or any objects 
within it. 
 
This general concept is reflected in, and supported by, a famous theorem developed by Kurt 
Gödel.  The following excerpt from An Incomplete Education by Judy Jones and William 
Wilson provides a concise and simple explanation of Gödel’s Theorem: 
 

In 1931, the Czech-born mathematician Kurt Gödel demonstrated that within any 
given branch of mathematics, there would always be some propositions that couldn't 
be proven either true or false using the rules and axioms ... of that mathematical 
branch itself. You might be able to prove every conceivable statement about numbers 
within a system by going outside the system in order to come up with new rules and 
axioms, but by doing so you'll only create a larger system with its own unprovable 
statements. The implication is that all logical systems of any complexity are, by 
definition, incomplete; each of them contains, at any given time, more true statements 
than it can possibly prove according to its own defining set of rules.  

 
The same logic that supports Gödel’s Theorem adds to the argument against absolutism.  Just 
as in mathematics or in the concept of the Omniverse, any object is ostensibly incapable of 
absolutely defining any other object if both objects share the same realm. 
 
This concept has a correlation in many human concepts, which, by their implicit definitions, 
are absolutist.  These concepts are ostensibly impossible to ultimately quantify in the same 
way that the Omniverse or mathematics are unable to be ultimately quantified, and thus they 
attain meaning only when they are defined within the limited context of perception-bubbles.  
Some common examples of this are comparative concepts such as true/false, good/bad, 
up/down, life/death, everything/nothing, and others such as infinity, intelligence, space, time 
and consciousness.  Some alternative ways to consider these concepts are suggested later in 
this document. 

 
At this point in the discussion we have a logically inconsistent basis for some fundamental 
ideas about the Omniverse as well as for those concepts seemingly invented by humans in an 
attempt to precisely define some very imprecise ideas.  Does that mean we should abandon 
all concepts founded upon absolutist ideas? Perhaps not, because notwithstanding their 
inconsistencies, these absolutist ideas may possess certain types of validity when considered 
from alternative perspectives.  
 
One alternative perspective is that absolutist ideas may be considered useful simply by virtue 
of their manifestation as ideas.  From this, or other alternative perspectives, absolutist 
concepts might be interpreted as constructional objects (arguments or premises) from which 
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further logical assertions might be subsequently built (similar to the way Cantor used the 
concept of countable infinities in practical ways). 
 
 
THE LIMITS OF LOGIC 
Now consider the concept of absolutism as applied to the central tool that we humans have 
relied upon to evaluate all phenomena.  That tool is logic, and as I will explain, it appears to 
be clearly impaired by the limits of human perception.  Although there remain various 
arguments about the definitions and quantifications of logic, the trait ostensibly common to 
various logical models is the very general concept that conclusions or assertions must be 
based upon the acceptance of appropriately related premises or causes.* 
 
When we consider the limits of human perception and the problems of absolutism together 
with the proposition that there may be some kind of fundamental or absolute logic, we run 
into another tricky issue: logic itself can seemingly not be absolute.  We can never say, ”We 
have found the basic building blocks of logic.”  There must always be more underlying logic 
to support whatever “foundations” of logic we discover.  
 
At this point we are left with some interesting considerations as they apply to the very 
concept of logic itself.  Here are a few of them: 
 

1. The concept of absolutism appears to be illogical and unsupportable because no 
object can seemingly be proven to be absolute.  
 
2. If the concept of absolutism appears to be illogical, then the very statement of this 
illogicality cannot be accepted as being unquestionably accurate, because summarily 
declaring that absolutism is illogical is itself an absolutist statement. 

 
3. Even though the concept of absolutism appears to be illogical, it may possess some 
usefulness based simply on its conception (perhaps similar to the way Cantor’s 
countable infinity found practical use). 
 
4. The concept that absolutism is illogical suggests that logic itself cannot be 
absolute, because logic can have no ultimate or absolute foundation or verification. 
 
5. So, if logic cannot seemingly be considered to be absolute in any way, then 
perceived foundations of reason, learning and heuristics are ostensibly not absolute as 
well.  This incompleteness of logic would imply that no alternative proposals 
regarding logic could be absolutely denied, no matter how absurd they might appear 
to be from a human perspective.  

 
Consider the previously discussed human perception-bubble limits and the potential biases 
that these limits may create in our thinking.  These limits additionally support the idea that 
human conceptions of logic and reason may be limited.  There may be systems of inquiry and 

                                                        
* Of course, what we have historically perceived as the Omniversal “law” of cause-and-effect can also not be 
accepted as being absolute for all of the reasons already stated. 
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understanding beyond our current perceptions of logic that would allow us to perceive things 
as-yet-unperceivable. 
 
In their 1998 book Philosophy of the Flesh, George Lakoff and Mark Johnson presented a 
very compelling case for what they refer to as ”the embodiment of reason.”  They cite a great 
deal of recently obtained evidence supporting the hypothesis that human thought and 
concepts of logic have evolved from, and are completely based upon our biology.  One 
implication of their proposal is that we would be likely to have significantly different systems 
of logic if we were constructed differently.  This clearly suggests that logic is not absolute: it 
is species dependent. 
 

Philosophically, the embodiment of reason via the sensorimotor system is of great 
importance.  It is a crucial part of the explanation of why it is possible for our 
concepts to fit so well with the way we function in the world.  They fit so well because 
they have evolved from our sensorimotor systems, which have in turn evolved to allow 
us to function well in our physical environment.  The embodiment of mind thus leads 
us to a philosophy of embodied realism.  Our concepts cannot be a direct reflection of 
external, objective, mind-free reality because our sensorimotor system plays a crucial 
role in shaping them.  On the other hand, it is the involvement of the sensorimotor 
system in the conceptual system that keeps the conceptual system very much in touch 
with the world. – Philosophy in the Flesh22 

 
There is also evidence in other areas, such as quantum physics and math (these areas will be 
discussed later), suggesting that at certain levels beyond human perception, rules can change.  
Things that seem absolute and immutable at certain human levels of perception appear to 
mutate in curious ways at other levels.  Current concepts of logic are intertwined with 
concepts of math and are clearly built upon human perception of the so-called physical 
world.  It would seem appropriate, therefore, to accept the very plausible possibility that our 
general concepts of logic could similarly mutate at scales beyond the human sensory range.  
 
In terms of set theory, it may be useful to consider all propositions that fall outside of 
conventional logic as a discrete set.  Such logic could be referred to as extra-sensory logic, 
post-human logic, Antilogic23, etc. (For simplicity, I will refer to this hypothetical logic as 
Antilogic.)  Under the aforementioned premises, Antilogic might potentially be considered as 
having status equal to (or even greater than) human-centric logic. 
 
This can be summarized by the following statements: 
 

- No assertions, conclusions, logic or perceptions can be considered absolutely 
proven or complete.  

- Logic (or any other objects) can only be defined to the extent of any observer’s 
perception-bubble. 

- Since logic, ostensibly, cannot be absolutely defined or proven, then alternative 
propositions cannot be summarily denied. 

 
Given what has been explored up to this point, I suspect that there is a great revolution 
awaiting us in the evolution of logic: one that might be best referred to as post-human logic 
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or Antilogic.  In order to unveil it, we will have to break free from our current biological 
limitations. 
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Chapter 3 
Bubbles of Imperialism 
 
Up to this point I have attempted to provide a logical argument that supports the following 
assertions: 
 
1. Human perception is discretely limited in obvious ways. 
2. No object (including logic) can be considered as being absolute. 
 
In Chapter 1 I provided some historical quotes to illustrate assumptions of complete 
knowledge that were overturned by subsequent discoveries.  Those subsequent discoveries 
created major changes in collective human perception – they stretched humanity’s 
perception-bubble.  In the 20th century, the collective perception-bubble of humanity was 
stretched by a multitude of new ideas.  Three of these are particularly interesting in relation 
to this discussion: relativity, quantum mechanics and string theory. 
 
In the theory of Special Relativity, Einstein suggested that human perceptions of time could 
vary under certain circumstances.  He also proposed that light would appear to move at a 
consistent speed regardless of how fast an observer was moving.  Additionally, his General 
Relativity theory provided a radically new way to think about space and gravity.  These 
proposals facilitated perceptions that were quite different from those commonly experienced 
by the human senses.24 
 
Quantum mechanics stretched the collective-human-perception-bubble even further.  It 
revealed that at a scale too small for the physical human senses to detect, some of the so-
called laws of physics that humans had believed to be immutable and absolute seemingly 
disappeared.  Things that seem to occur at the level of quantum mechanics are so different 
from our human sensory experience that one of the field’s most prominent researchers, 
Richard Feynman, stated, “I can safely say that nobody understands quantum mechanics.” 25 
 
Most recently, theoretical physicists have been exploring a field called string theory.  The 
basic concept of string theory suggests that at levels even smaller than those defined by 
quantum mechanics, matter may be composed of tiny vibrating objects referred to as strings.   
 
As a result of string theory, theoretical physicists have been exploring the concept that the 
physical Universe we seem to occupy may just be one of many Universes that "float like 
bubbles in water." 26 
 

At about 10-38 metres across they (strings) are 20 powers of ten smaller than a 
proton...at this scale quantum gravity reigns and space as we know it probably 
transforms into a multidimensional structure which transcends our ordinary notion of 
space and time. – The Search for Infinity27 

 
Prior to these theories (and prior to the development of technologies that allowed them to be 
tested), there was no obvious reason for humans to have considered space and time in such 
ways.  The collective perception-bubble of humans prior to these developments did not 
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ostensibly facilitate such perspectives. Humanity’s history of perceiving finalities of 
knowledge has been based simply on our inability to perceive any further.  Inevitably, these 
limits have continued to be surpassed, as the tools of technology have become more 
sophisticated.   
 
These examples and the historical references in chapter 1, along with the logical arguments 
of chapters 1 and 2, provide ample evidence to suggest that we should never accept any 
explanation as being final or any knowledge as being complete.  Yet, many prominent and 
influential thinkers apparently continue to accept and perpetuate such notions. 
 
PERCEPTUAL IMPERIALISM 
Even today, some of our most accomplished and illustrious thinkers seem to embrace 
absolutist concepts despite all evidence to the contrary.  They appear to do this without 
providing a logical basis for their beliefs, which appear to be based upon unsubstantiated 
assumptions.  Furthermore, many appear to denounce alternative propositions without 
seriously considering them or without providing a comprehensive logical basis for their 
denouncements.   
  
One of the most blatant examples of this is the popular search for a “theory of everything.”  
This hypothetical theory would explain every aspect of nature, and those who have faith in its 
provability suggest that once it is found, it will conclude our search for answers about the 
Omniverse.  It is obviously an absolutist concept and is challenged by all of the previous 
considerations discussed in this document. 
 
There are many other examples of assumptions and bias in science by some of today’s 
leading scientific figures.  Here are two that I read recently: 

 
Can we devise a universal litmus test for scientific statements and with it eventually 
attain the grail of objective truth?....the answer could well be yes....Here is the 
argument.  Outside our heads there is freestanding reality.  Only madmen and a 
scattering of constructivist philosophers doubt its existence. - E.O. Wilson28 
 
Quantum mechanics is a very good approximation to the truth. – Stephen Weinberg29 
 

These statements presume some type of Omniversal, immutable and objective “truth.”  The 
first statement also assumes some type of absolutist, yet undefined concept called “reality.”  
The concept of some Omniversal, absolute “truth” is not verifiable considering the factors 
previously discussed here.  The confirmation of any assertion can seemingly only be verified 
within the scope of perception available to the observer.   
 
In July 1993 Stephen Hawking was asked what he thought about astrology.  He responded 
“rubbish.”  In 2001 he elaborated a bit more, stating, “The reason most scientists don't 
believe in astrology is because it is not consistent with our theories that have been tested by 
experiment."30  The latter statement seems a bit more reasonable than the first.  But, should a 
current lack of supporting data for something justify absolute refutation?  At one time, 
quantum mechanics was not consistent with theories that had been tested by experiment.  
That did not necessarily make quantum mechanics an invalid proposal before it was 
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discovered.  It simply meant that the evidence available at a particular time would not have 
been sufficient to support it.   
 
The general concept of astrology – that humans are somehow affected by cosmological 
events – would seem to possess at least some potential for plausibility, even though there 
may not currently be clearly understood methods to test or verify related hypotheses.  For 
example, today we have much information about electromagnetic radiation sent to Earth31 
from the Sun.   
 
In the 1940s, RCA hired an engineer named John Nelson to figure out how to improve radio 
broadcasting.  Nelson discovered that the Sun’s activities (and to a lesser extent other 
planetary activities) altered radio transmissions on Earth.32  Prior to Nelson’s discovery, 
people had no evidence of these effects.  Today, we have evidence that human brains are 
quite sensitive to electromagnetic radiation.33  We have evidence that human bodies transmit 
and receive electromagnetic fields.  We also have learned of things like “cosmic dust” that 
perpetually bombards Earth.  How many other as-yet-unperceived objects may be in action 
between humans and the rest of the cosmos?   
 
Additionally, we perceive the Omniverse as some sort of continuum, regardless of arguments 
about what that continuum may or may not consist of.  All Omniversal objects can be 
perceived as interrelated and connected in certain ways, no matter how distant.  Humans are 
inexorably linked in an explicitly comprehensible physical way to the rest of the Omniverse, 
even though the effects of such connections might currently be imperceptible to us.   
 
While there may not be sufficient evidence today to assert that cosmological events 
noticeably affect our behavior, it would not seem prudent to summarily disregard this 
possibility given our perceptual limitations and humanity’s history of ever-widening 
comprehension. 

 
Physicist Roger Penrose authored a lengthy book called The Emperor’s New Mind in 1989.  
In it he presents an argument generally proposing that humans are more than the sum of their 
physical parts and that something he refers to as “consciousness” is a result of more than just 
physical processes or the perceived forces of nature.  The book is primarily concerned with 
examinations of “intelligence,” “consciousness,” “minds” and “awareness.”  Amazingly, 
Penrose liberally refers to these terms while constructing elaborate arguments and assertions 
about them, but he never attempts to define them.  He attempts to use logic, mathematics and 
scientific evidence to support his assertions about objects that remain unidentified.  Finally, 
near the end of the book, Penrose makes this brief statement: 

  
....I do not think that it is wise, at this stage of understanding, to attempt to propose a 
precise definition of consciousness, but we can rely, to good measure, on our 
subjective impressions and intuitive common sense as to what the term means and 
when this property of consciousness is likely to be present....I more or less know when 
I am conscious…34  
 

Such a statement is clearly not sufficient from a logical or scientific perspective.  When 
addressing the definition of intelligence, he is equally ambiguous and refers back to the 
undefined word ”consciousness.” 
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There is also the question of what one means by the term ”intelligence.” ...In my own 
way of looking at things, the question of intelligence is a subsidiary one to that of 
consciousness.  I do not think that I would believe that true intelligence could be 
actually present unless accompanied by consciousness... .35 

 
He also presumes the capability to evaluate consciousness in other objects, even though he is 
not capable of even defining it for himself:  “What evidence do we have that lizards and 
codfish do not possess some low-level form of consciousness?”  Not only does he presume 
judgment capabilities, but he also assumes that whatever this non-defined characteristic is, 
humans have it to a greater extent than lizards or codfish.  Perhaps his statement may have 
some type of validity within a specific frame of reference, but it cannot have logical validity 
without providing a definition of consciousness and evidence that he is capable of evaluating 
it in other objects. 
 
My objective in pointing out these examples is not to be disparaging.  These statements came 
from exceptional thinkers who have made many contributions to science.  The point is 
simply that even our most accomplished thinkers are subject to the limitations of being 
human: to the limitations of their own perception-bubbles. 
 
These examples could be considered as a kind of scientific imperialism.  But imperialism is 
not limited to science.  There also appears to be a long and continuing history of 
philosophical imperialism.  I have yet to find philosophical writing that does not include at 
least some reliance on assumptions for the interpretation of words such as “truth,” 
“existence,” “good,” “intelligence,” “being,” “fact,” “right,” etc. 
 
Consider the word “intelligence.”  Even though there appears to be no clearly defined or 
agreed upon definition of this word, many philosophers appear to have made grand 
presumptions about intelligence, such as  
 
• There is any such thing as intelligence. 
• Humans may be classified as intelligent.  
• Humans possess a higher form of intelligence than other objects of the Omniverse. 
• Humans are even capable of understanding, defining or evaluating concepts of 

intelligence. 
• Other objects should be subjected to evaluation by these vague human concepts and 

standards of intelligence. 
 
Perennial questions of philosophy such as “Is a plant intelligent?” are predicated on such 
assumptions.  Without a discrete definition of intelligence and without evidence that humans 
are capable of judging it, such questions are logically impotent. 
 
A kind of intellectual imperialism permeates our culture with ideas such as Artificial 
Intelligence.  The term Artificial Intelligence appears to be an unnecessary distinction 
invented by humans who consider themselves in possession of higher levels of this undefined 
thing called intelligence than other objects in the Omniverse.   
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Another example of intellectual imperialism is the Turing Test.  This test was proposed as a 
way to determine if any computer possesses Artificial Intelligence.  In this test a person 
communicates remotely (historically using a keyboard) with a computer.  The person is not 
told that he or she is communicating with a computer.  If, after communicating for a while, 
the person cannot determine whether the other party is another person or a computer, then the 
computer is said to possess Artificial Intelligence.   
 
Some of today’s leading scientists seem to have accepted the premise of the Turing Test 
without reservation.36  Yet the premise is unsubstantiated.  It presumes that there is some 
kind of absolute definition of intelligence, that humans possess this intelligence, that the 
display of human characteristics is proof of intelligence and that a human participant would 
be capable of recognizing intelligence.  This is a test based on ambiguity and assumption.  
My perception-bubble expects that the misnomer of Artificial Intelligence will eventually be 
abandoned.  
 
From a broader perspective, these examples, and other presumptions can be considered as a 
kind of biological or perceptual imperialism: an assumed notion that humans are capable of 
evaluating and judging things in any way that should be considered absolute.   
 
It is probably worthwhile to reemphasize here that I do not propose Perceptualism as any 
type of ultimate or absolute system, philosophy or “truth.”  Rather, I propose that 
Perceptualism and its tools can be useful for comprehending our current limitations and 
searching for ways to get beyond them. 
 
There is also the factor of bias (whether intentional or unintentional) against unorthodox 
thinking and the psychological tendency to defensively uphold beliefs.  As noted by 
psychoanalyst Russell A. Lockhart, Ph.D., when a person adopts a belief, he or she is 
unintentionally inclined to seek evidence to support the belief while discounting evidence 
that opposes the belief.37  This unintentional bias can compound the effects of limited 
perception.   
 
In his book The Conscious Universe, Dean Radin, Ph.D., points out many examples of 
unintentional bias, including the following: 
 

. . sociologist Harry Collins showed that for controversial scientific topics where the 
mere existence of a phenomenon has been in question, scientific criticisms are almost 
completely determined by critics’ prior expectations.38 
 
An experiment demonstrating the self-fulfilling prophecy was described by Harvard 
psychologist Robert Rosenthal in a classic book entitled Pygmalion in the Classroom.  
Teachers were led to believe that some students were high achievers and others were 
not.  In reality, the students had been assigned at random to the two categories.  The 
teachers’ expectations about high achievers led them to treat the “high achievers” 
differently than the other students, and subsequent achievement tests confirmed that 
the self-fulfilling prophecy indeed led to higher scores for the randomly selected 
“high achievers.”39 

 
Consider these additional examples from science journalist Richard Milton:40 
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Michael Faraday was described as a charlatan by his contemporaries when he 
announced that he could generate an electric current simply by moving a magnet in a 
coil of wire.  
 
For five years, from December 1903 to September 1908, two young bicycle 
mechanics from Ohio repeatedly claimed to have built a heavier than air flying 
machine and to have flown it successfully. But despite scores of public 
demonstrations, affidavits from local dignitaries, and photographs of themselves 
flying, the claims of Wilbur and Orville Wright were derided and dismissed as a hoax 
by Scientific American, the New York Herald, the US Army and most American 
scientists.  Only weeks before the Wrights first flew at Kitty Hawk, North Carolina, 
the professor of mathematics and astronomy at Johns Hopkins University, Simon 
Newcomb, had published an article in The Independent which showed scientifically 
that powered human flight was “utterly impossible.“  

 
In the late 1700s, the French Academy of Sciences rejected the claim of meteorites 
because “rocks cannot fall from the sky.”  

 
While the conceptual ideals of science appear to be unprejudiced, they occasionally seem to 
get distorted and trapped by the limited perception-bubbles of those who attempt to practice 
and govern it.  
 

Science is not one thing, it is many, it is not closed, but open to new approaches. 
Objections to novelty and to alternatives come from particular groups with vested 
interests, not from science as a whole. – Paul Feyerabend41 

 
EVALUATING PROPOSITIONS 
We have reviewed perception-bubble limitations, the principles of absolutism and the biases 
of perceptual imperialism.  In order to avoid these traps it could be useful to evaluate 
alternative propositions based on their possibility, plausibility, and probability:   
 
In terms of possibility, the evidence presented so far would strongly suggest that we should 
never consider any proposition to be absolutely impossible. 
 
Plausibility is a measurement of ostensible underlying logic.  For example, there is at least 
some ostensible underlying logic (mentioned previously) to suggest that a link could be 
discovered between cosmic events and human behavior. 
 
Probability is a measurement of ostensible evidence.  To continue with the example of 
astrology, while it may have some logical plausibility, scientists have seemingly not yet been 
presented with enough consistent, repeatable evidence to accept any related hypotheses as 
being probable.  Probability is a particularly interesting subject because it relates to two 
important features of the contemporary scientific method: repeatability and statistical 
significance.  Some considerations of these factors will be discussed later, relating to 
anomalous phenomena. 
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In a way, the collection of possibility-plausibility-probability factors can be thought of as 
sequential steps in establishing relative levels of acceptance for any assertion. Humans 
commonly use the term “knowledge” to indicate reliance on an assertion.  For example, 
someone may say, “I know that I will not fall through the Earth when I sit on this chair.”  It 
might be more accurate for a person to say: “Based on previously acquired evidence and 
experience, I am relying on what seems to be an exceedingly high probability that I will not 
fall through the Earth when I sit on this chair.” 
 
The common usage of the word “knowledge” intersects with another commonly used human 
term: “belief.”  There may be many ways to delineate these two terms, but for the purposes 
of this discussion I shall use a simple distinction:   
 
People generally claim to “know” something when they have accumulated enough evidence 
to support what appears to be the exceedingly high probability of an expected outcome.  This 
expectation is so high that it is accepted without question. 
 
People generally claim to “believe” something when they accept an assertion without 
accumulating a similarly high amount of evidence. 
 
In this way, individual interpretations of the difference between “knowledge” and “belief” 
can be considered as varying points along a scale of probability. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



22 

Chapter 4 
Stretching Some Bubbles 
 
Humans have historically attempted to create definitions of various concepts using absolute 
terms.  However, as previously discussed, absolutist concepts seem to have many flaws.  Any 
attempted absolute definition will be limited by the perception-bubble of the entity that 
creates the definition.   
 
In consideration of everything previously presented, following are a few suggestions from 
my perception-bubble for ways to reconsider some topics that humans have historically tried 
to consider in absolute ways.  These suggestions are not intended to be definitive.  They are 
simply offered as potentially useful alternatives that take into consideration the factors of 
Perceptualism. 
 
REALITY 
Historically, people have used the concept of reality to suggest some sort of absolute 
perspective from which there can be no alternatives.  The previous chapters offer a variety of 
reasons why such a concept has seemingly no substantiation.  From the practical human 
perspective, a more accurate interpretation of this concept might be: “a perception shared by 
the majority of humans.”    
 
Beyond the problems already discussed, definitions of reality (or of any other absolutist 
concepts) are subject to many interpreted meanings, even in common mass-perception human 
usage.  I have yet to encounter any definition of this word that is even remotely useful or 
meaningful to me. To illustrate how elusive such definitions are, just consider the seemingly 
simple aspect of trying to define such concepts using human language.  For example, here is 
a definition of the word “real” taken from Merriam-Webster's Dictionary: 
 

REAL: Function: adjective 
1 : of or relating to fixed, permanent, or immovable things (as lands or tenements) 
2 a : not artificial, fraudulent, illusory, or apparent : GENUINE <real gold>; also : 
being precisely what the name implies <a real professional> b (1) : occurring in fact 
<a story of real life> (2) : of or relating to practical or everyday concerns or activities 
<left school to live in the real world> (3) : existing as a physical entity and having 
properties that deviate from an ideal, law, or standard <a real gas> -- compare IDEAL 
3b c : having objective independent existence <unable to believe that what he saw 
was real> d : FUNDAMENTAL, ESSENTIAL e (1) : belonging to or having 
elements or components that belong to the set of real numbers <the real roots of an 
equation> <a real matrix> (2) : concerned with or containing real numbers <real 
analysis> (3) : REAL-VALUED <real variable> f : measured by purchasing power 
<real income> <real dollars> g : COMPLETE, UTTER <a real fiasco> 
3 of a particle : capable of being detected -- compare VIRTUAL 3 
- re·al·ness noun 
- for real 1 : in earnest : SERIOUSLY <fighting for real> 2 : GENUINE <couldn't 
believe the threats were for real> 
Function: noun 
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a real thing; especially : a mathematically real quantity 
 
Within this definition, we have already run into perception-bubble inconsistencies.  For 
example, the phrase “of or relating to fixed, permanent, or immovable things (as lands or 
tenements)” can easily be understood as only valid within particular perception-bubbles.  
From the perception-bubble of a human who resides in a town and who perceives a nearby 
mountain as never moving, this phrase might be adequate.  From the perception-bubble of 
quantum physics the demarcation between what a human perceives as a mountain and its 
surroundings might be perceived as a violently moving area of sub-atomic entities with no 
clear indications of larger scale division.  From the perception-bubble of our solar system’s 
sun, the mountain may be perceived as a tiny bump, rapidly spinning along with the rotation 
of a little planet that is continuously circling the sun – hardly fixed or immovable.  Even from 
the perception bubble of humans on Earth, over a temporal perspective of 200,000 years, the 
mountain may dramatically change its shape and boundaries. 
 
Notwithstanding the perception-bubble problems, in order to pursue this definition further all 
words used in this definition would need to be defined.  For the purpose of this example I’ll 
just follow one of these words, the word genuine: 
 

GENUINE: 
1 a : actually having the reputed or apparent qualities or character <genuine vintage 
wines> b : actually produced by or proceeding from the alleged source or author <the 
signature is genuine> c : sincerely and honestly felt or experienced <a deep and 
genuine love> d : ACTUAL, TRUE <a genuine improvement> 
2 : free from hypocrisy or pretense : SINCERE 

 
Again, I’ll just follow one of the words used in the definition above: the word “actually”: 
 

ACTUALLY: 
Function: adverb 
1 : in act or in fact : REALLY <nominally but not actually independent -- Karl 
Loewenstein> <won't actually arrive for an hour> 
2 : in point of fact -- used to suggest something unexpected <he could actually read 
the Greek> 

 
As you can see, at only the second level of attempting to define the words that define reality, 
we have already found a circular reference: “real” is defined as “genuine”.  “Genuine” is 
defined as “actual”.  “Actual” is defined as “real”.  This process could be continued, but 
would only lead to an ongoing series of circular references. 
 
Words such as reality are ostensibly only meaningful when expressed and comprehended 
within the context of perception-bubbles, not when they are thought of as being absolute.  I 
would suggest abandoning the use of such words and replacing them with more cautious 
statements that acknowledge the unique-perceptual-experience of whatever entity makes the 
statement. 
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NON-REALITY, EMPTINESS, NOTHING 
“Nothing” has never been ostensibly proven.  For many years, scientists referred to empty 
space, and considered the concept of empty space to be a de facto standard.  In recent years 
however, new discoveries have proposed that space is not empty, but instead filled with 
things like dark matter and space plasma.  Even the concepts of dark matter and plasma must 
be challenged by asking: “what is there between the bodies of these things?”  When scientists 
talk about finding ultimate particles that are the building blocks of all matter, we must 
similarly ask “what is between these particles?”  To simply answer “nothing” is not 
sufficient.  As we’ve seen with the other examples, this line of questioning will ostensibly go 
on without end.   
 
We do of course, utilize the concept of nothing in a seemingly abstract way for mathematics 
and theoretical logic.  Our perception of the concept nothing therefore makes it an object that 
we are at least capable of perceiving, if not verifying empirically.  By possessing just this one 
attribute, nothing is not quite nothing.  It is at the very least, a perception. 
 
As Aristotle pointed out, the concept of any space being empty is also paradoxical and 
logically inconsistent.  Three-dimensional space by virtue of its humanity-bubble definition 
would occupy some extent of what we refer to as length, width and height.  If a space could 
be literally empty, it would seemingly not even maintain dimensional attributes.  Also, a 
literal interpretation of no-thing would suggest that nothing could not even be itself – it 
would appear to be a self-nullifying definition.  The same points apply to the concept of a 
vacuum.  Considering humanity’s historical errors of assumption in science and philosophy, 
as well as the proposition that as-yet-unperceived-factors could some day override these 
logical inconsistencies, it would seem wiser to define non-reality, emptiness, nothing, and all 
other terms intended with the same general meaning as "as-yet-unperceived things." 
 
INFINITY 
As discussed in the previous sections, infinity has so-far remained immune to empirical 
provability.  However, various alternative interpretations of infinity may be useful in logical 
explorations (as in the case of Georg Cantor) or when it is considered as potential-infinity as 
suggested by Aristotle.  Perhaps it would be useful to otherwise consider the idea of infinity 
as simply “as-yet-unperceived limits or ends.” 
 
TRUTH, FACTS, KNOWLEDGE 
Historically, humans have attempted to use these terms with absolutist intent, which is an 
ostensibly implausible effort as already explained.  An alternative to the absolutist view 
would be to use functional definitions of such concepts within definable contexts of 
perception-bubbles. 
 
Concepts of irrefutable facts, laws, truths or knowledge would be better qualified as being 
only irrefutable as far as can they currently be perceived by any evaluating entity.   
 
Even in formal systems of logic and mathematics issues such as truth, facts, laws and 
knowledge do not have absolute meaning. 
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Formal systems are constructed with axioms, upon which all subsequent computations are 
built.  Axioms establish the rules of each system.  They allow or disallow certain things to be 
done. 
 
Historical axioms of math were based on human perception.  It is not difficult to imagine an 
early human moving stones around and observing basic concepts of arithmetic that would 
later be accepted as “self evident” axioms.  But how self-evident are the axioms of math?  
Can we absolutely state that 1 plus 1 will always equal 2?  Not exactly.   
 
In addition to all of the issues previously discussed that would argue against any type of 
absolute concepts in math or logic, consider the realm of quantum mechanics where one 
electron can simultaneously appear to be in more than one location and other equally strange 
phenomena seem to occur.  Imagine how different the “self-evident” axioms of math would 
have been if such events were routinely observed within the spectrum of human eyesight. 
 
No matter how self-evident an axiom appears to be there is a point at the adoption of any 
axiom where someone or something decides what rules will be followed based on 
assumption.  Questions of causality, infinity and alternative perceptions still remain, waiting 
to be probed further and maintaining the possibility that axioms may change. 
 
Mathematician Gregory J. Chaitin summed this up in his 1999 book The Unknowable in the 
following way: “…why are the axioms (of math) accepted without proof?  The traditional 
answer is, because they are self-evident.  I believe that a better answer is, because you have 
to stop somewhere to avoid an infinite regress!” 42 
 
Chaitin specializes in Metamathematics, a discipline that examines the foundations of math.  
He has worked in areas that expand upon the work of Godel and others, indicating that 
underneath basic mathematical axioms lies a world of what he refers to as “randomness.”43  
He has suggested that math should no longer be considered an unchangeable, absolute 
system.  Instead, Chaitin suggests that math must be considered in the same way that 
contemporary physics is now considered – a system where rules may change at various 
scales. 

 
Real knowledge is to know the extent of one's ignorance. - Confucius44 
   
What, then, is truth? A mobile army of metaphors, metonyms, and 
anthropomorphisms--in short, a sum of human relations, which have been 
enhanced, transposed, and embellished poetically and rhetorically, and which 
after long use seem firm, canonical, and obligatory to a people: truths are 
illusions about which one has forgotten that this is what they are; metaphors 
which are worn out. - Nietzsche45 

 
NATURAL, ARTIFICIAL 
Commonly, something is deemed artificial if it is created by humans and would not 
otherwise be found in the Omniverse.  Yet, other species create new objects (bird nests, 
termite mounds, etc.) and they are not commonly considered as artificial.   
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To what degree does a termite mound differ from a human-built house?  One could argue that 
the human house should be defined as artificial because it is much more sophisticated than a 
termite mound.  Industrialized human homes have microwave ovens, air conditioning, lights, 
etc.  However, termite mounds contain elaborate food processing and temperature regulation 
systems (and their systems don’t even require electricity).46  From certain perspectives, 
termite homes could be considered more sophisticated than many contemporary human 
houses.  Where would the lines between natural and artificial be satisfactorily drawn? 
 
While humans do appear to produce more elaborate and varying constructions than other 
species, the question of defining what is artificial seems to be a judgment of scale, not 
absoluteness.  In consideration of this I would suggest simply eliminating the concept of 
“artificial” and regarding all objects and events as being natural. 
 
GOOD, BAD 
Here again, the principles previously discussed apply in an obvious way.  Any object may 
judge another object as being good or bad, but this evaluation is ostensibly governed by the 
perception-bubble of the judging entity. 
 
Notwithstanding this understanding, what about the concept adopted by some religions and 
philosophies that there might be some sort of absolute good or evil that is universal 
throughout the entire Omniverse?  Such absolute definitions could ostensibly never be 
proven because in order to do so, (as previously discussed) the proving entity would have to 
be outside of the Omniverse.   
 
Some people might claim that the concept of a god, or gods, would fulfill such a 
qualification.  The problem with such a claim is that if any object, including any kind of god 
(regardless of its definition), were asserted to be beyond the boundaries of the Omniverse, the 
concept of the Omniverse would automatically expand to include the habitat of that object.  
Hence, that object would not be logically capable of judging anything in Omniversal 
absoluteness, because it too would be subject to the limitations of absolutism and the 
principles of perception-bubbles. 
 
Even war, disease, crime and other phenomena that most humans appear to consider as being 
not good, are only judged as not being good within the collective perception-bubble of 
particular groups of humans.  When considered in alternative contexts, such phenomena 
might be interpreted differently. 
  
In his book The Lucifer Principle, Howard Bloom contends that concepts traditionally 
considered as evil are “woven into our most basic biological fabric.”  Bloom asserts that 
characteristics of human behavior we generally view as bad or vile are nevertheless an 
inextricable and inevitable part of nature’s process, and that we humans are simply “pawns 
who suffer and die to live out (nature’s) schemes.” 47   
 
I would suggest completely abandoning the concepts of good and bad, and replacing them 
instead with a comprehension that there are ostensible effects from the actions of any object 
involved in any situation that may be interpreted as beneficial or detrimental depending on 
the perception of the interpreting entity.  Effects may be judged as good or bad by each 
perception bubble.  There is no basis to assume that such definitions must be shared. 
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“for there is nothing either good or bad, but thinking makes it so” – Wm. 
Shakespeare: Hamlet 

 
 
INTELLIGENCE 
Most definitions of intelligence that I’ve reviewed seem to vaguely propose that in a very 
general perspective, intelligence is the ability of an object to acquire, synthesize and apply 
data.  It should be obvious by this point that attempts to define intelligence in any absolute 
way will be subject to all of the absolutist contradictions previously discussed and that from a 
practical perspective, any attempted definition could only be verifiable within limited 
perspectives.   
 
Additionally, the concept of intelligence has left us with the legacy of perceptual and 
biological imperialism, as described in Chapter 3.  How much more might humans have been 
able to historically perceive if they had not been restricted by the judgment limitations in 
human concepts of intelligence?   
 
Because it is so unclearly defined and subject to a multitude of interpretations, I would 
suggest completely eliminating this word as well as the vague concept of intelligence.  
Instead of speaking in terms of intelligence, we can speak more specifically in terms of 
particular processes or characteristics that any entity may display.   
 
CONSCIOUSNESS 
Consciousness is another concept that humans have seemingly never clearly defined, but one 
which humans nevertheless seem to accept in a vague way as being absolute.  The issues 
previously mentioned regarding intelligence and intellectual imperialism apply equally to 
consciousness.  Whatever definition one may ascribe to this term, it ostensibly cannot be 
considered absolute.   
 
Most humans seem to generally interpret consciousness as the ability of an object to display 
human characteristics.  I suspect this to be a poor definition from many perspectives. 
 
Historically, philosophers have asked questions such as “what is consciousness?”  This is an 
impotent question.  It assumes that there is a thing called consciousness and that humans 
would be qualified to recognize it and define it. 
 
One particularly interesting perception-bubble definition of consciousness would be the 
ability of any object to be reflexive, in that it can manifest some data that is then fed back to 
itself.   In this way the object creates feedback loops (just like the feedback loops that allow 
human brains to feed themselves thoughts).  This suggestion is embellished by experiments 
in designing neural networks where recurrent feedback loops appear to facilitate 
characteristics of memory, learning, acquisition and application of data.48   
  
There is also a fascinating theory developed by Gary Schwartz, Ph.D. and Linda Russek, 
Ph.D. that seems to compliment this particular perspective.  Their theory is called Systemic 
Memory and it proposes that all objects are engaged with other objects in a perpetual 
exchange of information.  Systemic Memory proposes that as information flows back and 
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forth between objects there is a “dynamic memory of their exchange over time through the 
circulation of their information and energy.”49 
 
The proposal that every object somehow retains some sort of residual “memory” effect from 
all other objects with which it has ever interacted provides a hypothetical basis for things like 
homeopathy, aroma therapy, kinesiology and other practices traditionally unacknowledged 
by the current scientific orthodoxy. 
 
For example, if a person wore a wristwatch every day for twenty years, this theory would 
imply that twenty years of feedback data between the parts of the watch and the person might 
somehow have been accumulated and retained in both the watch and in the person.  It further 
implies that one might be able to somehow obtain information about the watch-wearer by 
extrapolating that data from the watch.50  
 
Some people who claim to have extra-sensory abilities suggest that they can obtain 
information about others by touching their personal property.  The Systemic Memory 
hypothesis could provide a logical explanation for such a claim, although it would not 
seemingly answer the question of how a person would be able to extrapolate such data.   
 
Such a possibility was suggested in the case of Claire Sylvia, a woman in her forties who 
received a heart-lung transplant in 1988.  After recovering from the surgery, she reportedly 
had cravings for beer and chicken nuggets, foods that she had not desired at any time before 
the surgery.  Reportedly, she subsequently discovered that beer and chicken nuggets were 
favorite foods of the 18 year-old boy whose organs she had received.51  
 
Under the hypothesis of Systemic Memory, the previously mentioned description of 
intelligence and the previously mentioned definition of consciousness, every object might be 
considered as having intelligence or consciousness; an electron, a cell, a human, a galaxy, 
etc. 
 
SANITY 
Psychological characteristics shared by the majority of the human population are considered 
normal.  Anyone with those attributes is considered sane.  Anyone with psychological 
characteristics falling outside of that majority is considered to have psychological problems 
or to be insane.  Definitions of sanity seem to be completely subjective based upon the 
majority collective norm of humans in any given era.52  This system is inherently problematic 
in that there is ostensibly no other arbiter employed to quantify varying levels of mental 
functioning.  Humans are considered psychologically sane as long as their brains work like 
everyone else's.   
 
Under such criteria, the majority of humans could be considered abnormal or insane if their 
psychological characteristics differed from the majority of other Omniversal objects.  This 
concept could also extend to our concepts of logic, rendering our self-perceived logic or 
intelligence nothing more than a psychological dysfunction when compared to other 
Omniversal creatures or when viewed from alternative perspectives.  I suspect this to be a 
key issue relating to the limitations of human cognition.  To paraphrase a popular human 
expression: the patients may be running the planet.53 
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These ideas support plausibility for a variety of reconsiderations about human normalcy.  As 
an example, consider a generally accepted symptom of alleged psychological disorder: 
hearing disembodied voices. A person may claim to hear voices speaking to their brain.  
Without any evidence of such an occurrence that could be perceived by the majority of 
others, this person would be diagnosed as mentally ill.  The possibility that there may be 
voices speaking, and that this person may be the only one within range who has the extended 
sensory capabilities to recognize it, is generally not considered a plausible explanation.  Yet, 
there is a continually growing body of scientific evidence to suggest that some humans do 
possess sensory perception capabilities beyond average ranges.54  Things that have 
historically been referred to as illusory might be more accurately considered as “alternative 
perceptions.” 
 
Another interesting aspect about this issue is that while deviations from the socio-
psychological norm are sometimes repressed or attempted to be reversed in the name of 
maintaining health, deviations have been the ostensible catalyst for progress and growth in 
nature.  Biological evolution appears to be based on the adoption of deviations.  
Groundbreaking scientists, artists and other achievers in human history were those who 
deviated from the norm.  What is deviant in one era may be normal in another.  Perhaps one 
day soon we may all hear voices. 
 
Today, we are seeing an interesting phenomenon with the recently emergent diagnosis of 
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) in children.  ADHD is generally 
characterized by symptoms of inattention, hyperactivity and impulsivity.55  This type of 
behavior appears to deviate from the traditional 20th century norm.  Children diagnosed with 
ADHD have difficulty in dealing with traditional learning methods and traditional behavioral 
standards.  There is some controversy about the validity of ADHD diagnoses, and many 
theories as to the cause of ADHD including sociological, medical and dietary factors.  There 
may however be another perspective that does not necessarily conflict with those theories, 
but instead may offer an anthropological complement to them.   
 
This alternative proposal suggests that ADHD may not necessarily be a disorder from the 
perspective of a larger timeframe, but may rather be the beginning of a biological 
evolutionary change in human brains.  
 
One suggestion as to why such a brain change would be adopted by nature is that human 
information exchange is continually accelerating at exponential rates.56  In order to digest 
ever-increasing amounts of information, humans no longer rely on traditional biological 
methods.  We have in many ways surpassed previous biological saturation points for the 
digestion of information.  This is partially evidenced by our current reliance on computers 
and technology.   
 
Under this premise it could be considered that brains being diagnosed with ADHD might be 
early examples of evolutionary changes that facilitate multi-tasking, non-linear thinking and 
input of information at a much more rapid pace than previous brains.  Under such a definition 
these children would be the first in a new variation of human brains, designed for the 21st 
century, but being judged and suppressed by those with 20th century brains.   
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There is a growing body of research that supports the plausibility of this idea.  In her book 
Dreamers, Discoverers & Dynamos: How to help the child who is bright, bored and having 
problems in school Dr. Lucy Jo Palladino discussed the similarities between children 
diagnosed with ADHD and characteristics of people she refers to as having “exceptional 
intelligence:”  
 

They enjoy adventure and prefer new territory, especially when it comes to their own 
mental landscape. Like Edison, they are highly original, unconventional, and 
inventive. They are the mavericks, pioneers, and artists. Because they are disposed to 
divergent thinking, it is an uphill battle for them to concentrate on only one idea at a 
time. In view of this, their school years, like Edison’s, may be filled with pain and 
frustration.57 

 
Bonnie Cramond, Ph.D., associate professor of educational psychology at the University of 
Georgia, made the following statement in a 1995 paper: 
 

There is a possibility that structural differences in the brain are related to the 
differences in cognitive functioning that appear as ADHD or creativity. 
Neurobiological anomalies are reported in both the literature on ADHD (Hynd, 
Hern, Voeller, & Marchall, 1991) and the literature on creativity (Herrmann, 1981; 
Torrance, 1984).58 

 
In the same document Dr. Cramond discussed the case of Michael Kearney, who was 
diagnosed at an early age with ADHD.  The drug Ritalin was prescribed as a solution, but 
Michael’s parents rejected this treatment, opting to instead provide him with a home based 
education that was contoured to his specific needs.  Michael went on to become the youngest 
person to ever earn a Masters degree, in Chemistry, at age 14. 
 
THE THEORY OF EVERYTHING  
Many contemporary theoretical physicists propose that there is an ultimate, fundamental set 
of laws that govern all aspects, perceived and as-yet-unperceived, of the Omniverse.  Many 
are working to discover such a theory.  They suggest that once this fundamental set is found, 
explanations of everything in the Omniverse will rise from them, and there will be no 
causative explanations below them.  This conception is clearly based on absolutism and 
contains all of absolutism's logical inconsistencies.  It is simply not ostensibly plausible 
unless we abandon current ostensible logic and disregard the issues raised previously in this 
document. 
 
Perhaps a more accurate way to consider this endeavor would be a search for the “Ostensible 
Theory of All that we Currently Perceive.” 

 
"The history of science teaches us that each time we think that we have it all figured 
out, nature has a radical surprise in store for us that requires significant and 
sometimes drastic changes in how we think the world works.  Then again, in a bit of 
brash posturing, we can also imagine, as others before us have perhaps naively done, 
that we are living through a landmark period in humanity's history in which the 
search for the ultimate laws of the universe will finally draw to a close."  - Brian 
Greene, The Elegant Universe, 1999 
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“Universe is inherently complex and eternally regenerative.  It can have no 
'beginning' or 'ending'.  Vast numbers of scientists as yet labor vainly to account for 
the misconception of beginnings and endings…There is no single building block-there 
are only complexes of complex systems.” R. Buckminster Fuller, Critical Path 1980 

 
LIFE, DEATH  
As with the other concepts discussed in this chapter, attempts to absolutely define the words: 
“life” and “death” can easily be perceived as a futile endeavor.  Historical human concepts of 
life have seemingly emanated from within the limits of our perception bubbles and the 
assumption that any object showing certain human-like characteristics may be defined as 
“alive”.  This way of defining life also adds to the previously discussed issue of biological 
imperialism. 
 
We could consider these vague human concepts of life, and the idea of separation between 
“living things” and “nonliving things” from a variety of perspectives.  For example, from 
what we currently refer to as the sub-atomic level, components of all objects in the 
Omniverse appear to be perpetually interchanged, and forces of nature appear to 
continuously perpetuate through seemingly unending chains of cause and effect.  Therefore, 
parts of every human (and every other object) as well as the residual effects of every human's 
actions can be perceived as being immortally reborn and reconstituted as they become 
components of new objects (including becoming causes of subsequent reactions).   
 
Under such a perspective, the components from which our bodies are made do not appear 
from nowhere without any history and do not disappear after our brain-body units have 
decomposed on the human-perspective.  These components are continuously recycled into 
other things.  Under such a perspective, concepts of being alive or being dead do not have 
absolute meaning, and concepts such as reincarnation can be reconsidered as particle 
recycling. 
 
PERSONALITIES & INDIVIDUALITY 
As stated earlier, human brains can use the product of one thought as the input or stimulus for 
another thought.  This reflexive thought capability, along with the input from our other 
senses creates a perceptual demarcation – a unique impression that each of our perceived 
biological units has of being separate from all other objects of the Omniverse.  This seems to 
be the figurative center of human-scale perception-bubbles.  It creates the individual 
perspective of our unique biological packages. 
 
In such a perspective, we all are quite unique and eternally individual because each of us 
accumulates a seemingly singularly unique series of sensory experiences while we are 
assembled in these particular biological forms.  So far, there does not appear to be evidence 
of any two people ever ostensibly sharing a complete human scale “lifetime” with the exact 
same sensory (including thought) inputs.  As a result all humans (as well as all other objects 
in the Omniverse) could seemingly be described as undeniably unique and individual. 
 
From this perspective, if I could be cloned or duplicated in some way that could produce an 
instant and complete duplicate of me, the new person would no longer be me from that point 
forward.  Although he would share my memory history, physical composition, genetics and 
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so on, from the moment he was created he would begin experiencing a different perception-
bubble. Our unification would only be in the past.  He and I would have different perception 
bubbles from that point forward.  We would be different individuals with a shared past. 
 
Suppose we were able to obtain some DNA from Jesus, DaVinci or Hitler and be able to 
create new persons with their exact genetic compositions.  Does this mean that the clones 
would be destined to repeat the activities of their predecessors?  The ostensible answer can 
be easily perceived as no.  Although their genetics (as well as any as-yet-unperceived other 
factors) might cause the clones to share innate characteristics with their predecessors, they 
would nevertheless have entirely new sets of unique experiences after their assemblage and 
these experiences would create entirely new and eternally unique perception-bubbles. 
 
Beyond this perspective is the question of demarcation.  Although the previous cloning 
example focused on a human body as an individual, individuality could apply to any sub-
component of a single human, or could apply to groups of humans.  
 
In this way, the perception of any object (or collection of objects) as being an individual can 
be accepted by mutually agreed upon definition of boundaries rather than by dogmatic 
definitions of what constitutes an individual or an entity.  There is no absolute definition of 
me as an individual, only mutually shared perceptions of what is assumed to be “me.” 
 
Humans seem to share a common perception of each other as being separated by what we 
refer to as our biological bodies.  In this day-to-day usage, I use my vision to delineate the 
boundaries of various persons based on my visual perception of where their skin appears to 
end.  However, if my current eyes were replaced with infrared sensors that only recognized 
heat fields, I might instead define wider boundaries of each person I “saw” based on the 
fields of heat that extend beyond the boundaries of skin.  This conceptual shift can seemingly 
continue in any number of ways, such as if my current eyes were replaced with sensors that 
“saw” at a quantum or electromagnetic level.  Perhaps in that case I might not be able to 
delineate any clear boundaries between “me” and any other person or thing.    
 
I suggest that there is no “me”, there is no “you”, there are simply perceptions. 
 
In his 1975 book Sociobiology, E. O. Wilson wrote: “although pondering the definition of an 
individual might strike one as a waste of time, it is actually a substantial philosophical 
problem…the brain too is a collection of billions of neurons – each one or small collections 
could be considered minibrains, etc…just as a group of humans thinking together could be 
considered a single unit…”59 
 
One convenient model to consider the individuality of a human (or any other object) would 
be this:  
 
The culmination of unique physiology (individual biochemistry, genetics, epigenetics60, etc.) 
plus that person’s accumulated unique-perceptual-experiences with the caveat of possible, as-
yet-unperceived factors. 
 

individuality = 
Physiology + Perception bubble + potential for as-yet-unperceived factors. 
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This is not proposed as any type of ultimate definition, only as a simplified and potentially 
useful model for certain explorations that I have found convenient. 
 

Abandon knowledge; discard self – Shen Dao61 
 
SOULS, SPIRITS, AURAS 
The common general concept of a soul or spirit seems to be that of some extra-sensory 
component attributed to each human which is beyond observable perception, and which 
allegedly retains in perpetuity, characteristics that were attributed to the biologically 
perceived individual.  Obviously, based on the perceptual limits previously discussed, there 
would be no reason to summarily deny this possibility.  However, a lack of empirical 
evidence, lack of a logical hypothesis and the problems of verification previously discussed 
for other absolutist concepts suggest that there would also be no reason to accept this notion 
in its common interpretation.  Within the framework of the previously mentioned 
Possibility/Plausibility/Probability scale, it would seem as if the traditional concept of souls 
and spirits is still stuck somewhere in the range of plausibility. 
 
Nonetheless, there are some interesting alternative interpretations that could be applied to the 
general idea that some aspects associated with what we perceive as individuals might 
continue on in various ways.  
 
For example, from a contemporary-physics point of view, we perceive that human bodies 
emanate electromagnetic characteristics.62 These characteristics are generally considered to 
be outside of the ostensible sensory range of most humans.  If such fields might be detectable 
in some way that is not currently apparent to humans, they could provide one type of 
plausible basis for the idea that humans or other objects have unique energies, auras, 
vibrations, etc.   
 
Studies have shown that electromagnetic fields from one object will interact with fields from 
other objects within appropriate proximity.  Those objects will then be affected in ways that 
may alter their interactions with other objects (such as the passing of an electrical charge).  
While the practical implications of this might be imperceptible on a human scale, the 
principle implies that residual effects from any electromagnetic interaction between a human 
and any other object propagate throughout space in a seemingly infinite series of cause-and-
effect chain reactions.   
 
In such a description, the residual effects of any person’s unique electromagnetic fields could 
be said to propagate perpetually – to immortally survive even after the perception of a 
biological body has disassembled. 
 
There may be many more alternative perspectives that could be logically explored, such as 
material causality.  As humans experience the perception of passing time they are perpetually 
receiving stimuli and transmitting stimuli from their physical actions.  As each person’s 
actions are received and synthesized by other objects, a perpetual chain of seemingly 
unending cause-and-effect is developed.  When the cause-and-effect chains of all objects in 
the Omniverse are considered in concert, an incredibly complex web of causality can be 
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perceived.  Thus, the results of any person’s actions can be thought of as propagating without 
ostensible end.   
 
This concept is similar to an idea proposed by Edward Lorenz in 1963.  He suggested that 
something as seemingly benign as a butterfly flapping its wings in one part of the world 
might lead to subsequent drastic weather changes in another part of the world, because of the 
compounded residual effects of the butterfly’s initial movement.   
 
If residual causalities such as these are referred to as a soul, then the soul could easily be 
perceived as an immortal object. 
 
 
REINCARNATION 
As mentioned previously, the components from which our perceived bodies are made do not 
seem to appear from nowhere, without any history and do not seem to disappear after our 
perception of decomposition.  These components appear to be continuously recycled into 
other things.  In consideration of this, and of the previous suggestion that there is no basis for 
an absolute definition of individuality, life or death, concepts of reincarnation can be easily 
reconsidered as component recycling, or residual manifestations of the ostensible cause-and-
effect chains discussed in the section on souls and spirits. 
 
It may also be plausible (although the probability might not seem high unless additional 
factors are discovered) that in some circumstances more than just relatively small groups of 
objects could be reconstituted from one person to another.  This would allow for the 
possibility that reincarnation might be plausible in different sizes.  Or perhaps beyond our 
current perception, there might be additional components of humans that we have not yet 
discovered which could reconstitute in some more complete form.   
 
Under the previously mentioned Systemic Memory hypothesis, any components reconstituted 
from one person to another could carry “memories” from each of the persons to whom they 
previously belonged.  Those memories could potentially be utilized in some way by their 
current host or could theoretically disperse to other components of their current host 
establishing a physiological hypothesis that could allow one person to have some type of 
access to another person’s memories.63   
 
Taken one step further, this hypothesis could produce a basis for the concept that not only 
could a predecessor's memories be recognized, but that in some additional way the 
predecessor's synthesizing abilities could be accessed by the current host.  This is because 
synthesizing methods might be stored as Systemic Memories (as described in the previous 
section regarding consciousness).  In such an example, someone who might possess elements 
that were once part of Mozart might theoretically be able to compose music by accessing 
Mozart's memories or reproducing Mozart’s creative processes. 
 
EXTRA-SENSORY PERCEPTION, TELEKINESIS 
For the most part, 20th century science discarded claims of extra-sensory capabilities such as 
telepathy, telekinesis, psychometry etc. because of an ostensible lack of repeatable, verifiable 
evidence.   
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Consider the following hypothetical experiment.  In this experiment we genetically alter all 
human beings so that all future generations are blind. Notwithstanding the possibility of 
sight-related descriptions being passed down from prior generations, the future all-blind 
generations would not perceive the sensation of, or have any practical concept of what 
optical vision is.  Visual colors as we currently perceive them would not have meaning. 
 
Their version of ostensible “reality” would be one where sight was at best, a hypothesis.  
Now suppose genetic mutation occurs and a very small number of this group begins to have 
very limited visual acuity; for instance the ability to see the color violet only, and in a very 
unfocused way.  They just register a dim and fuzzy glow when they are exposed to violet 
light.  On Earth, the color violet is not extremely widespread in nature.  However, violet light 
is sometimes displayed in vibrant sunsets. 
 
Occasionally, some people in the small, mutated group would be facing the right direction at 
the right time on the right days and would notice the color violet in sunsets. To the majority 
of other humans this claim would be incredulous.  Even if some scientists or researchers did 
attempt to verify these claims they would experience a great hurdle in establishing repeatable 
testing because sunsets do not create the same colors on a consistent basis.  A study could be 
mounted where one of these claimants was asked to stand in the same position at the same 
time of day for several weeks and yet no other violet sunsets might occur.  Or, perhaps a few 
violet sunsets would appear, but their repetitive frequency would have no obvious pattern.  
The color of sunsets, like many other aspects of ostensible nature, is not yet predictable, even 
for those of us with optical vision. 
 
Therefore, if a human being possessed sensory capability outside of the range of most other 
humans, and if the stimulus they received was not predictable or testable by current tools, 
their claim would likely be rejected by science. 
 
Some animals have been born with two heads; some people have been born with eleven 
fingers; some people have been born incapacitated in practical functions but with innate 
genius in areas such as music or math (idiot savants).  The evidence suggests that there is no 
reason to blindly reject the possibility that such anomalies could occur in other areas of 
nature that we do not yet perceive. 
 
The possibility that some people may have extended sensory capabilities cannot by dismissed 
simply because the majority cannot perceive them, or because they do not seem to manifest 
in an easily detectable or repeatable manner.   
 
Following are a few examples of research in anomalous areas by organizations that might 
surprise some people. 
 
As a result of the U.S. Freedom of Information Act, It now is fairly well known that in the 
1970s and 1980s, the U.S. and Soviet governments researched, trained and utilized “remote-
viewers” for political and military purposes.64  Remote viewers attempt to telepathically 
“see” distant locations.   
 
For several years in the 1990s Sony Corporation ran an “Extrasensory Perception and 
Excitation Research” lab, where scientists experimented with various psychic phenomena.  In 
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1998, Sony spokesman Masanobu Sakaguchi told a reporter for the South China Morning 
Post “We found out experimentally that ESP exists…”65 
 
Today, researchers at the Princeton (University) Engineering Anomalies Research lab are 
testing the capability of people to influence the behavior of objects “without recourse to any 
known physical processes.”  Their results so far suggest that some people can affect remote 
objects even when they are separated by thousands of miles.66 
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Chapter 5 
The New Bubble Machines 
 

Within thirty years, we will have the technological means to create superhuman 
intelligence. Shortly after, the human era will be ended. – Vernor Vinge, 1993 67 
 
Will robots inherit the earth? Yes, but they will be our children. – Marvin Minsky, 
1995 68 
 
By the year 2099… There is no longer any clear distinction between humans and 
computers. – Ray Kurzweil, 1999 69 

 
Our nascent explorations of genetic engineering, nanotechnology, biocomputing and other 
emerging fields have prompted discussions about whether humans might be rendered 
obsolete by newly emergent beings that out-think us and have the capacity to procreate.  
Current evidence and logic suggests that this may, and ostensibly should happen.70 
 
Today, my very crude (circa 2000) computer can devour and store the complete contents of a 
large technical text in a few seconds with perfect recall, complete indexing and no 
degradation.  It would take me many hours to read the same text and I would be very 
fortunate to remember 10% of the details.  Furthermore, I would need to periodically review 
this material in order to maintain just fractional recall. 
 
Earlier I mentioned a very generalized perception-bubble concept of intelligence as the 
ability of any object to acquire, synthesize and apply information.  In certain aspects of 
acquisition, my crude computer is already far superior to me.  All that is ostensibly missing 
are more sophisticated synthesizing methods and sensory devices.  I have little doubt that 
subsequent technologies will easily surpass all of my alleged intellectual abilities. 
 
Inventor and computer pioneer Ray Kurzweil has suggested that a single, low cost computer 
will match the computational ability of the human brain by 2019.71  In his book The Age Of 
Spiritual Machines, Kurzweil suggests a future where we stop thinking of technology as 
something separate from ourselves.   
 
In a very literal sense, technology is our progeny - the child of collective humanity and an 
inextricable member of Omniversal evolution, just as humans are.  In a way that is similar to 
other species in nature, perhaps this child has been produced to become the teleological 
successor of its parents.  Under this perspective, we could consider humanity as an 
evolutionary “stepping stone,” whose collective macro-legacy was to facilitate the 
development of our successor species. 
 
In 1993, mathematician Vernor Vinge wrote about a concept he called Singularity.  
Singularity describes the moment in time where technology would surpass human 
“intelligence.”  As Vinge put it: “From the human point of view this change will be a 
throwing away of all the previous rules, perhaps in the blink of an eye, an exponential 
runaway beyond any hope of control.” 72 
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Current trends clearly indicate that we are headed in this direction, and that there will be an 
increasing blurring of distinctions between biological and technological entities.73 
 

As the mind is being recategorized the body is in the process of being replaced.  
Cochlear implants, bioinic limbs, artificial retinas, stem cells grown into blood cells, 
heart muscle cells, and neurons-the list is endless.....The future is roaring down the 
road like a giant steamroller, and flattened beneath its greasy wheels is our notion of 
ourselves as individuals – Robert Burton, M.D.74 

 
If we retain our current biological form, it is easy to foresee a not-very distant perception 
bubble where humans could be considered obsolete or inconsequential.  The most ostensibly 
logical way for us to continue evolving will be to merge with computers: to create a new 
hybrid generation of homo-sapiens and biocomputers.  Perhaps they will be called techno-
sapiens.  
 
It may be the only feasible way for us to advance – to expand our bubbles of perception at a 
dramatically faster velocity.  From my perception-bubble this is a very good proposition.  I 
would be excited by the possibility of upgrading my brain capacity and expanding my 
sensory perception.   
 
Following are some brief comments about two potential catalysts that could greatly facilitate 
such changes.  Although these ideas have been around for a while, I suspect that their 
importance will dramatically increase as we move forward. 
 
THE LANGUAGE OF THE BRAIN 
Current human languages are fraught with inefficiencies.  Words and sentences are subject to 
various interpretations based upon multiple potential definitions, unique interpretations by 
individuals and varying situational contexts.  These inefficiencies multiply as the quantity of 
words increases in any communication event.  Erroneous interpretations at any point may 
serve to further distort subsequent parts of the communication which are predicated on 
accurate understanding of the initially misinterpreted information.  Frequently, such 
problems result in final interpretations that are excessively inaccurate or incorrect in specific 
details.   
 
Generally, humans compensate for the inefficiency of language in a variety of methods such 
as additional elaboration, reiteration, restatement and the application of contextual 
assumptions (as noted in chapter 1).  Furthermore, literal definitions of words can be 
reflexive, ultimately relying on words to describe words (as illustrated in chapter 4).  
 
Verbal repetition of information often results in variations of wording which create additional 
complications in the area of maintaining accuracy.  Finally, translation between various 
human languages complicates this issue even further, as words and phrases indigenous to one 
culture do not necessarily have equivalent meanings or direct translations in another culture. 
 
A more productive human language would be one that is more specific, shared by all 
humans, less prone to misinterpretation and mistranslation, and one that can surpass 
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transmission speeds of speaking and reading.  That language would be the language of the 
brain. 
 
Although the unique characteristics of individual humans vary, human brains appear to work 
and be generally constructed in similar ways.75  As an analogy consider a group of ten 
computers from various manufacturers that all use the same basic electronic components.  
Each computer may be wired in slightly different ways, loaded with different software, 
performing different tasks and displaying different characteristics, but the core signal 
processing of each computer’s electrical components is essentially the same.   
 
Data received by one computer from another typically requires some translation and 
interpretation before it can be passed on to the electrical components for processing or 
storage.  Sometimes this process is necessary, but sometimes it is wasteful.  If a sending-
computer would send data in a “lower level” language that is common to the electronic 
components, the receiving-computer could receive the data much faster. 
 
The language of the brain would be analogous to the electronic signaling protocols of similar 
computers: a core biophysical protocol that facilitates discrete transfer of information directly 
to the brain.  Although it is still an undiscovered code, there are indications that biophysical 
activities of thought are based on a standard protocol that has facilitated the collective 
development of human brains.76  This standard is what would be sought. 

 
I have a hundred times in writing made the reflection that it is impossible in a long 
work always to give the same meanings to the same words. There is no language rich 
enough to furnish as many terms, turns and phrases as our ideas can have 
modifications. The method of defining all the terms and constantly substituting the 
definition in the place of the defined is fine but impracticable, for how can a circle be 
avoided? Definitions could be good if words were not used to make them - Jean-
Jacques Rousseau77 

 
The technical idiosyncrasies of language that were previously mentioned may of course, be 
interpreted as beneficial in some areas such as poetry and literature, where variety in 
interpretation can trigger imagination and add subtlety, depth and desired complexity to the 
individuality of each human experience.  Imagine how less interesting Shakespeare might be 
reduced to a set of computer-like simple and unambiguous statements.  What I’m suggesting 
with the language of the brain is not a refutation of the enjoyable subtleties and creative 
benefits of human communication.  It would not eliminate the capability of multiple 
interpretations – it would only compliment this ability, and facilitate less ambiguous 
information exchange when desired. 
  
INPUT-OUTPUT DEVICES 
The language of the brain would not attain substantial utilization without a method of 
transmission that bypasses the currently used methods of human-to-human data exchange.  
We would require direct input and output devices for the human brain and enhanced sensory 
capabilities. 
 
For example, in my most productive year so far using eyesight, I was able to read about 40 
technical books.  Reading is onerous and boring to me.  My perception-bubble views it as a 
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tremendous waste of time that could otherwise be spent synthesizing the data.  The 
excitement of thought for me is in exploring and experimenting with ideas, not in waiting for 
the raw data to arrive. 
 
With direct input and output devices, and with the utilization of a language of the brain, a 
person might potentially obtain the information of today’s lifetime in a matter of hours or 
less.  A person could potentially have immediate and full access to all of humanity’s 
collected information.  We could have a “brain Internet” where all types of information could 
be shared and continuously updated.  People would be free to explore and create at levels that 
may be unimaginable today.  Bubbles of perception would potentially expand at an 
exponential rate of acceleration. 
 
Concepts of individuality could be challenged in ways far greater than those already 
discussed here.  Identities could be contextually subjective based on the contents of one’s 
brain and the number of networked sensory connections in action at any given time.  We 
could perform brain transfers and downloads, and temporary brain or sensory mergers, 
creating a single perceptual identity from a collection of contributors.  Archaic methods of 
education could be replaced with simple transfers of information and experience.  Perhaps 
even concepts of physical presence could be challenged, as I might be able to connect with 
alternative sets of eyes to see, or sets of hands to feel via a body far away.   
 
Imagine the scenario of five people networked via direct brain input/output devices using the 
language of the brain.   Each person might attain the capability to see with ten eyes or hear 
with ten ears.  The implications are extraordinary. 
 
“Who are you?” could become an even more ambiguous question than can currently be 
perceived.  I foresee the perception of individual, static identity being replaced with ever 
changing Virtual Perceptual Units (VPUs).  I wiill no longer be limited to being “me.”  I 
could also be “you,” several of us could temporarily merge to become a new VPU, or 
duplicated remnants of “me” could simultaneously be part of hundreds or millions of other 
VPUs. 
 
CONCLUSION 
Historical human attempts to acquire information have ostensibly been built upon, and 
suppressed by human perceptual limitations and human based logic.  I suggest that our next 
great perceptual milestone will be to push beyond the limits of human logic, and that the 
most likely way to facilitate this will be by upgrading our biology through hybridization with 
computing technologies.  Of course, even if we are able to achieve such a milestone, it will 
only be one in a long and ostensibly endless succession.  It is easy to imagine that our 
successors will be compelled to then push beyond their limitations. 
 
In the meantime, we might be well served to appreciate and factor into all of our day-to-day, 
practical thinking that from many perspectives, human bubbles of perception appear to be 
very small. 
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Selected Excerpts 

 
…what I am about to present may disturb you. Such disturbances may be the 
necessary first-steps in allowing us to break free from THE MENTAL PRISON of 
human perception. 
 
…there is A GREAT REVOLUTION awaiting us in the evolution of logic… In order to 
unveil it, we will have to break free from our current biological limitations. 
 
We can NEVER SAY, ”We have found the basic building blocks of logic.” 
 
PERCEPTUAL IMPERIALISM: an assumed notion that humans are capable of 
evaluating and judging things in any way that should be considered absolute. 
 
“What is consciousness?” is an IMPOTENT QUESTION. 
 
…our successor species will look back and consider current human mental capacity 
much in the same way that contemporary humans consider THE MENTAL 
CAPACITY OF TURTLES. 
 
 

Central Parker 
New York, New York USA 

www.bubblesofperception.com 
Library of Congress Control Number: 2003195036 

F 1235813213455 


