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The Groundbreaking Paradigm Shift: Triadic Dimensional-
Distinction Vortical Paradigm (“TDVP”): A Series of Dialogues 

Vernon M Neppe MD, PhD, FRS(SAf) and Edward R Close PhD, PE. a b 
A perspective: Table of contents for these chapters: cde, for the inquisitive; alternatively please just begin at page 8! 
Groundbreaking paradigms as dialogues. Neppe VM, Close ER: The groundbreaking paradigm shift: triadic dimensional-
distinction vortical paradigm (“TDVP”): a series of dialogues. IQ Nexus Journal 8: 4 — V6.12; 7-123, 2016. 
1. Why’s anything more needed? Neppe VM, Close ER: Why a broader reality is required: does TDVP fit that? Chapter 1 

IQ Nexus Journal 8: 4 — V6.12; 8-18, 2016.  
2. A perspective to the new model: Neppe VM, Close ER: TDVP research: a perspective: chapter 2 IQ Nexus Journal 8: 4 

— V6.12; 19-36, 2016. 
3. Implications of this model: Neppe VM, Close ER: The implications of a paradigm shift: understanding TDVP: chapter 3 

IQ Nexus Journal 8: 4 — V6.12; 37-51, 2016. 
4. Consciousness: Neppe VM, Close ER: Understanding TDVP through consciousness: chapter 4 IQ Nexus Journal 8: 4 — 

V6.12; 52-60, 2016. 
5. Dimensions: Close ER, Neppe VM: Understanding TDVP through dimensions: chapter 5. IQ Nexus Journal 8: 4 — 

V6.12; 61-69, 2016.  
6. Why it’s correct? Close ER, Neppe VM: Why TRUE units have to be correct: the mass in the proton: re-affirming the 

truth of Triadic Rotational Units of Equivalence. Chapter 6 IQ Nexus Journal 8: 4 — V6.12; 70-96, 2016. 
7. Understanding more: Close ER, Neppe VM: Understanding TRUE units and gimmel as part of TDVP: chapter 7 IQ 

Nexus Journal 8: 4 — V6.12; 97-106, 2016. 
8. Brief important math: Close ER, Neppe VM: Understanding the calculus of distinctions and its role in TDVP: chapter 8 

IQ Nexus Journal 8: 4 — V6.12; 107-114, 2016. 
Close ER, Neppe VM: References, abstract and keywords for the "groundbreaking paradigm shift: triadic dimensional-
distinction vortical paradigm (“TDVP”): a series of dialogues" IQ Nexus Journal 8: 4 — V6.12; 115-123 2016. 

                                                
a Vernon Neppe MD, PhD, FRSSAf, DFAPA, BN&NP, DPsM, MMed, FFPsych, DCPP (ECAO), DSPE is a pioneering internationally 
acclaimed peer-recognized Behavioral Neurologist, Neuropsychiatrist, Psychopharmacologist, Forensic specialist, Psychiatrist, 
Phenomenologist, Neuroscientist, Epileptologist, Consciousness Researcher, Philosopher, Creativity expert, Systems Theorist, and now 
Dimensional Biopsychophysicist. He’s a Fellow of the prestigious Royal Society (SA); Director of the Pacific Neuropsychiatric Institute in 
Seattle (WA); Executive Director and Distinguished Professor, Exceptional Creative Achievement Organization; and (Adjunct Full) 
Professor, Dept. of Neurology and Psychiatry at St. Louis University (MO). His CV includes 11+ books, 2 plays, 700+ publications, 1000+ 
invited lectures and media interactions worldwide (http://www.vernonneppe.org/ABOUT.html). He is originally from South Africa, but has 
lived in Seattle, Washington, USA for thirty plus years. 
b Dr. Edward Close, PhD, PE, DF (ECAO), DSPE is a physicist, mathematician, acclaimed environmental engineer, and cosmologist. He is 
a skilled American physicist, creative mathematician, deep-thinking cosmologist, international mold remediation expert, and Dimensional 
Biopsychophysicist. Transcendental Physics 1 is one of Dr. Close's 8+ books. He resides in Missouri. (www.erclosetphysics.com). He’s a 
Distinguished Fellow of the Exceptional Creative Achievement Organization.  
c Dr Close and Neppe developed the Triadic Dimensional-Distinction Vortical Paradigm (“TDVP”). This is a broad-spectrum scientific 
model with mathematical proofs, linked with philosophy, mysticism, and spirituality. Their book, Reality Begins with Consciousness: A 
Paradigm Shift that Works 2 explains their revolutionary model. (www.brainvoyage.com integrates many different discussions). The Neppe-
Close TDVP 8-year collaboration utilizes solid empirical scientific data, demonstrable mathematical logic, and further conceptual 
innovations 3. They regard themselves as equal authors of these theories. The fact that Dr Neppe is mainly interviewed in some and Dr 
Close in other parts still reflects the views of both. They’re currently writing an extensive series on their work for laypersons. 
d © Vernon M Neppe and Edward R Close. Reproduction is not permitted unless by written consent of the authors. 
e Acknowledgments: We have relied heavily on three layperson articles on our work, and greatly acknowledge them: 
Morgart E: The theory of everything has nine dimensions: The sparkling diamond and the quanta jewel turn quantum physics and the nine-

pronged world of consciousness—on its ear. USA Today Magazine 66-68, 2014. 4 
Neppe VM, Tymn M. An interview with Dr Vernon Neppe. The Searchlight. 2012;21(4):1-2 and 10-11. 5  
Tymn M, Neppe VM. Neppe and Close honored with 2016 Whiting Memorial Award (includes an interview with Neppe). The Searchlight. 

2016;25:1, 14 6 
Thank you, too, to all those who contributed to these chapters: We particularly appreciate Dr Larry Dossey for his remarkable comments, , 
and Erich Von Abele for his incisive questions. Jacqueline Slade and Shauna Mason have performed yeoperson’s work. We greatly value 
Dr Stanley Krippner, a remarkable mentor, Dr Gary Schwartz for his continued awareness of the importance of this work, Dr Alan 
Bachers and Dr Stafford Betty, both scientists who early on recognized TDVP and have continued to do so even in this manuscript, 
Michael Tymn, who continues to interpret our work for laypersons, Julia Mossbridge for one key suggestion, and Suzan Wilson for her 
continued encouragement, Dr Michael Norden for his edits, and editor Standa Riha for his continued facilitating of our work, and Marilyn 
Rabinowitz who has asked the questions that laypersons ask. 
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WHY A BROADER REALITY IS REQUIRED: DOES TDVP FIT 
THAT? CHAPTER 1  

Vernon M Neppe MD, PhD, FRS(SAf) and Edward R Close PhD, PE. 
The avatars of the four of us were animatedly in conversation in Vernon’s virtual living-room. 

• Dr Edward Close, PhD, Missouri Physicist, an extraordinarily creative mathematician, cosmologist and environmental 
engineer, standing tall with the poise and dignity of a traditional southern gentleman, his grey hairs perfectly combed;  

• Dr Vernon Neppe, MD, PhD, a Fellow of the Royal Society, originally from South Africa, now American; 
Dimensional Biopsychophysicist, and also Neuropsychiatrist and Psychopharmacologist, and even a playwright, his wild 
shock of hair sticking out rather like Einstein, Woody Allen and Dagwood in the comic books,  

• Erich, careful inquisitive Seattle writer, who helped Dr Neppe with Cry the Beloved Mind: A Voyage of Hope; and 
• Jacqui, high IQ open-minded skeptic, precise and conscientious, British editor, a great resource to Drs Neppe and Close. 

Our interaction went on for several hours. Erich and Jacqui asked the questions (in italics). Ed and Vernon fielded the 
answers (in regular font) almost as one, seldom arguing even about the most extreme responses. 

EXPLORING REALITY 

I know this is a difficult question, but what is ‘reality’?  
That may be the key most important question in all of philosophy. We could spend the next 38 hours just discussing the basics 
of what reality might be. And after that, we could really start talking in detail!  

Well, what’s the two-line version? 
Okay. Reality is complicated, far more than we can recognize while alive. It has several important features: Consciousness is 
critical, higher dimensions exist, and the infinite influences us all the time. Ultimately, everything is one, and we’re part of it. 

At least you’ve given me principles I can go back to later, so I can understand more. Is there another two-sentence summary?  
Yes. We must apply common-sense and recognize that the ‘amazing’ might exist: It could include the full range of existence, 
strange questions in science that could impact thought, and the most unimaginable extremes of reality.  

So now I’m ready for the next step: In five minutes, what are the key questions about reality? Please give me the broad, 
abbreviated version. What questions would we need to solve to understand reality?  
Here are some. They may sound mind-boggling, even impossible to answer, but they’re important. Please listen carefully to 
each question. Please don’t scoff. Instead, consider what they mean for you. They should mean a lot given your interests. 

• Can we exist in other dimensions? Under what circumstances? And are there parallel existences or universes? 
• Can you prove that our current materialism view of physics is wrong? Why? What are the implications? 
• Can we mathematically prove that the atom cannot solely consist only of protons, neutrons and electrons? 
• Can a third substance or property be definitely demonstrated? If so, can we prove that it exists? 
• How’s it possible to insert calculations that include consciousness into physics? What should we call that? 
• Is our regular physical world part of reality? How does day-to-day living fit the broader concepts of reality? 
• What is dark matter and dark energy? Where are dark substances located? Is there a consciousness in them? Can 

this dark matter and dark energy fit into the atom? If so, could they correlate with subatomic particles? 
• Is mathematics just something that we use to calculate, or is it a fundamental part of our existence? 
• What’s our purpose during our physical life? Can we change that purpose? Can we influence others’ purposes? 
• Are there miracles? Are there ‘supernatural’ phenomena? What about the paranormal? Can we prove these? 
• Is there such a thing as immortality? Is there a life before life? Are there laws that can explain such events? 
• Do we survive bodily death? Do animals? How can we communicate after death? What about reincarnation?  
• What do ‘near-death experiences’ imply? What about other altered states of consciousness? 
• Is there a God? What are the implications of a divinity or creator for a broad encompassing model? 
• Can that God or anyone else influence our actions? What is the role of prayer? What about healing? 
• Do we have free will? If so, is that limited? Are some things fated? What can we change for the better?  
• Can we prove which are the life elements? Can we postulate any other life compounds based on data?  
• Is water the greatest life compound? What about phosphorus and iron? What about biblical compounds? 
• Can the mass of subatomic particles with consciousness exactly correlate with the data in colliders? Why? 
• Is there a philosophy that encompasses everything? Can this be developed by applying scientific methods?  
• Indeed, is there a theory of everything (TOE) that works? What criteria can one use to illustrate a TOE? 
• Is there a soul? What does it consist of? Is the alternative term ‘essence’ the same as the soul? Can we develop? 
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• Is a soul equivalent inserted into the body for physical life? How many souls? Is it one on one? Or a group soul? 
• Does God play dice? Is quantum physics weird? Is quantum mechanics incomplete? Is Consciousness the wild card? 
• Does our reality consist specifically of nine finite spinning quantized dimensions? If so, why nine and only nine? 
• Can we prove we have nine spinning dimensions? How many lines of evidence are there? Why do they spin? 
• If so, how do we fit our physical laws into the laws governing those nine dimensions? Are they the same? 
• Is the finite reality contained in a continuous infinite reality? Do they form a unit? Is everything unified? 
• What role does the infinite have in our common lives? How do we conceptualize the infinite? 
• Can science be married to spirituality? Is there a mystical model that fits science? 
• Should we be expanding the meaning of science to better understand reality? 
• What’s so special about the number 108? Is it mystical? Is it fundamental in science and math? 
• What is the role of order in our existence? Does that contradict ideas pertaining to tendencies to disorder? 
• What is Consciousness? How do we conceptualize it? How does it link with Space and Time?  
• Does Consciousness have a relevance to Mass and Energy? 
• How does Consciousness differ in our physical world compared with the infinite reality? 
• How does the infinite communicate with the finite? Can we living humans obtain information from the infinite? 
• Can we apply new math techniques to prove many aspects of reality?  
• Is falsification in science insufficient? Should we be applying ‘feasibility’? If so, in what specific disciplines? 
• Is there more than one time dimension? And what about consciousness? Can that be more than one dimension? 
• Can we travel through time—forwards, backwards, and even across? Can travel modify the future or the past? 
• Can we travel through consciousness? And through Space, Time and Consciousness? And through the infinite? 
• Are mass and energy fundamentally different conceptually from space and time? In what way? 
• Does a rock have life? What about an electron? Or a star? Or dark matter? Or a corpse? Or a table? 
• How do we move across and between dimensions? Can we move individually or in some way, as groups?  
• What is meaning? How does meaning happen? What’s information? What’s the difference between the two? 

So that’s the five-minute version: Well over a hundred questions about reality……and those are just examples.  

You mean that all of these mysteries can be explained? 
Many of these can be explained, at least, partly, and sometimes fully, by applying our very extensive new model called TDVP. 
Sometimes, we can derive mathematical proofs; in others, we can demonstrate the information to be feasible. Now, there are, 
of course, many questions about reality that our model does not address, but these may one day be explained, too. 

You don’t have the answer? You’re just speculating about many of the other reality questions?  
Of course, at this time, many ideas are pure speculations or guesses. For example, the soul or infinity and many other concepts, 
are largely mysteries. Also, we can seldom prove the reason ‘why’, though we might demonstrate the ‘what’ or the ‘where’. 

So, in your discussions today, will you explain some of the puzzles that TDVP can solve, and are they the majority of the above? 
We might just be able to get through some of the many essentials, and cover some other TDVP areas later, and separately 
amplify the complex in our scientific books. Let’s first try to prioritize some of the above questions, and proceed from there. 

Now if you could prove any of these via TDVP, would that be groundbreaking? And what if you could demonstrate all of it? 
Any single one of these would be a landmark, certainly. And showing most of these to be correct would profoundly change our 
views of reality. After we four have discussed more for many sessions, let’s examine how far we’re gone with these questions? 

Then it looks like that five-minute version of questions involves much more than just philosophy? 
You’re correct. Actually, our answers almost uniformly apply the fundamental principles of science. 

Presumably you’re referring to the regular and accepted principles of science? 
Yes, with an addition. We must recognize that sometimes findings cannot be proven. Those must be ‘feasible’ and not refuted.  

Is that fair game? 
Most certainly. It’s not only fair—it’s necessary. It’s one of our most exciting descriptions because it impacts on all of 
scientific method. We call it ‘Lower Dimensional Feasibility, Absent Falsification’. 7; 8; 9 We can talk about it later if you like. 

So what’s your scientific model called? 
The model is called ‘TDVP’. And gradually, over the next few hours, you can begin to understand how all-encompassing it is. 

So this TDVP does not involve philosophy, at all? 
Our model also has included philosophy. But the philosophical model that arises, called Unified Monism, derives from the 
science that is reflected by TDVP. 10 So the philosophical model is a direct, necessary consequence of the TDVP science. 

So your model can explain everything? 
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Of course not. We’re not God. But there is a great deal more that can be understood when we talk about extra dimensions, 
consciousness, infinity, unified reality, hierarchies of higher reality, and new mathematical applications. 

But some aspects cannot be explained by your model? 
Of course. TDVP isn’t all-embracing. We’re not deities. But there’s plenty more that we can understand from TDVP—far 
more than we can understand with our current reductionist Standard Model of Physics. This is because TDVP does not negate 
the current laws of physics, it just includes them. So we don’t need to start again. We jump-start from our current laws. 

Oh! So we don’t need to choose one or the other? 
No! TDVP incorporates all of what we know physically, as well. But TDVP adds to it, and explains contradictions, too. 

And TDVP includes other specialties besides physics? 
Most certainly. Our paradigm is multidisciplinary. It involves physics certainly, but also psychology, biology, cosmology, 
consciousness research, philosophy and mathematics, for example. TDVP markedly impacts many different sciences. 

So that’s why your TDVP is described as involving dimensional biopsychophysics, a new discipline? 
Yes, so there’s a learning curve because we deal with extra dimensions in physics, biology, consciousness and biology. 

Well I’m a skeptic. 
We like skepticism. It’s good to be careful. 

But skeptics reject this? 
Well, if someone does not examine data, and yet summarily rejects it, they’re not skeptics, they’re pseudoskeptics. They’re 
expressing a negating and ignorant belief system that’s not science. They don’t qualify as scientists though they might think 
they are, and claim they are. Very sad. 

But I like to look at facts? 
So you can be a skeptic and do so, as long as you’re an open-minded skeptic and you look at facts logically and appropriately.  

Well I must tell you: I’ve heard about lots of people who make these claims. But they get nowhere. 
Yes, that’s true. The difference is our claims are not only based on solid science but in many instances have significant 
mathematical support. Anyone who is appropriately trained can examine the data and must come to the same conclusion. 

So you can prove all of this? 
No, some of it. We don’t know everything. But we have some exciting findings to share, certainly. 

All proven? 
Most certainly not. Some components are proven because the math is indisputable. 

But some is based purely on speculation? 
Correct. But we’ll distinguish what we speculate about from areas that are feasible but may turn out to be correct. In turn, we 
distinguish these from findings that are definitive based on the mathematics. 

And so what do those who’ve examined your TDVP model think? 
There are at least five different scientists, or scientist groups, who think TDVP changes the whole understanding of reality, 
that the scientists involved should be awarded the highest international prizes—and we’ve already received one. Some of these 
scientists describe TDVP as involving the most groundbreaking scientific perspectives of the 21st century. 

Sounds amazing! And how many experts have examined this? 
Since the inception of this new paradigm of TDVP in 2011, it’s been read by hundreds of scientists in twenty countries.  

And what do they say? 
We’ve not had a single significant legitimate critique refuting our fundamental ideas. The model seems to grow stronger and 
stronger, as if it’s true. With each passing hypothesis and idea, it grows and is more substantiated. 

Do they all say this? 
No! I’m afraid that most don’t say anything except they don’t understand the mathematics and they cannot appreciate the ideas. 
So this is one of the reasons for these chapters and ultimately for a book series: We want to explain to intelligent and 
inquisitive laypersons, and also to scientists who’re not physicists or mathematicians what TDVP is all about.to  

All of it? 
No, at least we want to convey the key brush-strokes to appreciate the principles. We know only a few will understand all.  

But you’re not discussing the proofs or the math here? 
Thankfully, no. You can certainly read about those in publications. 

But if I appreciate some of it, that would be exciting: Could that be my legitimate aim? 
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 Yes. To each, their own level. We also supply substantiated references for everything we say, so you can look it up further. 
  
THE BEGINNING 

So let’s begin. But I must tell you such claims sound so over the top that it’s hard to even listen! 
We understand. Now, these “claims” involve a series of books. Whereas we’ll discuss a great deal of data here to begin with, 
you’re going to have to await further chapters for all of it. But we’ll cover some of this in this series. 

I can’t wait. 
Nor can we. We so much want to assist you in understanding some of the greatest mysteries of the world. 

And I hope it will impact on me as well? 
It should. Certainly, your curiosity will be raised. And Man’s eternal quest is for knowledge. 

But can I begin with my point of view? I must tell you that I listen only if I can understand something “in my experience”. 
Fair enough. 

But if I’ve not experienced something, I simply don’t believe it. I trust only my senses. 
Okay. But what if there’s something more than just your own personal experience to your reality?  

Well, what’s ‘experience’ anyway?  
Our experience is what has happened to us in the past and now: At this moment, what is happening consists of our common, 
shared, ‘consensual reality’: Broadly, we are all in the same place—this room—at this same moment in time—the present. But 
each of us also has a very personal, unique, individual experience—this is our ‘idiosyncratic reality’. 

Even when we have a consensual reality? 
Yes. The idiosyncratic is an addition to all our personal experiences: First comes our perception of something, which may 
already be different from others’ perception. Then we develop a concept of that perception: For example, we might see certain 
aspects that others miss or we might miss what others see. 

Anything more? 
Yes very important is the third stage: We’re still interpreting differently even when we conceptualize differently based on our 
filter of previous information in part. Only then does this become our experience of that event. 

So our experience is always different from others even when we all see or otherwise perceive the same event? 
Yes. So you could imagine that this particularly must be even more different if we were experiencing it relative to different 
realms, like maybe from the framework of different dimensional domains. 

Are there scientific names for these events? 
Yes the simplest example, is we experience this room as having length, breadth and height. These are the three dimensions of 
Space (3S). This happens is this moment in time ‘the present’ (1t). So we call the combination ‘3S-1t’. 3S-1t is what our 
current reality while living is all about.  

We also call that our physical reality? 
Exactly. We’re in a physical world in this 3S-1t. We can hear, see, touch, smell, taste. It’s very safe to only experience those 
senses. But it may turn out that there are other realities. 

So this 3S-1t with our five senses is the fundamental component of how we talk about our fundamental experience?  
No. It’s much larger than 3S-1t. We usually don’t recognize aspects of Time and Consciousness that are not in our experience 
at all, but are happening and likely influencing and impacting our lives. 

You mean there’s another broader approach, too? 
Yes, it’s not only your personal reality of what you experience. 

But? 
But it could reflect a broader existence that we don’t realize, and our individual and collective awareness of our friends, fellow 
citizens and even the world. However, to start with, let’s begin with the obvious: Watching TV at this moment in time. 

So I suppose we could also talk about how millions simultaneously watch a sports match on television? 
Yes. That usually constitutes our collective consensual reality. But still, many have their own interpretations of what they 
saw—that is their own idiosyncratic reality, in addition. 

And that need not be TV. It could be interpretations of anything—even parts of nature like trees? 
Yes. 

Or our own perception of something quite inanimate, such as a building, might also be unique?  
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Yes. We could even ask about the history of that building? Is that also part of our experience of that building? 

And for some that building or that rock would be irrelevant? 
And for others, maybe somewhere, there’s a broader meaning or feeling about that past. Are we part of what happened? 

Or part of what will happen? 
Maybe. Yet being exposed to the same thing may result in different experiences in you and me. And that might even be 
different from the way we experienced that same thing yesterday.  

We’re all human? 
Yes, and each of us is unique in our experiences and reactions at a specific moment in time. 

You’re right. I see things differently from you, or my friends or strangers. 
Yes, even that supposed consensual reality of that sports match on TV is different for all of us: Usually subtly so. 

But, of course, it’s much more than that? 
Yes. Everyone sees something differently with any object or event. Faces appear different and they also are interpreted with 
different qualities such as pleasant-unpleasant; kind-unkind; and beautiful-ugly. 

That’s because there are emotional qualities? 
Yes, but much more. Cognitively—thinking-wise—we’re all different. And so is our volition—our drives and motivations. 
That makes each of us distinct and unique.  

But in the bigger picture, we have common elements?  
Yes, you’re making an important point. Everything is relative to the whole picture, to our picture, to where we are. 

And in a way, our limitations make it much easier to be safe? 
Yes. We have what in our model we call ‘reduction valves’. Our experience is no more than we can handle. That way we don’t 
get overwhelmed. 

So if I knew everything in existence, I’d be in trouble? 
Yes, big trouble! In fact, you likely could not handle it—certainly not over the long term.  

Would it be like hallucinating forever? 
Possibly—that might be an apposite metaphor.  

And not having a break to stop either? 
Again, you may be correct. 

Why? 
There would be so much input that you’d have to be a giant supercomputer to even process that. And after that you’d have to 
respond. Evolutionally or maybe in our world of meaning, we’re restricted for a reason. We’re able to cope that way. 

So our restricted experience is different from existence? 
Yes, we can fit almost all our physical consensual reality into that 3S-1t: the three dimensions of space in a moment in time. 
So the ‘3S-1t’ has the lower-case ‘t’ for time because it’s just a moment. 

So it’s almost all, but not all? 
Yes. We have a very good understanding of almost all of reality but not quite everything. That’s why we need to change our 
thinking—our current paradigm doesn't quite work. 

But, surely everything can be explained by physics and our current knowledge? 
That would be convenient, but not true.  

Why is there more? 
We know for certain that there’s more. Even some aspects of that 3S-1t cannot be detected by us humans. 

Like? 
Like X-rays or ultraviolet rays.  

So is there a term for that limitation? 
Yes. We write about our ‘reduction valves’ of not experiencing everything in 3S-1t. We call that ‘restricted 3S-1t’. 

Yet what about our consciousness?  
Now, that’s a biggie that is largely ignored, we think. 

It’s in the brain alone? 
Well, conventional science says, yes, we have consciousness, but it’s simply located here in the brain. 
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Is that true? 
To many scientists, there’s no consciousness outside the brain according to most scientists. Our brain is all there is. 

But when we have that brain consciousness, we’re able to understand our physical reality? 
Yes. Most of it. Maybe we’re limited in creativity. And maybe there are limits to our thinking. 

But that’s what the brain does surely? It’s everything we have? 
We think that’s very unlikely. Instead, maybe there are different kinds of consciousness? 11 

But it could be in our brain? That is our experience.  
And that would be much safer for us all, surely? There would be nothing beyond that. Wouldn’t it be easy to just live in our 
comfortable, enclosed experience? 12 

So that’s what you believe, Doctors? 
No, if we did, we would stop at this point. But we do not look at belief: That requires faith or a different awareness. 7; 13  

But surely that’s the way of philosophy? 
This is not a philosophical approach. This is based on good solid science and mathematics. This way we can explore reality 
and see whether our current ideas in our physical world always explain everything. 14; 15 

And do they? 
No, they don’t. Let’s continue on and understand better. 

So what questions are unanswered? 
We’ve mentioned the provocative questions: What happens if we survive bodily death, for example? Is that also our reality? 

And the answers to that are? 
If we survive bodily death, and there is cogent evidence that we do in some form 16, that indeed expands our reality and 
perspectives. 17; 18; 19 These areas, indeed, require attention and proposed solutions. 20; 21 22 

So please provide me with all the scientific data briefly.  
We wish we could that here. It’s like saying here is a capsule of all of science. 

So you can’t do that here? 
Not quite. The direct study of scientific data requires studying the original peer-reviewed literature, and preferably a training in 
that area. But you can read the books and publications, including our own. 23 

I understand: I know this discussion is directed for non-experts, including laypersons and those who are not scientists. 
Effectively, are your answers intended almost as a ‘TDVP for dummies’? 
Yes, almost. But it’s a selected series of key information on our TDVP model for dummies, yet we respect our readers far 
more than dummies. We recognize they’re intelligent, inquisitive, and willing to learn about an area that is unfamiliar to 
them—maybe for readers of National Geographic, or Psychologic Today, or Discovery Magazine. So this book is not meant to 
provide proof, but just to inform you about what the proofs are, where you can find them and stimulate your thought. 23 

And is everything proven? 
Of course, not. Science is an ongoing exploration. And very often there are speculations and creative thoughts. 24 

So how’re you handling that difference? When do I know something’s a fact, and when is it just conjecture? 
Here we are in this living-room trying to make sense of what’s happening. That means giving you a sense of priorities. 

And so? 
We’ll try to indicate to you our level of certainty on our findings.  

How? 
We’ll distinguish proof in math, indicate scientific findings that appear cogent, discuss what we deem likely, speculate on what 
could be, and propose how we can use what we have found to creatively change the paradigms for our world. 3 

Please continue. 
Jacqui and Erich, we want to give you both a sense of priorities and yet move step by step. So please interrupt if needed, 
because some of this is not easy, and most is new and outside your own discipline and thought. 

We’re interested certainly. But does that mean we must believe you both on faith? 
Most certainly not. At all points we give you citations so you can study the areas in further detail. This is just a way to inform 
you and hopefully excite you to a new, fascinating voyage of exploration. We’re not dealing with faith here. We’re dealing 
with good solid bases to get a perspective of what it’s all about. 25 

So you’re going to provide us with basics, principles and suggestions for new ideas?  
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That we will do. First we will discover what’s wrong with our current science. Then we will work on changes that are required 
to produce a new shift in thinking. 7; 13; 26 And then, we’ll try to understand why TDVP does that. 27 

WHAT’S WRONG WITH WHAT WE HAVE? 
Excuse me for asking, but what’s wrong with what we have? 
Our world is an excellent one. We’re limited in receiving all information so we’re not overloaded. And we’re able to respond 
with appropriate force and cogitation, after recognizing events. 28 

So I’m quite satisfied with our world. The sun rises and sets. Most things in nature have a regularity, and I can even 
understand when we have earthquakes, though obviously we can’t predict those well. 
Yes. This is also our world with physical life and physical death. Also, we learn, we develop skills, and we communicate. 

And we appreciate! 
Yes, the beauty in our world is wondrous. And we’re able to develop relationships. That means we’re not alone, but part of a 
broader world, too, and we also are impacting on that reality, and being influenced by it. 

So what else do we want? 
Well, maybe we should try to understand the unknown too.  

That’s been the purpose of science for centuries. 
True. We want to understand evolution 29, for example. But how do we apply scientific method to it? We can’t ‘falsify’ data 
from millions of years ago. But we can regard new discoveries as ‘feasible’ by putting together pieces of the ancient jigsaw 
puzzle. 7; 8; 9 Clearly, evolution is a science, yet the findings cannot be disproven, so it wouldn’t fit conventional ‘falsification’. 

And then what about medical advances?  
Correct. There’s much more in Medicine. 30; 31 A drug is only pertinent if it’s feasible to use it, not if we can just statistically 
prove that it works better than placebo. We want 95% response with antibiotics, not just 52% active versus 48% placebo.  

And psychology? 
Yes. You’ll see TDVP also fits across all the so-called ‘systems theories in psychology’. That implies that TDVP can go 
‘horizontally’ and then can be described relative to other components like our social groups, families and cultures. But it also 
goes upwards moving ‘vertically’ to new dimensions, so that subjective reality experience is not absolute. It’s relative to the 
‘observers’ frameworks: they would appreciate reality differently in higher or lower dimensional domains. 32; 33; 34; 35; 36 

What else?  
We could be relative to space, too: Like the simple quest for knowledge far away in cosmology 37; 38: What happens on Mars?  

So yes, we want progress? But is there more? 
Indeed! What if we could understand that there was data to support several of the answers to the questions of physics that have 
not been answered. 28 

Such as? 
Such as entanglement of particles—they appear to be synchronized even when they are at a large distance apart. 39; 40 

And? 
The mysteries of the quantum world? 41; 42 

More? 
Yes. What happens if there is data strongly suggesting that such features as communicating without using our senses and 
muscles or other instruments such as TV or X-rays was possible. 43 

You mean psychic stuff? 
Yes. Did you know there is such overwhelming data that we would have to be a pseudoskeptic to deny it all? 

Like? 
There are 9 different areas of Consciousness Research that generate statistics against chance of 1 in a billion. 43 

You’re joking surely? But to check what you say: Isn’t a billion an enormous number? 
Yes, a billion is enormous to even conceive of. It’s something we can’t easily count to in possibly three or even five lifetimes 
even when counting most of our waking days. A billion is a thousand million, mathematically it’s written 109.  

That’s very high. So the nine areas together make up one in a billion. Could one of them be so loaded that it distorts the other 
eight? For example, one is based on an error and is one in a trillion but the others are statistically normal? 
No, actually it’s far more than one in a billion and not distorted by that kind of calculation. Actually, each one of these nine 
statistically individually has reached a one in a billion against chance probability! 44 
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Wow! Is there any parallel with any other endeavor in any area of science? 
Not that we know of. You know in psychology we look at data when it’s one in twenty; excellent data is one in a hundred! 

So what are the nine different subdisciplines of Consciousness Research that have generated such data? And while you’re 
about it do you have references for these areas so I can study them further? 
I’ll just list them here with some references: The Ganzfeld Phenomenon 45; Global Consciousness Project (GCP) 46; Remote 
Viewing (RV) 47; Random Number Generators (RNGs) 48; Presentiment 49; Bem Protocol 50; Staring Protocols 51; 52; Survival 
After Bodily Death 16; Precognition 53. And you can see that the reference citations are listed. We could list many others, too: 
These are just examples.  

We would want to find a common mechanism for all of these nine, surely? 
Yes, we would and this quest continues. With respect, we think we’re much closer because we’ve published an extensive 100-
plus page article including the common ways to explain these nine different sub-disciplines. 44 

And besides that article on the mechanisms, have you explained these nine areas and also TDVP elsewhere?  
Yes, in scientific peer-reviewed publications; and we’ve also discussed these different concepts in workshops?23 

Workshops: does that have to do with your prizes? You both received a Gabino Barreda award in Mexico after workshops. 
And haven’t you both been awarded the 2016 Whiting Memorial Prize international recognition for your TDVP work? 
Yes, we’re honored to have unanimously received that seldom-awarded worldwide interdisciplinary prize. 54 

That’s major! And what are you doing now? 
We want to tell the curious layperson briefly and simply, perhaps too simply, that there’s data out there that cannot be ignored. 

And? 
And that our model can show the way—the mechanism— of how it’s done. 

Your model? 
Yes, it’s called TDVP. 

And is it just what has been referred to as TDVP that’s important? 
More than that. TDVP is the broader name for the model. But it includes several important branches and new components. 

These include? 
Very important and definitive is that there is mathematical proof that there are 9 finite spinning dimensions. 55; 56; 57; 58; 59; 60; 61 

Wow! That’s something. Anything else? 
Yes, we also proved that there is necessarily a third substance or property besides mass and energy. 

I’ve heard that’s called ‘gimmel’? 
You’re right. 62 We’ve proved mathematically that gimmel is essential and necessarily in union with these particles. 63; 64; 65 
And gimmel —the massless, energyless third substance—is in union with other atomic particles—actually with everything.  

What does gimmel actually do? What’s its function? 
Gimmel helps to normalize subatomic particles like electrons plus protons and neutrons both of which contain quarks. 

Normalizing? 
Yes, a technical term. In our studies of that third substance, gimmel, we, for convenience, converted the mass and energy 
scores of atomic particles to whole numbers. 

Please explain further. 
The electron became equal to one, and in effect, all the others were converted from there. When that happens our calculations 
become much easier and much more legitimate. We discuss this whole area later. 

And does that gimmel make for further research? 
Yes. For example, with gimmel, we’ve been able to find where dark matter and dark energy may be located, and why both are 
very likely linked with gimmel. 37 

Sounds amazing! And where are dark matter and dark energy located? 
It may sound strange, but the data strongly suggests that they’re within the atom! The dark matter is associated with the 
nucleons—the protons and neutrons—and the dark energy with the electrons. 66 

But I don’t know much, but I do know that dark matter and energy are most of our cosmos. So how can they fit into the atom? 
You’re correct. Dark matter and dark energy together make up 95.1% of our cosmos. 37 And therefore atoms only are 4.9%. 

So how do these dark substances fit into atoms? Surely there’s too much dark substance? It sounds impossible. 
Good question. You simply cannot fit them into our 3 dimensions of space—length, breadth, and height— in a moment in time! 
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Into that 3S-1t. It simply doesn’t fit! So this is one of the illustrations of the 9-dimensional model. 

And what about in biology? Is gimmel relevant there as well? 
Yes. Remarkably, we’re able to find that there are special properties in the elements of life—like Hydrogen, Oxygen, Carbon, 
Nitrogen, Sulfur, Calcium, and Magnesium. Also, maybe not surprisingly, percentage-wise water has more gimmel than any 
other molecule. But Hydrogen as an element itself, has more gimmel than water. Also, one other point is worthwhile. 

What? 
All these ‘life elements’ are also linked with a remarkable number, 108! They all work out to that 108. 

But can we make predictions from these life elements? 
Yes. We predict that silicon can be a life element. 

So these are some of the findings. I can understand now why some scientists say they’re groundbreaking. Is there more? 
Yes, there is. Yet some discoveries were so obvious, it’s amazing they’ve not discovered before.  

What else? 
We’ve shown that the atom cannot just be protons, neutrons and electrons, or some of the subatomic particles. That is 
mathematically impossible. 23 67 But with gimmel, we can solve that. We just need to remove our blinkers. 

And why haven’t others found this? 
The obvious is only obvious when it becomes obvious. Nine dimensions only now are obvious, gimmel only now has to be the 
missing third substance, the strange and unexplained conundrums of physics have to be looked at with a third eye, psi 
phenomena data have to be accepted to be understood. That’s the base, then apply creativity, logic, math and data. That easy! 

Anything more? 
Now this is early days but we might be on the way to unifying quantum physics and relativity. 68; 69; 70 But you can’t do so in 
3S-1t though, yet when we apply the nine-dimensional model what seemed impossible before, sometimes becomes feasible. 

Wow! It’s more and more remarkable. So that’s it presumably? 
No, that’s not all of it. There’s more—much more. 

Like? 
We’re not dealing with a world that is regarded as different in quantum existence—what’s called quantum weirdness 71; 72 as 
that is regarded as different from our macroscopic world. 66 

What are we dealing with? 
We have been able to show that the laws of quantum physics are the same as our laws in our inanimate macro-world. 66 

Sorry, like? 
Like the laws governing our furniture. And those same laws apply to living beings too—plants and animals. 

For our cosmos, too? Do the same sets of laws apply for all? 
The same laws govern our universe, and our quantum world, and our macro-world. They govern our physical world, our whole 
9-D finite existence, the transfinite, and the continuous infinite. Perhaps the Almighty is those laws of nature. No 
contradictions. The same laws of nature apply to all. These laws are very simple and everything fits within those laws. 73  

Even miracles? Even the supernatural? And even God? Surely, these are exceptions? 
Except there are no miracles, and there’s no supernatural. 73 It doesn’t diminish God, as God might be the infinite—the one. 

What do you mean? Aren’t there well attested miracles? 44; 74 I’m religious and that idea is offensive to me! 
Sorry to say so then: ‘Miracles’ are what we’re talking about in that covert world beyond that 3S-1t. That’s why 9 rotating 
dimensions are important. And that’s why there’s an infinite subreality. Suddenly everything fits into one reality. 

But the infinite: That doesn’t have anything to do with us? 
Yes, we think it does. The infinite continuously pervades the finite world. 75; 76; 77; 78; 79; 80 

But that means that philosophically we must be dualistic—mind and body. 
No. That means that we have produced a philosophical model called ‘Unified Monism’. 10; 81 It portrays how the finite, which 
consists of tiny, tiny quantized, integral bits (like a computer) is contained in the infinite. We call that ‘embedded’.  

But that doesn’t count? Philosophy is just that. A way of thought but it’s not scientific. 
Not this one. Our model of Unified Monism is directly derived from our scientific model called TDVP. 10; 81 The philosophy is 
secondary to the scientific principles of TDVP. 

So TDVP seems to have some marked implications? 
Yes, but there’s more. We should mention to you the most fundamental axiom of TDVP. 3 
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What’s that? 
We used to talk of Space-Time. Now we talk of Space-Time-Consciousness. STC. Consciousness is that fundamental. 79 

So finally, you’ve described the basic finding of TDVP and why our world is not complete just thinking about our physical 
world? 
No there are three more fundamentals. Maybe the most important of the lot. All there deal with infinity. 75; 76; 77; 79 

What? 
We argue that at the infinite level, there is no beginning or end. Everything is infinite. That means that there is no death—just 
physical death. It means that life always exists: We don’t need to have a ‘soul’ inserted. Everything exists forever. 75; 76; 77; 79 

Remarkable! And the second one? 
That the idea in physics—the second law of thermodynamics—that everything in our natural law tends to disorder… 

… entropy? 
Yes, in physics. But entropy, is wrong! Entropy is just limited to finite reality, but there’s also an infinite subreality. 

So why’s that wrong? 
Because that finite, with its tiny, tiny pieces like bits on a computer is embedded in the unbroken continuous infinite. 

TDVP argues the infinite is true: But then surely entropy would only be ‘locally’ true, not true of the overall reality.  
Excellent question. 100 percent correct: Finite physical reality is made up of zillions of tiny little pieces—quanta—contained 
in a never-ending infinite continuity. In that finite physical world, the tendency to disorder—entropy—applies. But that’s only 
part of reality. Entropy might be contained in a physical reality box, but there’s plenty outside the box.  

We need to go outside that box? 
Most certainly. And the inside of the box here is the finite, and the outside the infinite.  

And the third? 
Our TDVP model might be unifying Science and Spirituality. 62 

I thought the two did not meet? 
Not till now, maybe. But the infinite and the spiritual, can and do approach science in our TDVP model. 

Rather like the Eastern philosophies and meditations? 
A little. But much more like Kabbalic mysticism 82; 83; 84. In fact, after writing the draft to our first book 85, 3 , we discovered 
many aspects of TDVP correlated with Kabbalic thought. It started when we learnt that both models apply Space, Time and 
Consciousness as separate entities, but link them. After that, the more we looked into Kabbalah, the more we found some 
profound similarities. Of course, this might mean nothing, but it’s mentioned because we’re discussing spirituality and science. 

Now this works as well presumably with any of the Eastern philosophies? 
Only partly. Eastern philosophy recognizes the consciousness, but that space-time or mass-energy is inside it. 86 

Now that’s your belief only, surely? 
Not really. You’ll remember Gödel’s Incompleteness Theorem 87; 88; 89. The only way we could prove TDVP was postulating 
an infinite subreality, because otherwise we were in a closed reality container (be it 3S-1t or 9 dimensions). So it’s part math. 

And that would mean? 
That our model would necessarily be incomplete. It couldn’t be a Theory of Everything (TOE), if there were a major limitation, 
where the TOE could be refuted or not applied in any way. That is why no true TOE can be viable without incorporating the 
infinite. TDVP mathematically amplifies the infinite principles of the great mathematician, George Cantor 90.  

I’m sorry. I still am not clear what ‘infinite subreality’ means? 
The infinite extends eternally in time, in space it extends forever, and in Consciousness extent it is the repository of everything. 
We say ‘subreality’ to ensure you understand the ‘finite subreality’. But they’re actually one reality. 

I need more, please. 
Okay. That infinite is not like the tiny quantized wholes—the minimal bits that can be separated in the finite. The infinite is a 
continuity that impacts and influences that quantized discrete finite. But it’s not separate like the brain and the mind. 

Why? 
Because the finite subreality is completely contained within the infinite subreality. As indicated, they’re not really subrealities 
at all, as they make up a complete unit. There’s no linkage because the finite is contained in the infinite. 

And is all of what you say proven here? 
We’ve published all of it. Peers have reviewed it. The mathematics can be replicated by anyone. Given that, we would say 
everything is proven as much as it can be. 91 But the math of infinity is very complex, so that could be debated. 
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So what re the keys to that proof —surely others would have recognized the same? 
We apply a new method in mathematics and include consciousness, many dimensions particularly the nine we discussed, and 
continuous infinity. No-one’s ever done that before. And when we have, we’ve succeeded and been able to test our reality. 92 

What fits into the continuous infinite? What about free-will? Is that part of the infinite? 
Yes. Briefly, free will is also part of our model: it metaphorically involves branches of the trees of choice in the infinite. 93 92 

I have a puzzling question: If your TDVP work is so important, why have all these findings been pioneered by the two of you? 
Good question. It would have mystified us, except that we recognize three important reasons. 

What’s the first of the three? 
That’s easy. We’re the only ones investigating nine dimensions. So we have no competition. 

So you’re on your own? 
Yes, regrettably at this point. We’re waiting for others to jump in. It’s so obvious that scientists should. So everything we 
explore turns to gold, not surprisingly, because the key principles we’ve learnt appear to be fundamentally correct. 

And what’s the second reason? 
Again, it’s lack of competition: No-one else has the background training to do what we’re doing. To do the calculations 94, you 
need to understand the calculus of distinctions 95; 96 and dimensional extrapolation 97. They must learn TDVP. 

And who applies these techniques? 
We do: Dr Close and Dr Neppe. But both these areas of mathematics require new investments of time and expertise. And no-
one else is sufficiently trained to do that. And we don’t know all, which means Neppe needs Close, and Close needs Neppe! 

So what training does that imply? 
You can think of our work as requiring a multidisciplinary Master’s degree, at minimum, with further specialties in math, 
physics, biology, psychology, physiology and philosophy, plus dimensions: we’ve called this Dimensional Biopsychophysics. 

You mentioned three important reasons for your progress in TDVP: So what’s the third reason? 
We now are a year plus into our discoveries of gimmel. And it’s yielded the most amazing findings. But again, others have not 
joined in the study! And may I say something on a personal level? 

Yes, please say. 
Amazingly, we’re still awaiting funding. We’ve spent around 6000 hours each these past 6 years working on TDVP. 

That’s a tragedy that you don’t have funding yet? 
Yes, we’ve not had time to apply for much. But it’s unfortunate because it limits our contribution to the world. We predict this 
will happen, but hope it would happen soon. It’s gone beyond us, and our ego. Some say it’s our purpose in this world. 

Nevertheless, there certainly seems to be recognition from other scientists?  
Yes, a few, such as Dr Adrian Klein, the Israeli Dimensional Biopsychophysicist, who has regarded these findings as amongst 
the most important advancements this century. He recognizes these findings involve groundbreaking paradigm shifts. 

Wow!  
And the Physicist—Mathematician, and author of many books, Dr David Stewart, and also Alan Hugenot, DSc, both have 
publicly suggested that the TDVP work deserves a Nobel Prize. These scientists know our work in great deal, of course. 

Anyone else? 
Yes, several. For example, the eminent Dr Gary Schwartz, has pointed out that in all his forty years of scientific research, the 
model of TDVP might be amongst the most memorable and meaningful of his entire academic and personal experience.  

But yet your progress in our society has been delayed? 
Yes, it seems so. One of our close scientist contacts, Dr Joyce Hawkes, felt we’re a hundred years ahead of our time. Whether 
these scientists are correct in their ‘groundbreaking’ perceptions of TDVP, time will tell. But we hope greatly—that with this 
communication to intelligent non-scientists like you, some rich Foundation will grab onto this and fund our research.  

Surely that recognition should argue that there should be some support? 
Logically, yes. We think we have so much we can offer to the world, but despite us being seniors we’re both working full-time 
in our chosen professions. That’s ridiculous but we’re driven to do this even at our financial expense.  

Is it worth it, though? 
Yes, very much so. Our work involves an entirely new paradigm shift: While any kind of funding would be welcomed, it’s the 
infrastructure of further planning that’s the key. Certainly, we need more support. We recognize that if we were working full-
time on TDVP, that might improve both our productivity and health in the long run. It would allow us to allocate far more time, 
further actualize whatever skills we have, and permit us to transcend ourselves to contribute more to our wonderful world.  
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TDVP RESEARCH: A PERSPECTIVE: CHAPTER 2 
 

Vernon M Neppe MD, PhD, FRS(SAf) and Edward R Close PhD, PE 
 
It was the next day. There was a residue of our previous conversation. There they were, the four of them, back in that living 
room. Erich was quiet and pensive. Jacqui was particularly animated having heard about the thousands of hours Drs Close 
and Neppe had spent on their model. She began, by shaking her head, and then it all came out… 
 
SO WHY IS TDVP A PARADIGM SHIFT? 
 
Amazing! 
What’s so amazing?  

I cannot but be amazed that each of you has spent thousands of unpaid hours on your work. 
Yes, it’s surprising. But you must understand this is the song we’ve come to sing in this world. For us, this is more than money. 
It’s a necessity because we cannot continue at this pace. …… Given your questions, may we joke?  

Sure, why not?  
Don’t you both want to become our public relations—PR— persons?  

Well, we’re certainly already sold on the funding. It’s obvious it’s needed because our world may be better and more 
knowledgeable if you both had more time. But surely there must be some organization out there to fund you? 
We’ve not applied much. We’ve been too busy. It could take tens or even hundreds of hours to complete the many steps in 
funding applications. We’ve preferred to act and perform, than to promise to perform by applications. And amazingly, when 
we’ve tried, we’ve discovered some of these foundations—even local ones—are less accessible than Fort Knox! 

A real pity. But, respectfully, isn’t that the way to judge academia —how many grants do you have?  
Yes. With respect, we think that is wrong. It should be “what have you accomplished?” But we think funding would certainly 
advance these breakthroughs, and therefore allow us to contribute maybe even more to mankind, in the long run. 

Doctors, what do you call it, when, as with your work, all our ideas on reality change? 
We then have a major ‘paradigm shift’. It changes all our fundamental concepts. It’s so to say ‘groundbreaking’. 

But excuse me, what do you mean by a paradigm? 
A paradigm is a model of reality that describes a specific worldview. Usually it’s the current series of ideas describing the 
underlying theories and methods applied in a particular scientific subject.  

So what then makes that paradigm a paradigm shift? 
It’s when the concepts are so important they shift the paradigm, sometimes transforming thinking in that specific discipline.  

Then what makes the paradigm shift ‘groundbreaking’?  
This means that the current models of reality have been turned upside down: There has been entirely new thinking involved. 

So it's a question of degree? So let me ask: Doctors, I’ve been preparing for this discussion. Now, if you definitively explain 
the weirdness of the quantum wave function collapse 98; 99; 100; 101, then I might even accept that your model is a paradigm shift.  
Thanks for that offer. And I know that was asked as possibly the most controversial questions in physics. But, bizarrely in one 
of our publications, we even offer an alternative way to explain that wave function collapse. 68; 69; 70; 95 

But is that wave function collapse solution very technical and something we could all debate? 
Very much so. It requires several steps of mathematical and empirical logic that are relatively clear. The theoretical ideas are 
up-stream, so to say—they’re at a much higher conceptual level and involve 9 dimensions, gimmel and other concepts. 

Well, I used that only as an example. 
I understand. But do bear in mind that we’re not claiming that we can explain everything. But we certainly are trying to 
provide legitimate logical ideas so that others can follow through on it. One of our functions is to stimulate new hypotheses. 

So be that as it may, you said that maybe “our models of reality have been turned upside down”. Is that like Thomas Kuhn’s 
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scientific revolutions 102?  
Yes. And to be a revolution it has to be so fundamental that it profoundly changes thinking. 8 

So it would impact across many of the sciences?  
Yes, definitely. It should be a game changer. 

For example, in what disciplines does your TDVP make game-changing differences? 
Many: physics, consciousness research, psychological sciences, mathematics, biology, philosophy and philosophy of science. 

And what do you call that?  
If it’s significant enough that would be a groundbreaking ‘metaparadigm’ because it impacts so many disciplines. 

And is TDVP a groundbreaking metaparadigm?  
We’re grateful to several of our qualified scientific colleagues who’ve studied our work in detail, and have regarded it as such.  

But the revolutions require rejection too?  
Yes, it’s been very hard for us to see those who don’t read our work, or don’t understand it, or have no background in the area, 
summarily dismissing it. We can understand why: they don’t want their own special expertise to be shattered. 

But then others went through that, didn’t they? 
Yes, famously, even Albert Einstein went through a very isolated period until 29 May 1919 when his Theory of Relativity 103 
was confirmed through Sir Arthur Eddington’s work. 104; 105 Then suddenly Einstein became known to all. 

Why do the scientists ignore these major ideas that could change the world?  
For exactly that reason: Because it constitutes a major threat. They have to unthink everything they’ve thought before. 

Anything else? 
Yes. As Arthur Koestler put it 106 “their carefully built edifice may suddenly collapse.” 

And what parts of your TDVP work have caused those edifice collapses? 
We think most of it! TDVP has several newer critically relevant branches such as TRUE units and 9-dimensional spin.  

What does TDVP stand for, I’ve forgotten? 
TDVP is an acronym for Triadic Dimensional-Distinction Vortical Paradigm. Each of those words describe a facet of TDVP. 

In essence, what does this term ‘TDVP’ mean? 
TDVP’s fundamental axiom is that Space, Time, and ‘Consciousness’ (STC) are never separated, yet they function as separate 
substrates. 2 So Consciousness has its own special identity: It’s not just derived from space and time. 

So, if they’re never separated, Consciousness is always linked with Space and Time? 
Even more so, we regard these 3 (STC) as inseparably tethered together from their origin, even when they might appear apart.  

I’m sorry. But what does ‘tethered’ mean? 
It’s like being tied together like balloons on strings, but permanent ones, so a better analogy is like having the shoulder, arm 
and hand, necessarily always connected. 2 

And what are the other keys in TDVP besides that STC tethering? 
Importantly, TDVP incorporates extra dimensions, infinity, consciousness, order, and life: All manifest in a unified finite 
(including physical) and infinite reality. 23TDVP recognizes that STC is not just existing in emptiness or isolation: It has a 
practical relevance—it’s real. STC involves the measure of the structures of reality and those are mass, energy and another 
form of consciousness to be the object—the Consciousness content.  

Who developed TDVP and when? 
Dr Vernon Neppe and Dr Edward Close together finally developed this paradigm in 2011. 3 The first publication was late that 
year, and in early 2012, they produced the first version of the e-book Reality Begins With Consciousness. 85 

 
THE GROUNDBREAKING REALITY 
  
May I ask a common-sense question? I live in this world. And I understand that TDVP is a model that works in our world? 
Yes. And it also works in the most different of realities possible. This is so because in TDVP, all of reality appears to have a 
common basis. 

And so what are all these features of TDVP about? 
TDVP involves a broad-spectrum scientific model with added mathematical proofs, and it’s also linked with philosophy, 
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mysticism, and spirituality.  

What features make it unique? 
TDVP involves several features that make it into a unique model: Consciousness, Dimensions, Infinity, and tethered triads of 
the extents of Space, Time and extent of Consciousness. It also recognizes Mass, Energy and the content of consciousness. 

And so? 
We’ve built on scientific research, not rejecting our overt, obvious restricted reality. Effectively, we’ve demonstrated we have 
9 finite dimensions and then incorporated infinity.  

Surely that’s just speculation? 
No, we’ve actually mathematically proven this in our Neppe-Close TDVP model. 

But if I, an intelligent layperson, cannot grasp the mathematical proofs, I have to take the resulting claims on faith? 
Yes and no. You might not fully be able to do all of this or even have the training to replicate the work. But this is not faith. 
This is science and mathematics. And the data is available for serious scientists to examine, replicate, prove and progress. 

Then what does your work imply? 
Our work has ostensibly unified all of existence, and, without us intending this to be so, we’ve developed TDVP into a so-
called ‘theory of everything’ that works. TDVP doesn’t explain everything, but it then allows for feasible, viable hypotheses.  

But we experience the world differently? 
Yes, from day-to-day, we experience only our physical reality—the length, breadth, and height of objects. These three 
dimensions of Space change with every new moment in Time. That’s ‘3S-1t’. These features reflect the first four dimensions. 

So the idea that there are many dimensions must mean that 3S-1t is abandoned? 
No. 3S-1t still exists. It’s just that TDVP incorporates 3S-1t as part of the nine spinning dimensions. 

So it’s versatile and inclusive? 
In that sense, yes.  

Everything has a common basis?  
Correct. In TDVP, all of reality appears to have a common basis. 

But we can only experience our day-to-day physical reality in that 3S-1t. What about the rest? 
This means that much of our actual reality is hidden. We actually may not even recognize what we are unconsciously, or 
autonomically, or in any other way experiencing. But it may be far more than just the overt experience. 

So it sounds like TDVP is an enduring and novel paradigm? 
We hope so. This is a beginning.  

How does it compare? 
With respect, TDVP is without doubt the best available model and a good start: it’s all-embracing. 

And you’ve mentioned it’s multidisciplinary? 
True. And TDVP cogently supports the commonality of science with spirituality, plus demonstrates the necessity of meaning 
in every fundamental component of reality.  

What’s ‘meaning’? 
A hard question. In this context we’re talking about how the information in our broader consciousness might be processed into 
the brain in specific little bits —pieces that we call meaning.  

So meaning is in the brain? 
Maybe. Certainly, meaning to us is finite specific information that might, we speculate, arise from the infinite. 

So that’s groundbreaking, surely? 
Yes. It truly revolutionizes thinking because it provides processes, principles, models, theories, and explanations for the 
fundamental aspects of reality, all based on one simple, basic axiom.  

What’s wrong with our current paradigm, anyway? 
Our current standard reductionist physical model might explain say 99.9% of our experience of reality, but even then it has 
contradictions in a tiny proportion of cases. 

That doesn’t sound too bad! 
Yes, it’s enough for us to live with for millennia. However, it’s incomplete. 28 
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In what way? 
Importantly, it doesn’t explain, for example, the many complex contradictions in physics, and the one in a billion against 
chance statistical data generated in nine different areas of research including the survival after death. 85; 44; 107 

I could even live with those things not being explained. 
Yes, most of us could.  

But there are parts you really feel are lacking? 
Yes, an important one is our usual model of physics can’t explain the wonders of consciousness—meaning, maybe ‘mind’, 
individual choice or even the complexities of evolution. 108 109; 110 

Anything more? 
Yes, it would be amazing to explain the mystery of how life actually happens, or why we experience order when our physical 
world is regarded as tending towards disorder, which is called ‘entropy’. 

So that’s it? 
No those are just examples.  

What’s the biggest? 
Maybe that in most of our experience, we simply ignore infinity. 

And you cannot? 
We maintain that the infinite is extraordinarily important, impacting our experience even though we don’t realize it. 

Why do you even posit an infinite? Aren’t your nine dimensions enough to explain reality? 
No, it’s not. First though, we can get a lot of information by examining those finite 9 dimensions. 

And next? 
Mathematically, 9 dimensions are incomplete. We even can extend that discrete finite further to the transfinite, which is a kind 
of quantized infinity—it still has particles, and still is discrete in its pieces. 

So it’s infinity? 
Not in the sense of continuity. Georg Cantor, a century ago, referred to the transfinite as the ‘countable infinity’. 

And anything else? 
Many aspects, but important components such as order, meaning, free-will, survival after bodily death and even life itself all 
require the infinite. So does our philosophical model called Unified Monism—more on these later. 

Okay and why do the subtle elements of mathematicologic motivate extra dimensions? 
That question, too, is a big one for us—for Drs Close and Neppe. It’s required because our simple model of three spatial 
dimensions of length, breadth and height in the present moment in time cannot solve so many aspects of physics, mathematics, 
cosmology, biology, psychology, consciousness research, and philosophy. 

So those are all parts of your new paradigm? 
Yes. 

But do we need a new paradigm?  
Yes, simply because all the other proposed paradigms have failed to fully explain reality: The very cogent scientific data 
supporting these areas require explanation. TDVP does that. 

So you developed TDVP out of necessity? 
Exactly. We developed our new multidisciplinary paradigm—TDVP— because all other proposed paradigms had failed. This 
forced us to look further: We needed to explain those aspects of science requiring rethinking in our conventional world-view 
by rejection of reductionist sciences. 

 
WHAT MAKES THE TDVP CONTRIBUTION SO SPECIAL? 
 
What makes the TDVP such as special contribution? 
There are many aspects: 

Do tell! 
First is tethering.  
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Tethering? 
Yes. We have changed thinking that reality is not just Space-Time necessarily in union with each other, but it consists of the 
triad that we call ‘Space-Time-Consciousness’ (STC). Each is a separate substrate but they’re as tethered together as a hand to 
an arm, and an arm to a shoulder. STC is never separated. 

And second? 
Secondly, our reality has 9 finite spinning dimensions. 

9 dimensions? 
Yes, we have derived mathematically and proven a 9-dimensional spin model of finite reality. This is not a speculation, not a 
probability. It’s proven. 55; 58 

Please explain why 9-dimensions are important. 
Our 9-dimensional spin (9D) finding opens the door to demonstrating a radical new concept of reality. 59; 60; 61 

Even today? 
Yes. Our recent findings suggest we can now move beyond unexplained conundrums. 

So there are new findings? 
Yes. That is why the 9-dimensional (9D for short) spin findings appear to be so significant. We can understand previously ill-
understood, or puzzling, or even contradictory information. 

For example? 
There is a seemingly strange and inexplicable angle of elementary particles called the Cabibbo angle. No-one could work out 
why it was that strange figure of 13.04 degrees. 111; 112; 113; 114; 115; 116; 117; 118; 119 

And you scientists did? 
Yes. We were able to derive that particular Cabibbo-angle value. 55 We did this in elementary particles called fermions. This 
required specifically using the 9D finding. And no other dimensional calculation could do it. 55; 56; 58 

But surely others had done so before? 
Yes, many had. But this had never before been derived even though many had tried. 57 

And no one could explain why until you did? 
Correct.  

Why not? 
Because it turns out that if you use regular standard physics in our regular dimensions, it’s impossible. You cannot do this 
calculation in 3, 4, 5, 8, 10, 26 or any number of dimensions. Only 9.  

I don’t understand what it means to do a calculation in some other dimension, like a 5th or 6th, other than the only ones we 
laypersons know. 
Excellent question. It’s difficult because conventional mathematics fails. There have been some great mathematicians who’ve 
developed mathematics of higher dimensions. Many of these are based on algebra or geometry—what we call 
‘dimensionometry’ for the higher dimensional calculations. 

So how do you do the math? 
The easiest is to apply three new mathematical techniques. The first is Dr Edward Close’s calculus of distinctions (CoD) and 
modifications such as the Calculus of Dimensional Distinctions. 

The second? 
The second is discovering a logical way to move across Dimensions, another method developed by Dr Close, and called 
Dimensional Extrapolation. In that context, we spin across dimensions, from the first to the ninth. 

And the third? 
And the third is the recognition in our TRUE unit studies, which we can discuss later, of converting particles to units with the 
electrons scored as whole number—actually 1 unit using this scoring. That makes the mathematics easier. 

So you did that kind of calculation to prove the 9-dimensional reality? 
Yes and this is important. Our derivation of the Cabibbo angle demonstrates that there are 9 mathematical dimensions. Later 
on we even did a thought experiment, though the principles were similar—Dr Close even used a Rubik’s cube to help. 

Is it more than just a finding? 
Yes. All of what we’ve found relates to something that exist —the nine dimensions in our reality. But that’s not just a 
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mathematical idea—a, so to say, meaningless theoretical ‘operation‘ in our physical reality. These are facts. 

So are all elementary particles at this specific Cabibbo angle while they are spinning?  
No the specific ‘mixing angle’ in certain elementary particles is pertinent only because it could not be explained by ordinary 
classical physics. It’s extraordinarily complex to understand. 

Occasionally, I get dizzy on a roundabout for example. Surely, we would be aware if we were spinning?  
Not so. The earth spins on its axis all the time. Furthermore, it rotates round the sun. But we don’t even know we’re rotating 
all the time. The trick is we appear stationary relative to our 3S-1t earthly reality and we’re in synch with all the movements. 
 
So what are the broader implications? 
We’re better able to understand the interaction with the observer’s consciousness.  

Is this data replicated?  
Yes, and mathematically, so it’s proven. Anyone with the correct skills can calculate it. This is not therefore a theory, but a 
fact. 

Briefly, what’s the proof? 
There are several different replications. These including complex thought experiments, and various measures of rotations of 
electrons, spin, angular momentum, and electron clouds.  

Is there a third special aspect to your model?  
Yes, Gimmel and ‘TRUE units’. 

What’s gimmel? 
Gimmel is the third special aspect to our model. 

Oh? 
We’ve demonstrated that mass and energy are also not just alone. It’s always Mass-Energy and that third substance, which 
we’ve called by the third letter of the Hebrew alphabet, Gimmel. It’s a mystical letter and it’s interesting that so is gimmel.  

Okay, but what is it? 
Well, we’ve demonstrated that mass and energy are also not just alone. That was always thought to be it. You’ll remember the 
most famous equation in physics, from Einstein and Lorentz. E=mc2. Mass-energy interconvertibility. 

What does that mean? Are energy and mass interchangeable? 
They are and aren’t. They’re not the same. But mass, for example, converts to energy.  
 
For example? 
A forest of trees has plenty of mass. Then the trees burn and convert to energy. We’ve also shown there’s more. There’s 
always Mass and Energy, but there has to be that third substance, gimmel.  
Why so? Why does there need to be that third substance at all?  
Because otherwise atoms would be unstable. We’ve proven that by mathematics. 
 
So how does gimmel make atoms stable? 
The bottom line is that all the usual subatomic particles like quarks and electrons when calculated by math, cannot equal a 
whole atom. It’s simply impossible because we cannot end up with a fraction of an atom.  

And so? 
Now there are a small number of third substances that don’t have any mass or energy, so that we cannot easily discover them. 

And what do these third substances do? 
We can specifically calculate them, and then apply them. 

And you did? 
Yes, when we added them to be in union with the subatomic particles we could with specific numbers get full, complete, 
whole atoms. 

So that’s how gimmel is derived? 
Yes, gimmel is derived mathematically. It’s not just any number: it’s based on solid math so that the atoms are not halves or 
quarters or thirds. They’re all whole.  
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But is that not contrived? 
No. It’s based on empirical data—real world information— from particle physics, and calculations in ‘Theoretical Physics’. 
It’s theoretical because you can base your data theoretically from what already exists empirically —from scientific facts. 
Sometimes, with gimmel, we even had to go stepwise to discover what figures work, because most did not work. 

For example? 
It took a long time for us to finally find the special qualities in the number 108 and how gimmel linked there. 
We hunted and took lower calculations of cubes. But eventually, we derived 108 and that works with the stable, symmetrical 
elements of life, as well as other molecules like water. 

And then what is that gimmel? 
We think it’s in part or in whole ‘Consciousness’.  

Why? 
Because there seems to be no other candidate without mass…  

…Mass? 
Think of mass as ‘weight’ — a great simplification—but that works on earth, and without energy… 

Energy? 
Yes, this time, think of energy as ‘specific force’ — a great simplification—but that works on earth. 

Why? 
Because mass and energy are interconvertible. 

They’re the same? 
Not quite, but mass can be converted to energy and energy can be converted to mass, based on Einstein’s famous equation. 

Now is this gimmel the same consciousness as for Space and Time? 
No. It’s not the same Consciousness. There are different ways in which Consciousness can be conceptualized and this is one of 
those. 

For example? 
We’ve seen there is a ‘substrate’ of Consciousness. This is Consciousness in STC—with space and time, all independent but 
being tethered. These have extent so they are directly measurable.  

And another? 
That STC that can be directly extended, measures something with substance— in other words it has content. So when we talk 
of Mass-Energy, those are two substances but that is not complete. There’s more substance. And that third substance, that 
we’ve shown empirically exists is what we call ‘Gimmel’. 

Gimmel? 
Yes. So gimmel specifically in our experiential reality. It’s massless and energyless. It goes with mass and energy because all 
of these are containers of reality.  

So gimmel has no mass? And no energy? 
Correct. It’s a substance that we did not know existed until two years ago. But we (Close and Neppe) have absolutely proven it 
has to exist. 

So you can’t see it just like you can’t see those proposed subatomic particles? 
Correct. But this proposed substance is a mathematical fact.  

Really? 
Yes. Without gimmel our world could not be stable. Everything would fly apart. 

And again what does it contain? 
In our living reality, where we only have 3S-1t, gimmel, as indicated, has no mass and no energy. So that’s why it’s the third 
massless, energyless substance.  

And that may be experienced by us as consciousness, but we don’t know for sure? 
Yes! 

So if I want to understand what gimmel is? 
From your point of view, just think of it as being equivalent to a container full of consciousness, and one that is in union with 
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tiny subatomic particles like electrons, and the quarks that are part of neutrons and protons. 

What do you mean by ‘in union with’ subatomic particles’? 
We’ve recently started using this term ‘union’. Before we said ‘tethered with’. The bottom line is that when we speak about 
either we’re talking about something that is independent of mass and energy. 

And yet everything with mass or energy still has gimmel? 
Yes, they're all inseparably linked across dimensions. Any atomic particle is in union with a certain quantity of gimmel.  

So it’s not quite like a hand to a shoulder? 
Not quite because that would mean they’re just part of the same unit. Gimmel is different from mass and energy and it has its 
own independent identity.  

But is that contrived? 
No. Mass, energy and gimmel are not contrived. They all fit based on reality, on mathematics, and on physics, as well as spin, 
charge and even where they’re all in the shells of electrons in the atoms of the elements. 

Now presumably there’s a one on one relationship. One gimmel piece, so to say, one particle. 
No. There can be many gimmel pieces. That’s why we cannot just say, now ‘consciousness’ is linked with everything, that the 
proton or the electron just contains gimmel or is part of gimmel. And this is found in some philosophy. It has to work 
mathematically and in reality. That does not. 

For example? 
One electron is in union with 105 pieces— quantal units of gimmel. 

Wow. Always so much?  
No, the electron has the most gimmel in the atom. Each of the six different quarks in protons and neutrons are in union with 
different amounts of gimmel: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6. 

So why can’t an electron give one of its 105 gimmel units to a quark. Surely that would be fairer? 
Yes. But that would create an unstable atom. These numbers are very specific and have to be derived from empirical research. 

And those, of course, have mass and energy? 
You’ve got it! 

And again, I’m trying to understand. Where exactly does gimmel fit with consciousness? 
We think but cannot prove that gimmel is likely pure consciousness when we consider it from the framework of our physical 
reality of our experience.  

So gimmel sounds like a complex concept? 
Indeed, and you’ll obtain more of a feel of it during our further discussions.  

And what’s the key there? 
You’ll discover that gimmel at higher dimensions and likely even in the infinite might be more than just consciousness. 

So gimmel implies another kind of consciousness? 
We think so. It’s contained in our reality just like mass and energy. We can measure these containers but not directly, yet 
through their extent in space and time, and the equivalent of what we call ‘extent of consciousness’.  

So it’s not direct?  
Yes, it not directly measured. It cannot be because we need to apply measures such as how big or heavy they are. It’s a 
difficult concept. 

The same applies to mass and energy? 
Yes. We can measure mass and energy, but not directly, only through space and time. 

So gimmel sounds important? 
Yes, this fundamentally changes the world’s understanding of reality. Gimmel again is a proven mathematical reality based on 
‘TRUE unit analyses’. And it might be the most important discovery of this century. 

Wow! And what briefly then are these TRUE unit analyses? 
Yes, ‘Triadic Rotational Units of Equivalence’: we abbreviate that to ‘TRUE’. Rather apposite actually, because it truly is true! 
And it’s extraordinarily important. It allows for the most remarkable ways to understand subatomic particles. 

Is that all?  
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No, there is even more: We introduce the associated concept of quantized volumetric finite reality.  

What’s that? 
Our finite reality that can be experienced cannot be broken down forever. There comes a tiny, tiny level of limitation where it 
cannot be broken down farther. That’s because it is ‘quantized’—it’s reached its limit of how small it can be. 

We currently regard everything as tending towards points. Is this correct? 
In current particle physics calculations, some sub-atomic particles, like the electron, are treated as if they were dimension-less 
points. This is not actually possible in a quantized reality.  

So that’s illogical? 
Not at all. It’s not an unreasonable assumption for dealing with particles that are, in size, so far below our ability to observe 
and measure directly. In TDVP, however, mass, energy, space and time, consistent with Planck’s discovery of quantization, 
are considered to be quantized. Therefore, in reality, there are no dimensionless particles. 

And volumetric? 
That tiny, tiny level is not a point but is a volume: It has dimensions. In Space that would be length, breadth and height. 
Because of requirements of stability, that forms a perfect cube, though not necessarily. That is volumetric quantized reality. 

But why finite?  
We distinguish this from the infinite, which is continuous and unbroken. The infinite extends forever without beginning and 
without end in both time and space, and it’s a never-ending repository of information, wisdom, understanding and knowledge.  

And so where’s the finite? 
That finite in TDVP is embedded in that continuous infinite. But it’s the finite that is quantized: The finite is in tiny, tiny parts 
but not continuous. But the infinite carries on forever. 

What do you mean by the infinite being ‘unbroken’? 
It’s unbroken in the sense that it continues forever in space, time and consciousness. It’s a whole.  

It is indivisible? 
Yes and no. That’s the wrong term because we cannot divide infinity like we can divide the finite. But infinity reflects the 
ultimate unit because it is continuous and unbroken. 

Now you said that the finite is embedded in the infinite. What’s embedded? 
Embedded is a simple term for ‘contained in the higher dimensions’. Effectively, the lower dimensions are contained in the 
higher ones which means that it’s like a small box is in a bigger box. And the bigger one is embedded in an even bigger one.  

So the finite is in the infinite; Space is embedded in Time; and Time is in Consciousness?  
You’ve got it! 

And is there more? 
Yes. Our model of the finite involves extremely infinitesimal quanta making up reality.  

Is that different from our usual physics? 
Yes, it is. You see in our usual physics we reduce everything towards nothing. There’s no lower limit. 

So isn’t that logical? 
Maybe logical as in Newtonian-Leibnizian calculus. But in practice not correct. 

Why? 
Because everything is quantized. But these quanta are not reduced to tending towards nothing. Instead, they all have a limit 
towards tiny, tiny three-dimensional objects.  

Is that important? 
Yes. This allows us to understand why the atom requires gimmel, why gluons as subatomic particles must likely be gimmel 62, 
why dark matter and dark energy in cosmology 37must be in union with, or maybe even is gimmel, and why such dark 
substances can fit into nine dimensions but not just 3S-1t (length, breadth, height in moment in time). 66 

Anything more? 
Yes, we can better understand the life elements, water and the Periodic Table. 

Is this finite quantized volumetric reality like frames on a movie? 
Yes, this is a good metaphor. Or like bits on a computer except they’re not necessarily binary, or like pixels in a photo. They 
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are never continuous. 

I’m still unclear what you mean by ‘continuous’? 
That means the finite is divisible. It can be broken up into parts. Not forever though, there is a bottom limit.  
We call that the quantum. It’s quantized. 

And so we’re just little fragmented bits? 
We’re far more than that. Imagine movies on a screen. We see it continuously but our eyes fool us. The movies are in frames. 
We don’t see those pieces, but they’re there. 

How come? 
We have an infinite existence too. 

How so? 
Our finite quantized volumetric reality is spinning, but in a reality that is continuous—the infinite. 

The infinite? 
Yes, the infinite (or infinity) extends forever in time and in space, and has a consciousness that is never ending.  

So that’s what we call this, the infinite—it’s different! 
Yes: And that quantized finite is always embedded in the infinite, though we might not realize it. We have an overt reality and 
a covert reality. 

But how, exactly, does the continuous aspect of the infinite affect the fragmented aspect of the finite? 
Wonderful question. In TDVP, we argue, but cannot yet prove, that the infinite continues to impact on the finite. And it’s 
reciprocal with feedback loops and we can initiate that here in the finite. There’s also a math component: We can explain this 
using ‘pure number theory’ but that is very complex. 

Do we call that prayer? 
You decide. We think so. This is why TDVP marries science with spirituality. 

And this interchange happens all the time? 
Yes and no. Yes, because we’re one reality. And our individuality is one component of that. 

And no? 
Because that implies a separation—a duality. There is no separation. They’re the same. The finite is contained in the infinite. 

But still how does the continuous infinite impact the discontinuous, discrete finite? 
There has to be a way to interface.  

Why? 
You see the general of the infinite becomes the specific in our physical reality.  

For example?  
Information in the infinite may reflect a targeted meaning in the finite—possibly, it’s specifically directed to our brains. The 
eternal becomes a moment, and The boundless existence of everything is converted to a particular spot in space. But we could 
write an essay on meaning. It’s a very complex concept and so if information in both the finite and infinite. 

So the particular spot in space could be you living room here, at this moment. 
Yes. But that information and meaning is always one kind of expression of our consciousness. 

And the mechanism? 
This is a speculation. We’ve postulated that maybe these are ‘rays’ or specific emanations.  

Of light? 
Maybe. Maybe through the photon, a particle of energy. But that’s still being developed.  

But does TDVP work for this? 
Yes. Our model fits all these criteria definitively.  

 
CAN WE ACTUALLY TEST THE IDEAS UNDERLYING TDVP?  
 
Can we actually test the ideas underlying TDVP? 
Yes, but not easily. We’ve modeled TDVP so hypotheses could potentially be tested, through multidimensionality, and 
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multiple time dimensions, and the tiny jigsaw that’s our current limited 3 dimensions of space and 1 point of time (3S-1t) 
physical reality complicates, as well as through Dr Close’s calculus of distinctions but that requires learning the notation. 

So most of the extra aspects are in 3S-1t and most of our reality is hidden? 
Yes. Essentially, because we’re dealing with multiple dimensions besides 3S-1t. And those finite pixels are embedded in a 
continuous infinite. So measuring new domain-related experiences is complex.  

And the clues? 
We do have little clues —the jigsaw puzzle—therefore introduced a further Philosophy of Science model besides 3S-1t 
falsifiability: We described the concept of ‘LFAF’ (Lower dimensional feasibility absent falsification). 7; 8; 9 

What will it take for mainstream science to accept TDVP? 
A wide spectrum of respected scientists have already endorsed TDVP in the different broader sciences of Biology, Psychology, 
Consciousness and Physics.  

And now? 
Now it’s 50 months after our initial TDVP draft was circulated to hundreds of scientists in two dozen countries. No-one has 
ever found any refutation. The model is already so powerful and original that it’s perceived by many as absolutely 
groundbreaking, a completely new paradigm shift. 2; 25 

And does that continue? 
Yes, with each month it becomes even stronger. 

Why? 
Because we’re now finding explanations for what was previously unexplained—particularly, as the math has been clarified. 
It’s gone through to a Fifth Edition, and required amplifications necessitating several new scientific books. 2 

Why is this important? 
These revisions and further publications emphasize these mathematicologic justifications for our ideas. To some experts, 
TDVP is the most profound paradigm shift in the past century. 

I gather that one bottom line in TDVP would be that reality is much more than what we sense? 
Correct. Of course, that’s not easy for scientists and sometimes theologians to accept. Many hate us—Drs. Close and Neppe. 

A great compliment to you to evoke that. Now in TDVP, does it necessarily follow that consciousness survives physical death?  
We think it does. A major idea of our TDVP model requires survival after bodily death. You see in TDVP, it works out that 
everything in the infinite exists forever. 

Does that mean we don’t just get born and then receive a soul? Or maybe have the soul added at the moment of conception? 
Very good questions! If everything exists in some kind of form in the infinite forever, it certainly means that it also requires 
life always existing. That would go far beyond any supposed ‘life spark’ that might be inserted into a newborn fetus.  

So does that mean we don’t have a soul? That we’re so to say ‘soul-less’? That’s rather frightening to me. 
Don’t worry. For many, the soul is a concept like ‘you have a mind and a separate body, and the two are linked’—‘dualism’. 

So the soul’s like Rene Descartes’s Dualism 120 where the mind and the body are regarded as separate and interacting? 
Yes, but we want to get away from that concept of duality—of two. Instead, in TDVP, we perceive ourselves and all of 
existence, in fact, as one enormous unit. There is no separation. So yes, we have something akin to a soul, but it’s much more: 
It’s our ‘essence’; and our essence extends across our 9 finite dimensions and furthermore, extends to our infinite existence as 
well. The finite and infinite are one reality, not connected separate realities as implied by terms like ‘soul’ or ‘mind’.  

So we’re playing with words? 
Yes and no. Many theologians would regard the ‘soul’ as technically separate from the body—something that comes in and 
goes out and may exist on its own. In TDVP, we don’t need such entries and exits. We recognize our limited experiences. 

And then ‘essence’ implies? 
Our essence is what exists all the time, yet we can only experience parts of it. Our experience is part of our existence. 

So essence is everywhere and forever? 
Yes. Those parts of our essence that we experience in our current physical world may appear a long way from the covert that 
we cannot experience. But we’re actually all one spiritual and physical essence. Some parts of that essence are overt. Some are 
covert. 

So some of 3S-1t is the overt part of the essence? 
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Yes. And the rest of the essence the higher dimensional domains that maybe we might experience at another time, but not in 
our physical reality. But it’s the covert essence and still always exists and is part of us, whether we’re physically alive or dead.  

If we all have our own essence, then it implies we’re responsible for our actions? 
Yes, it might imply that we have our own free will. And in a way, because the essence interfaces with the essence of others we 
have a responsibility for our own behavior as well as just the choices we make. 

In a way, it’s frightening. In another way, it’s exhilarating. And of course, it might mean something else? 
Do continue. 

Effectively life then would always exist? 
Yes. And you’ve used a key term here in our exploration of reality. Our physical life may just be one form of our existence. It 
goes on forever.  

So no need to add ‘life’ to a fetus? 
Right. Life is always there. Our physical life requires existing according to the limits of our human or animal physiology. Then 
we become sentient beings in our physical world. 

So we don’t die? 
Correct. The body dies in the physical world, but our existence still continues. And again this is part of our fundamental TDVP 
model. 

Which is based on speculation? 
Not really. Most of our information in what we call our TDVP model is based on good solid mathematics. And on applying 
our knowledge that we’ve acquired—empirical data. It’s based on fact. 

But there are areas of speculation? 
Yes, of course, we sometimes make creative jumps. But then we’ll tell you to differentiate, what we think compared with what 
is now proven.  

So for example? 
We don’t know too much about infinity and the infinite. The exact content of infinity is speculative. But even when we 
speculate we’re moving from what we do know to what we don’t know. 

But how for example could someone live after death? Where is that place? 
Maybe in another dimensional reality. 

Surely that’s very far-fetched? 
Not as much as you think. You see, we’ve demonstrated that we have multiple extra dimensions in our finite reality.  

Are you saying that the other five dimensions in addition to our 3S-1t are present in all the subatomic particles? 
Yes and no. 

Yes because? 
We’re dealing with a 9-dimensional finite reality. We’re spinning through it but do not know. The deaf cannot hear; the blind 
cannot see; those in physical reality cannot experience 9D spin, but that doesn’t mean that it’s not happening. 

And the ‘no’ because? 
Because there is more to subatomic particles than our physical reality. 

Like? 
Like we’ve shown that dark matter and dark energy are contained in the atoms—a quite astonishing finding, really! 

So what’s the relevance of that? 
The relevance is that dark matter and dark energy together make up 95.1% of all the cosmic components. Yet the so-called 
solid matter and energy we know of in our cosmos is only the remaining 4.9% that makes up our physical 3S-1t reality. It 
would be impossible to fit 95.1% into 4.9% but that’s only impossible if it were just in our physical experience alone.  

And so?  
We might have to think of these particles as ‘beyond 3S-1t’. These dark substances are beyond our physical experiences. And 
we found they can ‘fit’ into the atom, but only when applying a 9 dimensional spin model not 3S-1t. 

The covert? 
Yes, you can see how the covert and the overt fit together. 
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And? 
We may currently experience our life in our physical 3S-1t world. But that is quantized, like little bits in a computer, tiny 
pieces of our world. Dimensions are just measures. There’s always a content like mass and energy. 

Okay. So when we go higher, does this continue?  
Maybe. Our extra dimensions could also contain extra components. But the difference is we don’t normally experience them 
while alive in a physical body. Perhaps, and this is our speculation, after physical death, if we still exist—and TDVP argues 
that we do— there would have to be a place to locate those new and presumably different components.  

So could it be that we’re experiencing new quantized components in those higher dimensions? 
Very possibly when using this model. 

So we would be living our physical life here in our restricted, safe, protected 3S-1t experience? 
Yes. That is our current overt reality experience. 

And yet part of our unexpressed covert reality may continue with many extra dimensions? 
That could be so.  

Because we’re actually part of a broader reality that we can’t directly experience? 
Exactly. And some of it, maybe most, might be quite irrelevant for us. But we’re still existing in nine finite dimensions. 
Essentially, we’ve far more than just 3S-1t and maybe that 3S-1t is contained in a bigger reality. 

Following that, when we physically die maybe we’re no longer experiencing that 3S-1t but could, instead, be having a 
different kind of dimensional experience? 
Correct. 

And this is because if we never die, despite physical death, we still exist in some form. 
You’ve got it! Again the exact details would be very speculative, but based on a model—TDVP— that works in broad outline. 

So physical death is just one component in terms of our existence? 
Yes. But even then we would need to apply the idea of survival after death, not anything else. 

It sounds extreme. But what else could it be if someone produced proof of say communicating information from someone who 
was supposedly dead? 
We could instead use what some would regard as a less extreme reasoning, like ‘superpsi’. Maybe that would then explain the 
allegation of life after death and then we would not need to solve one of the greatest questions in philosophy. 

And that is? 
We could argue when you die, you die. Finito. The end. Would that not be convenient? 

Maybe not. I still want to hold onto life not being meaningless and understand whether there is something more.  
So do we. And fortunately, there is data there. But still there needs to be a way to find the simplest alternatives to life after 
death if we study it scientifically. 

And that’s superpsi? 
Not exactly. You see superpsi was developed to explain away life after death. But we think it fails. We think there is no proof 
that the theoretical concept of superpsi exists. 

Please explain what you mean? 
Technically, the concept of superpsi was developed for just one reason. Superpsi was termed so we could apply the most 
extreme levels of psi. That way we don’t need to explain any life after death.  

So it was not based on science? 
Not really. Psi exists but even that might have limits.  

It would be more convenient to just physically die and that would be the end? 
It seems so. Life in some form after death constitutes another major threat to conventional science.  

You mentioned psi. Now I know psi is a Greek letter. But what actually does it refer to? 
Psi is a composite term that refers to the various components of Extrasensory perception (ESP)—the obtaining of information 
or events by means that do not involve our conventional five physical senses, and psychokinesis (PK)—mind over matter. 

And less technically is that the same as ‘psychic’? 
Yes! The layperson terms are psychic, paranormal, anomalous and sixth sense. It’s part of parapsychology.  
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And psi is proven? 
We can say that there are nine different areas in which the scientific controlled data for psi is so powerful that the statistical 
data generated is one in a billion in favor of it being real unless everything is a massive fraud. 85 

And so it could be fraud? 
Fraud is very unlikely because the methods used have been painstakingly careful. As has been said by skeptics, ‘extraordinary 
claims require extraordinary proofs’. There is no other group of phenomena where in nine different ways studies generate 
statistics anywhere as powerful. After all, most psychological studies talk about a P (probability value) of 1 in 20 or 1 in 100 
against chance. And sometimes in Medicine, we even use one in a thousand at the extreme, and likely 1 in 100. These studies 
in 9 different groups are each statistically a million times higher than that! 

And then superpsi is just psi? 
Yes and no. To us, the data on psi phenomena is very cogent indeed. But the data for superpsi is not. You see everything has 
limits. And you cannot have an absolutely extreme explanation just because you want to reject something that may be more 
logical. 

And superpsi then is beyond those limits? 
We think so. There is no data that such extremes even exist. 

So what would be an example? 
Well, an athlete might be able to run the 100 meters in 10 seconds. Let’s imagine that instead he runs it in a billionth of a 
second. That would be the equivalent of superpsi to psi: the most extreme form of psi. 

And so superpsi is not even legitimate? 
We personally don’t think so. Everything including psi still has limits. Superpsi would be an extreme form of so-called ‘psi’—
of ESP and PK. And that extreme level of superpsi has never even been demonstrated to occur. 

But the why do we need superpsi? 
Because it’s only such profound extremes that could in some instances be applied as a theoretical alternative to survival after 
death. 

But not always? 
Yes, some cases don’t fit superpsi as the theoretical explanation. 

Really? 
Yes. There are cases where the most amazing data has been collected. These include evidence which involves overwhelming 
data and knowledge, combined with skills which simply cannot fit ‘superpsi’ as a possible explanation.  

Like what?  
Let’s imagine there was a chess game played at the skill of a grandmaster by someone allegedly physically dead. This is a 
well-documented example. How would superpsi explain that? 

But there’s no such case surely? 
There is. Well investigated too. Both amazing extremes of skills and data. 121 And incidentally, computers were not as 
advanced as they are now so those, in this instance, were regarded as very unlikely. 

Or? 
Let’s imagine there are records of communicating in Ancient Egyptian and there is available direct conversation. These 
questions had to be composed beforehand because no-one could speak naturally at that level.  

That exists? Surely not? 
Those are the so-called Rosemary Records. 16 

So the study of life after death sounds like a complex area? 
Yes and we can’t ignore it either if we’re real open-minded scientists. It requires an explanation—that simple! 

Why can’t others ignore it? 
Because the data is so cogent. Yet, this data is six-sigma in strength: that means more than a billion to one against chance! 

Amazing. 
Yes. That means it would be so unlikely to occur by chance that we cannot ignore such results and still be scientific. 85 

That kind of result demands understanding?  
Yes, it does. And we should take into account too the personal stories, plus the extra detail that cannot be statistically analyzed.  
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But most tell me there’s nothing in it?  
Yes, it’s unfortunate. Many scientists may be too threatened by these kinds of results. It changes their whole perspective of 
reality.  

So surely others have studied this area of survival after death very scientifically. 
A few. Prominent today for example is Dr Gary Schwartz in Arizona 122. But that’s one of several examples121, including one 
that is fashionable today called ‘near death experiences’ (NDEs). 123 There are many different manifestations that demand 
accounting. 16; 124 

So you mean there is some data which could prove life after death?  
Yes. Some very powerful scientific data. 125. We just cannot ignore that fact as real scientists no matter how embarrassing it 
might be. 

But do they explain how this could occur? 
Almost never. They don’t talk about the why or the how. 

So most other models cannot explain the data on Survival After Bodily Death? 
Correct. They can show it must exist, but they cannot understand the how of what goes on. 

Is that not important? 
Of course, such understanding of mechanisms is important because that then becomes part of reality. 126 

And your model does that? 
We argue that it provides a legitimate way to explain, amongst other data, psi, and survival. Yes. 

So this is one important extreme. But what about the general scientist accepting TDVP? 
They must read our book and get rid of prejudices. We quote Max Planck: “Science advances from funeral to funeral.” 127 

And that means? 
Eliminating previous paradigms requires openness to new perspectives and carefully testing hypotheses about these new ideas.  

And TDVP? 
Our model generates at least 600! This can keep scientists occupied for centuries. It could take decades for acceptance; 
alternatively, the Internet may speed along final judgments.  

What would be the key elements for this? 
How psi research goes, our model may go, because the most aberrant area that cannot be explained by our usual physical 
model is psi phenomena. The difference is that we provide a theory for not only psi phenomena but more as our model 
explains principles in every known science—and there is mathematical proof. 

What about the detractors of your model 
We are fortunate that the essence of our work is empirical and mathematical proof. That is a rarity in science. Further the 
essence was to create a legitimate whole, a paradigm shift that works and we did this. New paradigm shifts do not occur every 
day.  

Peer review? 
All our work has been peer-reviewed. And everything builds from what has been developed before. Some of our articles have 
100+ references. 23 So new ideas are created, but from a solid foundation. That is what science is about.  

Is this a special situation? 
Yes, they must go through Kuhn's revolutions, too. Initially, there’s rejection and consternation. The scientist must apply 
appropriate scientific method and build on that. 24; 26 

So for value one must go beyond the speculations and demonstrate cogent, appropriate data, and be appropriate for our 
times? 
Correct. 

Would critiques involve someone not reading those papers?  
Yes, and this happens often. They don’t read it, or understand, and yet they comment that we’re either wrong or they've 
discussed all of that.  

Any more? 
Yes, saying anyone can write that, but not demonstrating the data supporting that; or that's not original. It’s actually original, 
and it takes years of study and creative thought and a multidisciplinary understanding. 
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So the critics must be careful? 
Yes, due diligence must always be performed. Even an exceptional IQ does not allow individuals to express opinions unless 
they’ve studied the literally thousands of peer-reviewed published pages on TDVP.  

But that’s how science is surely: They’re threatened! 
We think so. Yet, strangely the tendency is to reject work as speculative or unproven without that study and applied expertise. 
It’s like a PhD in literature expressing opinions on complex geology. That would reflect on them, not on the science. 

So the critics often do not have the qualifications and training to comment on special area? 
Correct: Trained scientists in the correct specialties must study our work or at least those areas they’re specialist in. Some have 
compared TDVP to a multidisciplinary post-graduate degree. That can then provide for a more coherent discussion. 

And is that unfair? 
It shows their ignorance. Even PhDs are often unqualified to comment on slightly different areas because of the level of 
academic specialization that is encouraged today. We must carefully consider our limitations. 

And others? 
Our work constitutes a major threat to scientists who have to unthink their basic reality.  

And theologians are okay with it? 
No! Their dogma may be compromised as well! 

And philosophers? 
They might understand this as the first mind-body philosophy derived from science and mathematics. 

If mainstream science were to accept TDVP, what would follow? 
What follows is that we would be aware of the important linkage of meaning to every action. We would be aware of standing 
up to our individual and collective realities because TDVP also involves every component of, for example, the biological, 
psychological, familial, social, cultural, ethnic, and ethical aspects. We would be aware of behaviors needing to change, of our 
own freedom of will, yet our limitations, and of the fact that even every subatomic particle is expressed in meaning.  

Anything more? 
Yes. No longer would we be talking only pure chance, but we can recognize meaningful coincidences. The meaning of life and 
the purpose of existence would take on new significance. There would be a New Physics, New Biology, New Consciousness, 
and New Psychological Sciences. In a way, that’s what Dimensional Biopsychophysics is all about—Universal Understanding. 

And? 
There would be a fruitful new approach to falsifiability and feasibility. 

What is feasibility and how is it different from falsifiability? 
When something is logical and fits pieces of a jigsaw puzzle with no contradiction it may be feasible that it is correct. We 
apply this as indicated to this idea of LFAF—Lower Dimensional Feasibility, Absent Falsification— to extend scientific 
thinking 7; 8; 9. 

And falsifiability? 
You’ll remember how Carl Popper 128; 129; 130 made this the fundamental requirement of science. In the Popperian view, if a test 
cannot be disproven, then it doesn’t fit science. 

So what’s wrong there? 
Plenty. Can you disprove evolution? Can you disprove much of cosmology? Can you disprove elements of medicine and 
psychology? And can you disprove higher dimensions when we can’t get there? 

No you can’t. 
Exactly. And that’s where feasibility comes in. 

And where does philosophy come in? 
Our philosophical endpoint is called Unified Monism. Our model fundamentally changes the basis of philosophy of science, a 
separate issue not discussed here and of ideas pertaining to replicability.  

But it has to be feasible and fit the jigsaw. 
Yes. And Unified Monism does. No other philosophical model is as versatile, and fits the jigsaw puzzle. 

So is there another bottom line? 
We never are in exactly the same state. Time, space, consciousness, experimental effects and environmental factors vary.  
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This means? 
We must relook at our fundamental thoughts about science in general, and even replicability of data. We must understand we 
can often, but not always, prove something that is falsifiable in our physical reality experience. 

But? 
We cannot often falsify data that is beyond our experience. But they can still fit 3S-1t jigsaw puzzles and be feasible. That’s 
what we do with TDVP all the time. 

So the TDVP model sounds revolutionary? 
You may be right as scientists who’ve studied it regard it as such. It’s regarded as fundamental because no longer do we talk 
about a separate mind and a separate body or brain, with a need to interact. 

So that mind brain separation is what we call dualism? 
Correct. 

So are space, time and consciousness three elements, not two? 
Strangely enough because they’re unified, we’re only talking one element. Everything is unified so we call this a special new 
philosophical model —one element is monism, and it’s unified, meaning the finite and the infinite are inseparable, just as 
space, time and consciousness cannot be separated. 

But I thought that in monism consciousness is just an expression of the brain chemistry?  
You’re right. Yes. This other so-called ‘idealism’ philosophical perspective says the endpoint expression of consciousness is 
that substance of brain, body, weight and energy. These philosophers, with the usual perspective, just see a very narrow part of 
our world. Nothing extra like meaning. 

But vice versa also occurs: Mass, substance, weight and energy could then not exist.  
Yes, we would be pure consciousness, with everything else being imaginary. Our physical worlds would not exist except as we 
collectively or individually imagine them. 

And what’s wrong with that? 
For one, it may contradict everything we experience. And for two, it’s very arrogant. However it cuts, it implies we’re God, or 
that the individual is God, or we’re at least all part of God collectively. 

And that we’re very creative? 
Yes, quite literally we could create everything. But this is a simplification: There are numerous variations like neither mind nor 
body but a neutrality between. Importantly, we must search for meaning here, and it’s difficult to find. 

So your theory: How does it differ again? 
Consciousness is distinct as is space and time and they are unified together. So each is like a series of zillions of quanta. 
Discrete pieces in our finite world. 

And it’s like the waters of an unending ocean in the infinite? 
Yes. There is no separation there. And even when it appears there is separation, it’s like a ball on a string, like a balloon, or as 
connected as a hand and an arm.  

All in dimensions of Space? 
No, and this is what’s amazing: this is not just in our ordinary 3S-1t dimensions. These connections involve multiple different 
dimensions.  

Then everything is hierarchically connected?  
Yes. ‘Vertically’ across dimensions and between dimensions, and even horizontally, when there are connections of us as 
individuals with our culture and with our ethnic groups and with everything else. 

What do you call that? 
The horizontal connections are parts of the broader Systems Theory. We talk of ‘individual –units’. 

Just like Leibniz had monads? 131 
Impressive. Indeed, so. Though we never knew about monads and this is one variant but a very intense one. 

And how does this movement across dimensions and between dimensions go? 
These movements rotate —imagine a spinning top.  

You mentioned that the movement across and between dimensions ‘rotates’. But to me, ‘rotation’ is a stationary motion, not a 
locomotion. How would rotation cause movement across and between different dimensions? 
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Rotation is actually never stationary. In fact, nothing ever is. Everything is always moving. And it’s always moving in some 
kind of circular fashion. It’s never straight. Imagine again that spinning top. There’s a central point on which it balances, and if 
that point was not in that center then it would fall over.  

Meaning? 
That when something rotates in a stable way, and this includes rotating through dimensions, it rotates ‘orthogonally’ —that 
means at right angles—so it won’t fall over. 

So this is what vortices are about? Why are they such a big deal? Are there even vortices in our 3S-1t reality? 
Actually, vortices are the single most natural shape in the universe. They’re ubiquitous—ever-present in almost everything. 

Are the vortices always perfectly round? 
No, don’t regard them as just purely circles or spheres. A vortex can refer to any kind of rotation with movement. We’ve 
mentioned how everything is spinning. Now in 3S-1t, think about the water rotating out of the bathtub; or imagine the intensity 
of tornadoes; or the rapids in a river. The most basic movement is rotating and that’s what vortical is. Vortical shapes are so 
common in nature that we take them for granted. Certainly, there are man-made exceptions: transportation on road travel 
straight—because they’re so engineered—but even in them, think about the rotating components in the engine. And of course, 
we’re always rotating too, as the earth rotates round the sun. We just don’t feel it. 

And in Medicine is this true as well? 
Yes, in chemistry, and also in physics, for example, the direction of the spin is critical. We see that all the time in 
pharmacology—levorotatory to the left, dextrorotatory to the right. Those rotating directions even make a difference to the 
efficacy and side-effects of treatments. And that is all at the 3S-1t level. We can then extend all this beyond 3-1t to the higher 
dimensions. And that extension works. It’s the easiest way to extrapolate across dimensions: Not straight but by rotating. 

I must admit those rotations would be hard to imagine going through nine dimensions? 
Yes, that’s not easy because we don’t have anything other than our world of space in a moment in time to conceptualize it by. 
Simulation with the Rubik’s cube helps because nine dimensions can be simulated by the three different rows of small cubes in 
each of the three dimensions, but it’s a difficult mental task to keep track of sequential rotations of all nine rows. 

I think my problem is that I can’t help conceiving of “going through nine dimensions” in terms of 3S-1t spatial motion, which 
is obviously wrong?  
Yes, it’s difficult. Yet it’s amazing what this could mean in some higher dimensional way! 

So that’s what ‘vortical’ refers to? It means to rotation across, through and between dimensions? 
Correct. And individual units move between and across dimensions so we technically call that ‘indivension’. 

So ‘vortical indivension’? 
You’ve got it! 69; 132; 133 We described this originally in our book, ‘Reality Begins with Consciousness’. 85 

Sounds complex? 
Yes, it is, but critical. We can even explain many of the ways so-called ‘psi’ works. It’s a wonderful way to explain many 
mechanisms. 44; 107 

Getting back to the linkage, it sounds like TDVP is neither dualistic nor classically monistic? 
Correct. Our idea has neither quality. It’s unique and new and the beauty is there is an incomplete science and mathematics to 
demonstrate it. 

And the Whiting Memorial Prize was not your first award on TDVP? 23 54 
No. Our research led to the well-respected Gabino Barreda Award, which was presented to us in February 2013 in Puebla, 
Mexico. That was our first full day workshop symposium on TDVP as well as being Plenary Keynote speakers, all requiring 
simultaneous translation into the Spanish. We’ve done this subsequently but in English alone. 

So what is the current status? 
This versatile work has gone beyond us. We realize that development of an entirely new model of reality is of groundbreaking 
importance, but it might take decades to be fully recognized. We hope it will not take that long.  

And the relevance? 
The practical relevance for the future of science is potentially enormous. This is why it’s the song we’re singing for the world.  

 



Neppe VM and Close ER / Close ER and Neppe VM. Dialogues: TDVP Paradigm. © V6.122 IQNJ. 2016, Dec, 8:4, 7-123; 161227  37 

THE IMPLICATIONS OF A PARADIGM SHIFT: UNDERSTANDING 
TDVP: CHAPTER 3 

 
Vernon M Neppe MD, PhD, FRS(SAf) and Edward R Close PhD, PE. 

 
Edward and Vernon could see that Jacqui and Erich were still perplexed. Inevitably when such events occur, the topic moves 
towards meaning and thinking. So we were not surprised when Jacqui brought up philosophy. 
 
WHAT DOES ALL THIS MEAN? 
So what does all this mean? 
It means that we might have a broad philosophical base, as well as a science. 

How so? 
We’ve extended TDVP to philosophy, and proposed a mind-brain philosophical model that could justify, on the one hand, our 
regular “three spatial dimensions in a moment of time” experience of reality, as well as the infinite, survival after death, altered 
states of consciousness, and psi.  

What is the philosophy? 
This is a new philosophical model based on the scientific findings, which we’ve developed. It’s called ‘Unified Monism’.  

Does that change perspectives? 
Yes. Through this perspective, we’ve shown that spirituality and science are not separate, but together.  

How so? 
We’ve even shown how the underlying fabrics on a thousands-of-years-old philosophy of Kabbalic Mysticism can be applied 
to science. But, this is stated tongue in cheek in conversation, because mysticism is not based on science as it is currently 
understood, so we’re not mentioning it here as any kind of proof, but the correlation is interesting. 

But that philosophy is so old: It would mean nothing, surely? 
Maybe, but we could argue the opposite. If something is fundamentally correct it must have endured for millennia, and our 
TDVP model now could then have been discovered to have its basis in ancient times without the current science or math! 

Are you saying that your theory shows that science is fundamentally philosophical? 
Most certainly not. Science is based on factual information—on empirical data. The scientific method also includes proving 
ideas by using mathematics. We’ve used both. That’s a key to TDVP. And even Unified Monism derives from TDVP concepts. 

What role, then, does philosophy have in TDVP? 
Many concepts in science begin with ideas. Philosophy involves those ideas, thinking, and principles which are unproven, but 
might provide creative sparks. At times, that creativity is not just an immediate ‘aha moment’, but months of intense cogitation. 

So where do beliefs come in? 
A component of philosophy is sometimes a doctrine or belief system. Now before rejecting those out of hand, there may be an 
inherent awareness that something is correct. And if so, that might be a reason why certain mystical ideas, like Kabbalah, may 
have endured for millennia. We’re not using Kabbalah as proof, but just because there are some similarities. 

Surely, you don’t want to even mention that? Doesn’t it diminish your science of TDVP? 
Yes, maybe, just mentioning it might upset many scientists and theologians who have their own doctrines. However, TDVP 
constitutes enough of a threat to the enduring carefully built edifices of materialism. So maybe, we should just keep quiet 
about Kabbalah? But, we’re open-minded scientists who observe data, so it might be inappropriate not to mention this briefly.  

So how could it be that Kabbalah may even be important in TDVP? A coincidence maybe? Or a superficial resemblance? 
Yes, it’s bizarre and completely unexpected. TDVP is a well-authenticated scientific model that is very powerful, explains a 
great deal, has not been refuted, and fits the objective defined criteria of a ‘Theory of Everything’ scoring a perfect score. 

How does TDVP link with Kabbalah? Did you learn TDVP from Kabbalah? 
No. Fortuitously, we discovered some key conceptual similarities link after discussing the TDVP model, not before. We were 
already familiar with multiple philosophies, theologies and scientific models beforehand. 85 You could argue the relationship 
was coincidental, and that was our initial response. But we examined Kabbalah more and more. Yet, the more we examined it, 
the more links we found of some fundamental ideas common to both. 2 If TDVP is fundamentally correct, then surely there 
could be or maybe even should be some component of it known to the ancients that has endured thousands of years? 
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And that carries on? 
Yes. But do remember that Kabbalah is not science! It’s esoteric, sometimes ambiguous, and difficult to interpret. Yet, now 
five years later, we’ve not found a single contradiction of Kabbalah to the TDVP model. Both start with the awareness of 
Space, Time and Consciousness being separate but linked entities, which the major Eastern philosophies do not propose. 
Maybe at this point, there are thirty close links with TDVP and Kabbalah. But then there’s far more to TDVP than to Kabbalah, 
which does not have the mathematics and the scientific base. Could it be a hidden link to science and spirituality? 

How’s even that kind of knowledge possible? Maybe these ancients had the same theoretical tools available that you do? 
Superficially, applying logic, that seems impossible. There's no evidence that such advanced science existed at that time. 

Maybe they acquired such knowledge by meditation, or perhaps by some altered states of consciousness or divine awareness?  
All good explanations if it’s true. Or maybe they used some kind of extrasensory perception? There’s ESP data there, certainly. 

Well could it be that these ancient meditators were able to open the "window to higher reality”?  
Possibly if those kabbalists could overcome the limited "reduction valves" of the brain which prevent the brain from being 
overwhelmed by too much information, they then could access a hidden door to higher consciousness? 

So that’s a possibility? 
Maybe— whether or not an ancient meditator could manually open those valves to let in more information, and translate it into 
meaning, is a wonderful speculation. Maybe you could write a PhD thesis on it, if you enjoy such tough questions! 

I know that in mysticism and occultism, in both East and West, the idea of "opening the third eye" accesses higher realities?  
Yes. That might be another way of moving away from the ‘reduction valves’ that are our brain filters. 

Does that mean gaining control of the pineal gland—Rene Descartes’s idea? 120 
Maybe somewhere else in the brain? 

Yes, I know your work, Dr Neppe, has shown it’s really the temporal lobe of the brain? 
Partly true. Our work shows that there are certainly links with the temporal lobe and features like alleged paranormal 
phenomena. But that emphasizes our subjective experience, and we cannot prove it’s from some kind of higher consciousness, 
as opposed to an unusual function inside the brain. 134; 135; 136; 137; 138; 139; 140; 141 

What do you think Doctors? 
We’ve discussed this, and think it’s both. There has to be a function of the brain that might allow such a window into the mind. 
And that might be the temporal lobe. On the other hand, this might be a way that the temporal lobe misfires in the brain, a sort 
of evolutionary compensation. 

Wow, well if the temporal lobe is the way the brain accesses consciousness outside the brain, then not only will you shake up 
the scientific world, you may do the same for the mystical. Be careful, you could end up an unpopular fellow! 
Yes, both of us. In the meanwhile there’s your PhD topic. 

That could revise hundreds of years of thinking on the matter!  
Yes, that could be some kind of paradigm shift, as well. 

But, obviously, some areas like gimmel are not linked with such mysticism at all? 
Not correct. Do you know that even the term ‘gimmel’ is found in Kabbalah? But admittedly we cannot locate the scientific 
concept of a third substance, though in Kabbalah there is the idea of triadic tethering, of vortices, of the infinite, of further 
dimensions, of elevation, and there is even an awareness of the pertinence of mathematical thinking. Kabbalah incidentally on 
our Theory of Everything measures scores a very creditable 19/39. No other model other than our earlier Close (23/29) and 
Neppe (27/39) models scored over 20. On the other hand, the 19/39 score implies that 20 of the 39 areas are not definitively 
been covered by Kabbalah. One of those is the development of a philosophical model from science, so that Kabbalah has not 
developed a ‘unified monism’ equivalent, though, as with other theological concepts, primary with it is God. TDVP has far 
more concepts and detail than Kabbalah. 2 The lower scores in such a model might imply the proposed TOE may just be 
insufficiently developed, not wrong of itself e.g., not considering possibilities such as tethering or multidimensionality. 

And, of course, TDVP too? 
Yes, the full model of TDVP scores 39/39. That’s a perfect score. That would be required if it was a genuine TOE. 

And what would your discipline be called? It’s obviously new. 
We’ve developed a new scientific discipline called ‘Dimensional Biopsychophysics’.  

And the finite and infinite are the same? 
Not the same at all. The finite is always in little quanta, the infinite is continuous. Moreover, Neppe and Close recognize limits 
for finite reality: It can be reduced to infinitesimally small three-dimensional blocks called ‘quanta’. However, the finite is 
embedded in a continuous infinite reality, again emphasizing the unity of everything.  
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Please amplify why is this space, time, and consciousness idea is so revolutionary? Surely, it’s obvious? 
Space, time, and consciousness (STC) are always in union and not just one being ‘a derivative of the other’ in the known 
reality. 

So there’s a history here?  
Yes. In 1908, Hermann Minkowski made a major jump in physics 142; 143. No longer was space and time separate: you cannot 
separate them. Einstein then validated this. 103 For a hundred years, we spoke of Space-Time. 

So is that still so? 
No. It’s more than that today. In 2011, a century later, we proposed that no longer is there just ‘Space-Time’. Instead, there’re 
separate ‘substrates’ that we call Space, Time and also Consciousness. We can separate these three as independent dimensions. 
But in reality, they are always so closely together, 3 that they cannot even exist as one without the other. 

Is this always so? Is there not an exception where we just have consciousness? 
No exceptions. The three are always in union. For example, we can look at a clock and tell the time, but that is necessarily in 
space, and requires applying consciousness. These three may appear separated, but they are always tethered together.  

So space, time, and consciousness exist inseparably? 
Yes, even from the tiniest subatomic particle to the largest astrophysical phenomena. 

But is this only important for our living world? 
Not at all. Our existence is far greater than that. We have a finite reality interfacing the infinite. 

That’s mind-boggling!  
Yes, STC exists in all finite subreality. But it’s discrete in components. You remember quanta? Each is a piece of discrete 
mass or energy or consciousness. 

And then? 
Then there is the infinite.  

But physics doesn’t talk about that does it? 
You’re right. Scientists find it useful to ignore the infinite.  

Effectively? 
STC exists in all finite subreality as discrete components and in infinite reality as continuous. And this infinite is, as indicated, 
always interfacing with the finite —not interacting: The finite and infinite are inseparable.  

That seems important? 
Yes. So, fundamentally, our model is revolutionary because it’s not dualistic (requiring a mind and body to interact) and it’s 
not monistic in the form of consciousness just being an expression of mass and energy, or vice versa with space-time being the 
endpoint expression of consciousness.  

And so? 
Consciousness is distinct as is space and time and yet they are all tethered together. 

And these three, Space, Time and Consciousness make up the nine dimensions. But why are there nine dimensions specifically? 
There must be nine based on our theorizing. We have demonstrated mathematically that finite reality involves 9 spinning 
dimensions. 

And our current experience is just a portion of these 9? 
Yes. 

How did you prove that? 
We proved this by deriving what is called the Cabibbo angle in particle physics applying a 9-dimensional model 55; 56; 57; 58 It’s 
like showing that there’s a dollar in the mint. The dollar must then exist. 

I don’t grasp how that metaphor of the dollar in the mint applies. 
Some have used a comparable one: If just one white crow exists, that proves there can be white crows. If something 
empirical—a practical finding— can be derived only by 9 dimensions, then 9 dimensions must exist.  

But that’s the only example? 
No! We —Close and Neppe—have extended this 9-dimensional work dramatically with several further proofs. 144 64; 145; 146; 147 

So why can’t it be eight or ten or twenty four dimensions? Why only nine? 
Simply because the math only works with nine and no other numbers. And there are also good theoretical reasons why no 
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other numbers could work—and they don’t. 

So can the Cabibbo angle be like ‘gimmel’? 
Good question! But no. You’ll remember that something like an angle is a measurement. So that fits in space. 

And gimmel? 
That’s not a measurement. It’s a substance—the third substance. It’s like a container just like particles are containers. That’s 
not a substrate itself.  

It seems that you are speaking of ‘substrates’ and ‘substances’. How are these different, and what are their relations? Time, 
for example, is a substrate, but it’s not a substance? And gimmel is a substance but not a substrate? 
Excellent and correct: You’ll remember we spoke about extensions and measures. Those are substrates. The three substrates 
are Space, Time, and Consciousness Extent. They exist only in the sense of their being content: The three most fundamental 
contents are Mass, Energy and Consciousness content. 

But it can be measured?  
It’s like taking a table. That’s a content. The table can then be measured in space (length, breadth, height) at this moment in 
time, by applying our consciousness—these are all measures of extent. 

But is the idea of gimmel then needed? It’s difficult for me to understand. 
May I clarify again? 

Yes, please. 
Gimmel is perhaps our most dramatic additional finding. We have mathematically demonstrated that there must be a third 
mass-less, energy-less component to reality.  

In addition to space and time? 
No, in addition to mass and energy—that’s the third content not the third extent. So that’s like a receptacle or container. And 
mass (or weight on earth) and energy (expressing force) are the other two.  

So ‘gimmel’ is just a short way of saying it’s a substance but it has no mass and energy?  
Yes. We think Gimmel must in part be some kind of ‘consciousness’.  

I can’t think of anything else. 
Nor can we. Gimmel, which we think must in part be some kind of ‘consciousness’.  

And what does it do? 
The existence of gimmel impacts everything. 

Like? 
It allows for stability of elements and compounds and their stable existence in our world. 62; 148; 149 Without gimmel we would 
not have a world. And that gimmel in a way is an object: It's that receptacle outside; but the object has contents inside, too. 

Why? 
Because atoms would fly apart. They would be unstable and we would not have our world or our universe! 

And atoms: Could they then not exist without gimmel?  
They could not, you’re correct. There has to be gimmel otherwise the atom would simply break apart and fly away—it’s 
impossible for the atom to exist just as protons, neutrons and electrons with subatomic particles. 

But this contradicts the Standard Reductionist Model of Physics? 
You’re correct, and it’s amazing that something so obvious when you mathematically calculate it has not been recognized 
before. You can do the calculations yourself. 

How? 
Every one of these protons, neutrons and electrons—we’ve called them neptrons 62 —when put together to make an atom 
cannot because they’re all cubes and they have make up cubic atom. Once we get to volumes things don’t work out. 

I’ve done some math. Is there an equation? 
Yes. If protons= p, neutrons=n, electrons=e, and atoms =a and if the u, v, w, x are the quantities of each respectively then 
up3+vn3+we3 must equal xa3. But that is mathematically impossible. Simple as that! 

But surely it sometimes works? 
No. Not with the elements. Try it with any element in the Periodic Table and you’ll see it doesn’t work out. To work out there 
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has to be a balance. That’s why gimmel is so important because gimmel provides the balance. 

What specific ‘elements’ in the Periodic Table in chemistry could be examples that work? 
None. It doesn’t work with any because you can see that equation I gave you.  

Could you please give me a concrete example for how gimmel works?  
Yes let’s look at what we call the ‘elements of life’. What elements do you think are those of life? 

Well, certainly oxygen, nitrogen and carbon? 
Yes. Any more? 

Could it be sulfur?  
Yes. Very good. 

What about calcium and magnesium? 
You’ve got it. 

Of course, Hydrogen must be in there, but I somehow think that’s different. 
Yes, it is different because it contains no neutron. Gimmel or its mimic (what we call ‘daled’) replaces that neutron and 
therefore there is more gimmel in Hydrogen than any other element. But, of course, Hydrogen is fundamental to life. 

So it's Oxygen, Nitrogen, Carbon, Sulfur, Calcium, and Magnesium? What about Phosphorus? 
One would think so. But actually phosphorus is not symmetrical. It’s enormously important but you’ll remember it has a 
specific quality. 

Could phosphorus provide a supply of energy? 
Exactly that. Phosphorus is unique in supplying energy so is different in certain compound forms. 

So where does gimmel fit in? Why does it make these functional elements of life? 
Gimmel allows these elements of life —the Oxygen, Nitrogen, Carbon, Sulfur, Calcium and Magnesium—and also 
incidentally two inert gases (Helium and Neon) to be symmetric and distinguishes them from all other elements.  

Now that you mention it, these all have the same number of electrons, protons and neutrons.  
And you can see that therefore the figure would equal 3d3 and the cube of 3 is not an integer. We would have a portion of an 
atom, and that’s not allowed. 

So those elements of life are very special? 
Yes. Because they end up having special properties. 

Like? 
The most amazing is the number 108. All these are all cubic multiples of 108 cubed. And 108, if you calculate it, is 2 squared 
times 3 cubed. But, if you look it up, you’ll find it is truly a remarkable and unique mystical number. It’s amazing to behold! 

Any other elements like that that link up with 108? 
Yes. Of course, Hydrogen (H). H has the most gimmel and its equivalence works out at exactly 108 cubed. 

What about water? 
Wonderful question. Yes, indeed. Now water is a compound, that has relatively has the most gimmel other than Hydrogen gas 
itself. That’s not surprising given it’s life sustaining qualities. But there is one more element, a surprising one. 

I give up. Which one? 
It’s silicon. That strangely seems to be a life element because it also fits those 108 cubed rules. 

And is silicon an element of life? 
That’s our hypothesis. And it seems that certain aquatic creatures might use silicon instead of carbon. But I would like proof of 
that in Marine Biology. 

But you mentioned there is far more to gimmel than just simple chemistry? 
Yes. 

And I know you found that gimmel is involved even with dark matter and energy. 
Yes, we’ve also shown how there is gimmel linked with dark matter and dark energy, to the extent that these dark substances 
are contained in the atom, and that the atom has to be in those 9 spinning dimensions.  

Is that important? 
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Yes!! This means everything has the same laws: no longer is there quantum weirdness and different laws for quantum physics, 
macro reality and the cosmos!  

And there’s more on gimmel isn’t there? 
Yes. We propose that gimmel is correct, and the particle named gluon is incorrect. 

A big deal? 
Yes. Murray Gell-Mann won the Nobel Prize for this and other particles. 

And your model improves on that? 
With respect, yes. Effectively, with STC in 9 dimensions, including gimmel, and by incorporating infinity, our work has 
unified all of existence, and created a theory of everything that works. It obeys LFAF as the unknown becomes feasible. 

And I know it’s impacted several disciplines. 
Yes. Building on our scientific research, we’ve extended TDVP to philosophy, and proposed a mind-brain philosophical model 
that could justify, on the one hand, our regular three spatial dimensions in a moment of time experience of reality. 

Plus? 
As well as, as indicated, the infinite, survival after death, altered states of consciousness, and psi.  

And this is based on data? 
Yes. We’ve allowed a new philosophy based on science (‘Unified Monism’ooo 10 ).  

Anything else? 
Yes, we’ve shown that spirituality and science are not separate but together, developed a new science ‘Dimensional 
Biopsychophysics’. 

Where can we read about it?  
Our 500 page, 50 chapter, 500 references electronic book, Reality Begins with Consciousness: A Paradigm Shift that Works, 
now in its fifth edition 2; 25; 79; 150; 151, explains what many perceive as a revolutionary model. But there have been many 
contributions since then. 23 

How many? 
More than 200 of our TDVP papers that have gone through peer review. 23 

What about the opinions of others? 
Serious readers have examined this. We had hundreds of readers in two dozen countries initially evaluating our TDVP model, 
and many thereafter. 23 

And? 
Importantly, over this time-period, neither the fundamental nor the demonstrably provable hypotheses of TDVP have been 
refuted. Even more so, with each passing year, sometimes every week, our model has become stronger.  

But what about the experts? 
Drs David Stewart and Adrian Klein know our work better than anyone else. 23 

And what do they say?  
•  Dr David Stewart, PhD, DNM is a Physicist and Mathematician: “I rank Dr. Edward R. Close and Dr. Vernon M. 
Neppe as peers of the major authors of modern physics and mathematics. I equate them with greats, such as Planck, 
Einstein…Newton…. Their work has clarified, and extended the science and mathematics that these geniuses originated. …I 
foresee the day when they will both be awarded other honors, such as a Nobel Prize in Physics and (an equivalent Fields 
Medal in) Mathematics.” 23 

•  Dr Adrian Klein, MDD, PhD, PhD, the contemporary Israeli Dimensional Biopsychophysicist and Consciousness 
Researcher, and an expert on Theories of Everything, and the pioneer of the ‘Subquantal Integration Approach’, markedly 
endorsed the Neppe-Close model: “TDVP is a work that will change mankind's future. It’s a monumental work forcing 
obsolete preconceptions to crumble. This is a seismic shift in understanding the understanding process itself!”…“The 21st 
Century’s revolutionary paradigm shift” … “unprecedented brilliance and potentially limitless scientific and philosophical 
outreach …yielding a fresh and accurate understanding of various investigation fields of Nature, and opening … 
groundbreaking development perspectives for Sciences (emphatically plural!)”. 23 

I know the ISPE awarded the Whiting Memorial Prize to you both. 6 23 Has any scientist in the correct specialty from ISPE 
publicly weighed in on TDVP?  
Yes. Dr Alan Hugenot, DSc in his 2016 ASCSI presentation said the Close-Neppe work should receive a Nobel Prize. 23 
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Did he write anything? 
Yes. He then wrote: “The Cabibbo angle work alone deserves a Nobel. When taken altogether, their entire work is worthy of 
several separate Nobel Prizes.”  

What about the press? 
Indeed, let’s focus on one of those articles from the press, written for laypersons. 

I heard about the phrase ‘The Sparkling Diamond’.  
Yes, that’s important. In July 2013, we announced our discovery that there are actually nine finite dimensions. 4 

What did the math derivation prove? 
The Close-Neppe mathematical derivation allowed us to demonstrate the solution to some of Physics’ most remarkable 
unsolved conundrums.1 

Why? 
This is because some puzzles needed 9 dimensions to solve not just our 3S-1t experience.  

For example? 
Elucidating the Cabibbo angle and intrinsic spin.  

You mentioned that. What’s that in more detail? 
The Cabibbo angle, a measure of the probability of a certain kind of particle decay. It had been found from accelerator data to 
persist at a very strange angle (13.04 degrees). Why it’s that size remained unsolved for 50 years since its discovery by Nicola 
Cabibbo in 1963. 152 

So what did you do? 
The reason why it’s that specific size could not be explained by the Standard Model of Particle Physics 28; 153; 154, and 
consequently, it could only be solved by applying the correct number of spinning dimensions (namely 9). 56; 57 

Pure accident? 
No. Logical actually. The 9D derivation required a logical basis: This is provided by our ‘Neppe-Close TDVP’ (technically 
TDdVP) 4 model, a proposed so-called ‘theory of everything’ that certainly explains a great deal without any refutations.  

What does the abbreviation TDVP refer to? First, what is the T? 
The T describes the ‘Triad’ of Space, Time, and Consciousness all inseparably tied (‘tethered’) together. 

And the D? 
TDVP involves carefully defined ‘Dimensions’. 

And ‘TDdVP’ is an alternative abbreviation. What’s the second d? 
That stands for distinctions. It uses a new mathematical technique, the Calculus of Distinctions. 155 

What about the V? 
TDVP requires spinning movements (Vortices). Vortices are extraordinarily important. The fundamental shapes in our cosmos 
are vortices. An everyday example is water goes down a drain spinning. 

 
And tornadoes? 
Quite right. Spinning movements, not necessarily circular, are fundamental even in 3S-1t. 

And the P? 
That reflects the major Paradigm shift that appears feasible mathematically, in the broader sciences, and also results in a 
philosophical model.  

So this preceded showing the nine dimensional spin findings?  
Indeed, the Close-Neppe 9-dimensional derivation (9D) was postulated by TDVP; conversely, the 9D discovery confirmed that 
component of the TDVP hypothesis.  

Is 9D like string theory? 
No. Our 9D spin demonstration is quite different from String Theory. The ‘strings’ in the various String Theories generally 
involve the ‘curling’ or ‘folding’ into extra dimensions, and do not usually regard ‘spin’ as the major requirement for more 
dimensions.  

But isn’t String theory a fact? 
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No. The String Theories apparently remain unproven mathematically: Some would say that’s why they are still ‘theories’. In 
addition, no String Theories we know of have a total of 9 dimensions.  

And 9 dimensions are essential in TDVP? 
Yes, that’s important. The 9 finite dimensions appear mathematically feasible, yet applying the math to any other number of 
dimensions, like the 10, 11, or 26, as in some String Theories, or the 4, as in our experience of our day-to-day reality, produces 
errors. So no other dimensions would work. 

And String Theories do not involve any kind of consciousness? 
They do not. That’s a major limitation, we think. 

And what about time? 
String theories generally do not specifically postulate Multidimensional Time, often speaking of poorly defined space-like or 
time-like ‘spaces’. 3  

Does TDVP? 
Yes. Our TDVP model is based on sound logic, scientific evidence and mathematics3. It produces strong empirical evidence 
for more than one dimension of time—we postulate there are three—and we argue for the profound need for consciousness to 
be included in any equation describing reality. 

And you've developed such an equation? 
Yes, we have. We’ve incorporated consciousness into the equations of physics.  

Why? 
TDVP scientifically and mathematically motivates 9 carefully defined dimensions (9D), and we argue, but cannot yet 
definitively prove, it’s likely that the 9D consists of 3 dimensions each of Space, Time and Consciousness.  

What’s the key?  
Mathematically, the spin rotation is the key: These rotational movements—the ‘vortices’—allow a way to move through 
dimensions. 

So why was that new mathematics applied?  
With respect, we had to develop new mathematical techniques to derive this information: These include the ‘Calculus of 
Distinctions’ (so amazing, it’s been called the ‘Sparkling Diamond’) and ‘Dimensional Extrapolation’. 

Why not just use the old techniques? 
We do when we can apply them. So, for example, Diophantine Equations 3 are important and that in, English, is simply the 
mathematics of whole numbers. And, of course, we still use other conventional math, including modifications of the 
Pythagorean Theorem and of Fermat’s Last Theorem. 

So you also use ordinary math? 
Yes, we rely on already well-established conventional mathematical techniques to help in the exploration of the ‘extra’ 
dimensions.  

Does this negate quantum physics? 
No it doesn’t. But it negates purely conceptualizing the properties of our four-dimensional physical experience. 

So current physics is okay? 
Yes, it is. It’s just limited and does not answer all the questions that TDVP does. 

Why? 
Because mathematically quantum physics simply cannot fit ‘locally’ into the geometric ‘unit’ that was previously regarded just 
as three dimensions of space and a moment in time.  

And higher dimensions help? 
Indeed. Quantum realities can be simplified when conceptualizing new structures in higher dimensional realities, making 
calculations with the appropriate math much easier.  

And how is this done? 
9-dimensional spin mathematics can be regarded as very simple. Our new mathematical techniques for describing 
multidimensionality begin with the fundamental application of making ‘distinctions’.  

Anything else?  
Yes. We must recognize that observational perception is relative, and that what is regarded as ‘non-local’ may be non-local 
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only relative to the particular dimensional domains being considered.  

So this fits into the discrete aspects? 
Yes. Indeed, our finite reality consists of discrete components—these are quanta: We could think of them like the ‘pixels’ on a 
TV, but these are much, much, much tinier fundamental units.  

Nine dimensions or one or three? 
These ‘pixels’ are not just contained in the 3 dimensions of space and single moment in time. But we actively experience them 
that way all the time: They’re actually in nine dimensions—it’s just we cannot directly experience five of them. But they’re 
still always in the background. So we have the overt and the covert.  

You mentioned the metaphorical ‘diamond’. 
Yes. This was described in the USA Today magazine article. 4 The possible metaphoric jewel is a multifaceted diamond in 
stature, because of the fundamental quality and durability of Ed Close’s very applicable mathematical technique, called the 
Calculus of Distinctions (CoD).  

Why the term? 
CoD has many creative and unique facets: It reflects the most fundamental logical system with which to approach Reality. 

And the Calculus of Dimensional Distinctions (CoDD) is an extension of the CoD? 
Yes, it allows applications across different dimensions, recognizing the distinctions between our different kinds of experiences, 
and how the mathematics can be applied at different dimensional levels. 

So what else does the CoD do? 
It allows us to conceptualize conscious awareness, differentiating our experience at the most fundamental of levels, 
and ultimately realizing the relative nature of the hidden dimensional realities of existence.  

And there are other components of the CoD?  
Yes. The CoD distinguishes 'variables of extent, content and impact'. These are applied to ensure that the dimensional, the 
substantial and the influences on events or objects are differentiated: consciousness is a critical common element in all of these.  

So what does the CoD recognize? 
It recognizes the key experiential roles of subjective ‘perceptions’, ‘conceptions’ and ‘interpretations’: What to us is 
experience in everyday reality, may involve a quite different experience, for example, from the framework of experience at the 
sixth and seventh dimensional domains.  

So it varies? 
Yes, but whereas the subjective might be our overt experience, there is far more to existence, which is also objective in the 
context that it always exists irrespective. 

But that’s at a far broader standpoint? 
Very much so. We cannot appreciate that objectivity. It’s not only far greater than just our restricted 3S-1t experience, but it 
incorporates everything in existence, both finite and infinite.  

So we’ve seen how subjectivity and objectivity fit within the CoD. 
Yes. 

But how does the CoD fit into broader math? 
The CoD also allows for integrating the complex algebras and multidimensional geometries. This is possibly its most practical 
use. 

So how applicable is the CoD? 
The full implications are still tentative. Just as Einsteinian relativity required a ‘thought experiment’ for many to understand, 
we’ve applied the same here by replicating our original TDVP Cabibbo angle findings of a finite 9-dimensional spinning 
model. 

Now there was a thought experiment wasn’t there? 
Yes. In the USA Today Magazine article on our work. 4 

And? 
In it, Dr Close had elaborated on this derivation: “I began with a simple Rubik's Cube to be able to mimic simple rotations. I 
then extended this to the CoD to demonstrate with a thought experiment that there are indeed 9 finite dimensions in quantum 
reality, and that (as we had postulated before) 8 of them are spinning. We appear to have 3 dimensions of Space, 3 of Time 
and the rest are Consciousness dimensions.” 4 
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And Dr Neppe extended the metaphor: “If the ‘Jewel’ is a new, easier mathematical way to represent millions of calculations, 
then the ‘Diamond’ is the new, fundamental and basic unification that is reflected in the Calculus of Distinctions. It certainly 
allows for the jigsaw puzzle pieces to fit, one step at a time.” 4 

What are the biggest pieces that were previously missing? 
There were three key missing elements: Consciousness, extra dimensions, and Infinity. 

Can you choose one? 
No, they’re all key. It’s like baking a cake. It needs all the key ingredients. 

But what’s been most missed? 
Likely it’s the need to incorporate Consciousness in its many forms into the model. 

Please elaborate! 
It’s the involvement of a very specifically defined broader form of ‘Consciousness’, beginning at the level of the most basic 
quantal particles, or possibly even subquantal, and proceeding to include a deeper understanding of the entire cosmos.  

Isn’t that ironic? 
Yes, the role of Consciousness has largely been ignored, despite Bell's theorem and the follow-up work of Aspect and others in 
communication at a distance, the delayed choice experiments and the split screen work, all strongly motivate this. 3  

So what’s consciousness in this context? 
Any term pertaining to ‘Consciousness’ evokes controversy. And many physicists interpret all this research as not involving 
any ‘consciousness’: But an independent ‘consciousness’ simply does not fit into a physicalistic four-dimensional paradigm.  

Yet, 9 dimensions? 
The nine-dimensional spin mathematics works when we apply consciousness in the equations, and we believe that there is 
solid scientific support based on research.3  

How do you apply consciousness in the equations? 
This is a topic for a later book! And we’ve published on this too. 147. For now, let’s just understand that our calculations pertain 
to gimmel involving the mathematics of whole numbers generally in cubes—an application of the broad specialized area of 
mathematics called Diophantine Equations.  

And in TDVP? 
In TDVP, we’ve motivated for Consciousness being its own substrate along with Space and Time. Applying it, allows its 
seamless application across not only the Physical, but the Biological, Psychological and, indeed, the Consciousness Sciences.  

So that was a failing for many? 
Yes. Without it, we return to a situation where even esteemed scientists, like Einstein 103; 156; 157, could not solve the 
multidimensionality problem. Adding consciousness fills the void. 

What is the multidimensionality problem? 
We’ve used the term ‘multidimensionality’ to imply dimensions beyond our 4 —3 of space and 1 of time. Time and space 
extend beyond our physical reality and of course, we’ve included consciousness as a key.  

And who did not solve that problem? 
Unfortunately, Einstein 103; 156; 157, Planck 127, Kaluza 158, Oskar Klein 158 and Pauli 159; 160 all independently got close but they 
ignored consciousness. We used the term ‘multidimensionality problem’ not as a real accepted term but to portray the extra 
dimensions that were ignored. 

So Consciousness is the difference? 
Yes. This change of perspective, including ‘consciousness’, makes sense of many unexplained physical observations.  

So suddenly what was not solved can be solved? 
Yes. Previously intractable mathematics now yields to simplified calculations that work and this markedly changes our view of 
higher dimensional existence. 

Is it math or physics or both? 
It’s both. In this new kind of Particle Physics, a key concept we discovered in October 2013 was what we are calling ‘Triadic 
Rotational Units of Equivalence’ (TRUE). 

That refers to what? 
Particles are fundamentally triadic in threes; and they rotate. This is allocated to elementary particles in the chemical elements 
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of the Periodic Table, and by logical extension, to molecules. 

And what does this mean? 
We propose that this may offer a new understanding of the fundamentals of reality, and based on our preliminary findings, 
possibly even of life. 

And has it advanced? 
Yes.  

Exciting! 
Yes. Since 2013, this new research, which is still in process, has become a logical continuation of the 9D thought experiment. 
Our new findings are extraordinarily exciting in their implications for Space, Time and Consciousness, as well as Mass, 
Energy and Consciousness. 

Could these findings be the demonstration of a new reality model? 
Yes. The Cabibbo angle itself may appear to be a minor, esoteric angle, but our perfect math derivation of it proves the 
existence of a 9-dimensional finite spin reality. This is not based on a guess or a mathematical generalization. Instead, it’s a 
real, now demonstrable, mathematical derivation of finite reality. 

This is very important? 
Indeed. It demonstrates the presence of 9 dimensions (9D), and, like a dollar demonstrates the presence of the mint, it confirms 
a major hypothetical component of our TDVP ‘TOE’ model is supported. That make the 9D hypothesis viable. 

And it’s further proven? 
Yes. Now that our original finding has apparently been replicated by a thought experiment, we are more confident in applying 
new concepts like intrinsic spin and the TRUE. 

And the future? 
Indeed, it’s our hope that applying a 9-dimensional spin model can open doors to many facets of Particle Physics, and also in 
understanding our perspective of the Cosmos and finite reality. That is what is so important.” 

So is everything symmetrical still? 
No, they aren’t. We always think of our world as being largely symmetrical. This may be so in the world that we directly 
experience—the four dimensions we are so familiar with—but this symmetry doesn’t apply beyond that when we calculate the 
higher dimensions of reality.  

Why? 
This lack of symmetry is a mathematical one. As an example, an elementary particle, like an electron, exhibits ‘intrinsic 
spin’—it rotates on its own axis, but this spin does not have a perfect symmetry. 

So how many rotations are there? Surely nine is asymmetrical? 
Eight rotations and, yes, nine would be asymmetrical. 

Explain, please. 
This is itself a remarkable finding reflecting a fascinating principle: Even though there are nine finite dimensions, these 
miniscule particles only appear to be rotating through eight, not all nine, planes.  

What do you mean by ‘rotating through planes’? 
Please look at it like a cross sectional cut. We perform an MRI—magnetic resonance imaging. We can show picture cuts in 
planes, like on a piece of paper, and the cuts can be in thousands of directions. Now let’s combine these many cross-sections. 
Those many MRI cuts in the 2-dimensional plane ultimately can produce a computerized picture of a 3-dimensional volume. 

The part I still don’t understand is that surely they do straight cuts on an MRI? But when moving through many dimensions, 
that movement is not straight surely? 
Excellent question, and you’re correct. In our dimensional models, they’re not straight-line cuts. They’re rotating—they’re 
spinning through from one dimension to another. And moreover, everything is always moving: We’re not seeing a static 
photograph as in an anatomical MRI. Instead, the movement across and between dimensions is always dynamic: it’s spinning 
all the time— rotating like vortices through dimensions.  

But does that mean the rotations are from the zero dimension to the ninth: Nine rotations? 
Not actually. The first dimension serves as a reference—the other dimensions are rotating relative to that first dimension. 161 

Is that first to ninth rotation concept important? 
Yes. Because you’ll remember in physics, we sometimes talk about ‘half-spin’, which involves 180-degree rotations. Now this 
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is a simplification because, to many, half-spin is a theoretical concept: It had to be only in theory, because, with respect, it 
simply doesn’t work well in 3S-1t. However, in an existence of whole numbers in 3S-1t, going from dimensions 1 to 4 that 
would be one and a half rotations, certainly not a whole number. But from one to nine in our nine-dimensional reality, we have 
eight half-spin rotations making up four full rotations.  
 
I’m still thinking of ‘rotating’ and ‘planes’ in terms of our 3-dimensional space. Is there another way to conceive of it, or is my 
mind stuck with this because I’m a 3S-1t human? 
It’s difficult because we’re not used to conceptualizing beyond the 3S-1t box. One of us, Dr Close at one point, performed a 9 
dimensional thought experiment. 161 He used the Rubik’s cube to assist him with some visualization and with moving through 
the various steps. The whole trick is to creatively image where your mind has not gone before. 

What about other rotations? Does the God Particle participate? 
Not in this. The so-called ‘God Particle’, called the ‘Higgs Boson’ in physics, exists only for fractions of a second at a time. 
But it’s been postulated to have great importance in being responsible for all the mass in the universe. 

And are there other unstable particles? 
Yes. There are many unstable state particles existing for only tiny fractions of a second. We think they may still be rotating 
because everything including ourselves does.  

So why are they unstable? 
Those unstable particles cannot sustain their rotation, possibly because they’re imbalanced. A more permanent rotation would 
require more symmetrical balance to not, so to say metaphorically, “fall off the wagon”.  

Are there exceptions to that? 
Maybe. We looked at gluons2. Now gluons are thought to exist temporarily in the atom because they were supposed to assist 
with the mass of the proton. The problem is we think that assistance cannot be through gluons because, mathematically. it does 
not work out. 

So what is replacing gluons? 
We think it’s gimmel: This is a speculation, but a strong one. 62 There is increasing support for our hypothesis being correct. 

What’s the difference between gimmel and gluons? Why do you need to rename gluons to be gimmel if they’re the same? 
Because gimmel has more properties and those work out mathematically to form stable atoms. Respectfully, gluons cannot. 

How come? 
Gimmel includes a union with electrons, but gluons do not—that’s very big for stability. And, importantly, gimmel can be 
calculated across nine dimensions: The gluon concept theoretically is applied in 3S-1t, and that is insufficient.  

Anything more? 
Yes. Also with gimmel, we have a stable, logical appreciation of what’s happening. With gluons, they’re just regarded as a 
‘glue’ to stick to quarks, and that doesn’t work out. 

What about other Particle Physicists? 
They may concentrate on other particles, which seldom exist, like the so-called ‘God particle’—the Higgs-Boson. But these 
tiny particles may be limited to Particle Accelerators and Colliders. 3 

But you concentrate on what is more stable? 
A far more practical approach, as we have done, is to focus on elementary fermion particles that are not transient, but 
fundamentally maintained in stable reality existence, like the quarks and electrons in the hydrogen atom.  

So that’s the logical approach: Stability? 
Yes. Such an approach becomes far more central to the limited structure of reality available to our physical senses. 

So what’s the key? 
We’ve motivated Consciousness as a core component of both TDVP and 9D spin. And, as indicated, we’ve shown that 
Consciousness always needs to be linked to Space and Time.  

And the math is also important? 
Correct, it’s an advance in itself. We use the CoD, Dimensional Extrapolation and other mathematical techniques. This has 
facilitated a further application of multidimensional geometry, algebra and physics; and the spinning of elementary particles 
apparently explains the lack of symmetry in the higher dimensions.  

So there’s more in heaven and earth …? 
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Yes, there are certainly hidden realities that exist outside of our confined, limited human experience of 3 dimensions of space 
embedded in a single moment in time.  

 
COMPARING TDVP WITH OTHER MODELS 
 
Is TDVP a Theory of Everything (TOE)? 
We’re currently stuck with the TOE term. So yes, it’s then a ‘TOE’. That doesn’t mean TDVP explains everything, but it’s not 
refuted because the underlying ideas are not falsified and remain feasible. The mathematical derivations of 9D and gimmel add 
extra profound proofs to the basis of TDVP, but even before that the model was extremely powerful and scored 39/39. These 
extra proofs were the icing on the cake. TDVP also generates some 600 hypotheses— a fertile place for tens of PhD theses. 

You don’t like the term TOE, do you?  
No. Frankly, we regard the term ‘TOE’ as ambiguous. So instead, we call TDVP a ‘metaparadigm’—implying numerous 
scientific disciplines are impacted by processes and principles (but not by specific content). Similarly, we compared other 
paradigms that also are not defined as TOEs.  

Surely other models are as good? 
With respect, using comparative metrics, TDVP wins overwhelmingly. As a ‘TOE’, TDVP is strongly scientifically and 
mathematically motivated by applying objective metric ordinal comparisons of key criteria.  

Any actual data? 
Yes. We examined so-called ‘TOEs’ along 39 different parameters like consciousness, dimensions, infinity, origin, levels and 
mathematics.  

But how did you get the data? 
The 16 general, 11 specific and 12 special feedback criteria were derived from examples in other models and feedback. 2 

And? 
TDVP scores perfectly (39/39). No other TOE besides the earlier Neppe (27/39) 162; 163 and Close models (23/39) 1 even 
reached 20/39. 79 

So TDVP is correct? 
Maybe. Certainly, if one wants to accept any of these TOEs, TDVP is the logical contender. It may turn out to be correct, 
incorrect or possibly it will need tweaking. 

What was compared and is TDVP truly so much better? 
Yes. When no other previous TOEs (besides ours) score even 20/39, this demonstrates the profound difference.  

How did the other TOEs score? 
Of the 21 others we compared, the highest scoring scientific models are Klein and Boyd’s almost unknown Subquantal Model 
164; 165and the well-known Implicate and Explicate order of David Bohm 166; 167: Both score 19/39.  

I know these were not even officially proposed as TOEs. Nevertheless, those were the best attempts at TOEs besides yours? 
Yes. But they have problems because without, for example, 9D spin, gimmel, and incorporating infinity, they’re incomplete. 

What about our regular current Standard Physical Model? Surely, that covers what we need? 
That Standard Model that we use all the time, scores only 13/39! 153; 154 It’s simply insufficient to explain some phenomena. 

So how come that Standard Model of Physics works so much, it’s been a standard for science for a century plus? 
The Standard Model works because our reality is our experience. And that’s contained in 3S-1t. And there are many laws and 
principles that only require 3S-1t —after all, that’s our physical reality. It’s like a blind man not seeing any light so not 
requiring it. The approach applying the Standard Model is still very important for our physical world. It’s just that every so 
often, we encounter unexplained conundrums, like the Cabibbo angle measure, or paradoxes like entanglement. 3S-1t is still 
the basis for most TOEs besides the standard model and that already limits its power to explain because it misses key factors. 

What about the other possible theories for consideration as TOEs? 
Models (in scoring order) such as Don Watson’s (17/39) 168; 169, Ted Campbell’s 170, and field theories (including Rupert 
Sheldrake’s) (16/39) 171 follow. Then come Robert Lanza’s 108; 172, Bernard Carr’s 109; 110, John Smithies’ 173, Chris Lagan’s 174 
and Ken Wilber’s (11/39) 175; 176—all are strong in areas, but have limitations.  

What about those that went below 10/39? 
Even those are still stimulating. Particularly so are those of Don Hoffman 177, Alfred Evert’s 178, Irvin Laszlo’s 29; 179, the string 
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theories including Stephen Hawking’s 180; 181, Amit Goswami’s 182, Saul-Paul Sera’s 183; 184and Stephen Gould’s 185.  

So I can see how far ahead your model is. 
Yes. These criteria support how advanced TDVP is. And sometimes the qualitative facets, like large amounts of math, would 
make it even further ahead. 

Let’s change the questioning. 
Okay. 

So what are the implications of TDVP for psychiatry and psychology?  
TDVP is multidisciplinary. It involves the psychological and also the linked biological sciences.  

But there’s dynamics too, surely? 
Yes. There are also significant psychological psychodynamics. In Psychiatry, this expresses itself as abnormality: It’s aberrant. 
We have the merging of the psychological and psychiatric aspects of consciousness with the extended consciousness and 
neurological disease processes linked up with neuropsychiatry—abnormal brain functioning through our neurological 
limitations.  

So? 
All of these form a dynamic whole and sometimes one component is difficult to differentiate from the other. 

But how do we measure all of this? Surely the answers are often not there. 
With difficulty. As we see it, we are dealing with pieces of a jigsaw puzzle. This model is expressed by us very narrowly at a 
subjective level in our limited 3S-1t reality. We cannot perceive beyond this, yet we can try to conceptualize beyond it.  

Yet you’re dealing with other realities? 
Yes. Our TDVP model has multidimensional finite realities—a complex, comprehensive area to analyze: There are many 
different dimensions—of space (at least 3), of time (likely 3), and initially 3 dimensions of consciousness.  

And a 10th plus quantized dimension? 
Yes, a 10th plus dimension extends into the transfinite and merges with the finite, predominantly of dynamic consciousness 
dimensions pervaded by information some potentially can variably receive.  

This 10th plus dimension is how the infinite and the finite are bridged together? 
Not usually. Three problems: First, all finite dimensions interface with the infinite. None are separable. Even in our physical 
reality we are contained in and embedded in the infinite that interfaces all of what we do. 

And the second problem? 
We must be careful of using the term ‘bridge’. We’ve in our earlier writings done so, but emphasized that this is not a bridge 
like the ‘mind interacting with the brain’—it’s not dualistic, it’s one whole. 

And the third problem? 
We said ‘not usually’ because we don’t end at nine finite dimensions. We go on and on and on and on in the finite. We also 
have referred to it as the ‘tenth plus dimension’ because mathematically it has to be there and is hierarchically above our 9 
dimensions, and therefore the 10th plus dimension contains all the other 9. 

So the 10th plus dimension is the transfinite? 
Exactly. That’s called the transfinite, sometimes called ‘countable infinity’—though we cannot end counting it because it goes 
on forever. 90 It is still in the finite subreality because it is quantized and not continuous.  

It almost seems like the 10th plus dimension is another way to explain how there are these two ‘realms’ (for want of a better 
term) – finite and infinite, 
Certainly, we see the transfinite as the top of the hierarchy, when we go, so to say, outside the 3S-1t box, and then the beyond 
the 9-D finite box. So the transfinite—the tenth plus dimension— has all the other dimensions embedded in it. 147 

But even more so, do the transfinite and the infinite continuity interface profoundly with each other? 
The transfinite —the 10th plus dimension—is very different from the continuous infinite. But we conceive of every level of 
dimensional domain, be it 3S-1t, or maybe some kind of existence in domains 5-9 as being a finite mirror of computer pixels 
or bits or frames of a movie, directly reflecting the infinite. 

But is the transfinite and the infinite continuity the ‘nexus’ to connect the finite and infinite? 
We don’t think so. They’re fundamentally different but the transfinite like the finite is embedded in that continuous infinite. 
There’s, therefore, no need for a special nexus. 

So the transfinite then would mirror in a quantized way the infinite continuity at that level? 
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Yes, applying that model, we think so. And if that is so it implies a hierarchy of the infinite. The idea of the infinity of 
infinities is not new: Georg Cantor, the great mathematician and Sylvester Prize winner a hundred years ago, was laughed at 
for this concept. 90 

What distinguishes TDVP then? Why is it so good?  
No other scientific models recognize the three key elements of ‘consciousness’, ‘dimensions’ and ‘infinity’. 

And what else? 
Few differentiate the ‘process’ (in TDVP, what we call ‘indivension’) from the ‘content’ (e.g. fields, or in TDVP, ‘vortical 
indivension’—interfacing vortices across, between, and within dimensions allowing a metalevel above other models like field 
theories).  

Anything else that’s pertinent?  
Yes, recognition of the inseparable key triadic quality of STC is critical. So is explaining life, order, meaning, survival, free-
will, and our purposes in life. Those require the infinite. And gimmel and TRUE require our world to not fly apart. 

Now is the model based on other thinking? 
When we developed it, we thought it original. But we discovered that esoteric and ambiguous components are in Kabbalic 
Mysticism—to the extent that Kabbalah scores a remarkable 19/39 on our model with multiple additional undefined areas.  

So it’s not original? 
It’s original in the science and in the mathematics. TDVP is grounded in science and mathematicologic, and is unambiguous. 
But TDVP authenticates some aspects of the very esoteric Kabbalah, which is a spiritual philosophy not a science. 

But TDVP goes far beyond it? 
Correct. Math allows proof. And science makes our world comprehensible. We move from belief to factual knowledge. 

So how did you feel? 
Initially, we were disappointed that Kabbalah was a philosophical precursor: Ed Close and I had put a combined 70 years of 
thought into this. Then we realized anything fundamental would need to have lasted a millennium! Kabbalah is a spiritual 
philosophy. 82; 83; 84 

What about other forms of mysticism? 
All mysticism, though esoteric, recognizes fundamentals such as higher consciousness, infinity, eternal life, and order. We 
analyzed Vedic mysticism, too. It does well, but not as well (15/39) because of its primacy of consciousness over space-time 
and mass-energy. Conversely, Kabbalah recognizes the same TDVP fundamental triad of space, time and ‘consciousness’ 
(STC). However, an implication in Kabbalah may be the tethering of that STC triad but it’s not specifically defined as such. 

So is TDVP a metaphysical philosophy or a scientific theory?  
TDVP’s very much a scientific model supported by complex mathematics in many areas. It, ultimately, then expresses itself as 
a philosophical theory called ‘Unified Monism’ (UM) 10.  

Let’s leave out objective scoring criteria. What factors make TDVP so powerful? 
This Neppe-Close paradigm derives from the empirical and theoretical data that embrace all known sciences and incorporate 
the broader physical, consciousness, psychological, and biological sciences. We think mathematics is also a key to reality, and 
our paradigm is also supported by complex mathematics including proofs, theorems, lemmas, and axioms. And so-called 
‘consciousness’ exists in everything. 

And then, what makes the philosophical result, namely the Unified Monism, so unique?  
Unified Monism is the only so-called ‘mind-brain’ philosophical model that can be applied to our day-to-day world of 
restricted 3S-1t living experience, as well as to bizarre conundrums, paradoxes that are otherwise refutable, extremes such as 
survival after death, psi phenomena, and stability of a real not imaginary or virtual world. So, the philosophical model being 
based on a scientific perspective that has not been refuted is very powerful. UM is versatile and applicable for experience and 
existence. It uses common-sense and recognizes that there should not be a string of philosophical negatives like the others.  
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UNDERSTANDING TDVP THROUGH CONSCIOUSNESS: CHAPTER 4 
 

Vernon M Neppe MD, PhD, FRS(SAf) and Edward R Close PhD, PE. 
 

Prelude: Ed and Vernon continued their conversation with Jacqui and Erich. 
Ed and Vernon realized they could not cover all aspects of TDVP. They had food for cogitation prepared—brief insights into 
major areas such as dimensions and TRUE units 64. Ed and Jacqui, instead, chose to focus today on Consciousness. 

Dr Larry Dossey, Executive Editor of the journal Explore, and well known writer on Consciousness Research in the Medical 
context spontaneously added (edited and extracted for brevity): 
“…	  At	  this	  precarious	  stage	  of	  our	  existence,	  humanity	  has	  never	  needed	  a	  paradigm	  shift	  such	  as	  TDVP	  more	  than	  now.	  …	  
Enter	  Neppe	  and	  Close.…TDVP	  stands	  supreme	  among	  the	  many	  contributions	  to	  science	  in	  general.	  …	  I	  resonate	  especially	  
with	  the	  consciousness-related	  implications	  of	  TDVP…In	  their	  TDVP	  and	  the	  concept	  of	  STC	  —	  ‘SpaceTimeConsciousness’	  
—	  immortality	  for	  some	  aspect	  of	  consciousness	  is	  a	  key	  implication.	  This	  feature	  arises	  not	  through	  the	  revelations	  of	  

religion,	  but	  through	  mathematical	  and	  empirical	  rigor.	  This	  is	  an	  enormous	  contribution	  whose	  significance	  may	  surpass,	  
even	  the	  profound	  implications	  of	  TDVP	  for	  cosmology	  and	  physics,	  in	  general.	  …Neppe	  and	  Close	  have	  reversed	  the	  dismal	  
conclusions	  of	  materialistic	  science	  toward	  consciousness,	  and	  have	  made	  the	  concept	  of	  immortality	  and	  the	  survival	  of	  
bodily	  death	  scientifically	  respectable.	  …The	  main	  contribution	  of	  Neppe	  and	  Close	  has	  been	  made,	  the	  deed	  is	  done.	  This	  

may	  make	  all	  the	  difference	  in	  humanity’s	  psychospiritual	  equipoise.	  
…It	  is	  difficult	  to	  imagine	  a	  greater	  contribution.”	  

 
CONSCIOUSNESS AND TDVP 
 
What do you mean by ‘consciousness’? 186 
‘Consciousness’ has traditionally been a very difficult term to describe. 187 

Why? 
Because it’s conceptualized variably and incompletely between, and even within different specialties.  

So every scientist has his own concept? 
Yes. It doesn’t make it easy when neurologists, psychologists, consciousness researchers and philosophers all have their own 
ideas. 

And they’re all different? 
Yes. Scientists in each of these specialties may mean something different when they speak of Consciousness. 

So how do we solve that? 
We (Drs Neppe and Close) propose a detailed new classification called ‘EPIC Consciousness’. 11 

What’s that? EPIC stands for what? 
We integrate four overlapping EPIC ‘prongs: Existential, Paradigmatic, Information-meaning and Cybernetic.  

I’ve not heard about this classification. What are the differences? 
These are four integrated overlapping “prongs” with which to classify Consciousness. Each EPIC prong necessarily comes 
with new terms. 188 And every Consciousness description can and should apply each of the four E-P-I-C components. 

What does the E stand for? 
E is for ‘Existential distinctions’ of Consciousness. 

What is an ‘existential distinction’? 
You’ll remember that we speak of our calculus of distinctions? 

Yes. 
So everything that exists can be divided into three important areas. 

For example? 
Let’s take a candle that is lit—the content of the object: We can measure the extent of its size at this moment in time—it has 
dimensions and we register all this in our consciousness. Now we can make a physical impact on the candle by blowing it out 
physically, and more broadly it impacts the impression we have of the lighting in the room, and we can even try to blow out 
the candle with our consciousness (though we discover, in this instance, it doesn’t succeed). 

And in turn you can influence it? 
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Yes. I can bump into it and damage it. And maybe, this is purely speculative, but maybe, just maybe, my opinion can have an 
impact on it, even if it’s in another dimension.  

How? 
The question here is can thought (mind or equivalent) impact on objects or events. There is some psi data that this may be 
possible. 

Is there a reciprocal interchange of everything in the world? 
Yes. To a tiny degree or sometimes more than that. Either physically in Space-time or in Consciousness. 

Or both? 
Correct. 

And the P stands for? 
P is for Paradigmatic levels of Consciousness. 

Paradigmatic levels? 186 
Paradigmatic levels of Consciousness have a four-level gradation. We’ll discuss this shortly as it’s important. 

What about the I? 
The ‘I’ is for Information, a never-ending infinite repository. That gets converted to ‘meaning’ in the finite reality. 

And the C? 
That’s for ‘Cybernetic consciousness communications’: think of a computer: it provides a mechanistic input, central and 
output model, applicable to any consciousness models like stimulus-organ-response, dendrite-neuron-axon, or stimulus-brain 
(central)-motor. Note that we prefer to use a small c for cybernetic not a capital here, as that could be mistaken as C for 
Consciousness. 

But surely a little c could be mistaken as c for the speed of light? 
Yes! And they’re quite different. Perhaps we should use a ‘k’ instead?  

May we move back to these different groups? 
Most certainly. 

What are the subdivisions of E? 
E—existential—has several further components.  

Namely? 
Extent, content and impact distinctions. 

What are those? 
The Consciousness extent is a substrate (Ce). 

What’s that? 
It’s the Consciousness equivalent of Space and Time. 

Which means? 
It’s measurable. 

But how do you measure how extensive the consciousness is? 
We use what are called ‘ordinal’ measures. 

What’s that? 
Well if it were interval we could say 5, 7, 19, 26. Those are measurable numbers. 

Then a subgroup would be ‘ratio’? 
Yes: Here we have 0 as well. 

So is the next level, ‘ordinal’? 
Yes. Here we have degrees but we don’t know the distance between. That can vary. 

Like good, better, best?  
Yes. Another easier example is in psychology such as None, Mild, Moderate, Severe, Profound.  

That is ordinal? 
Yes. Or we could use a scale where people draw a line from 0 to 10. 
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I’ve done that. For example, I might score a 6 on a Satisfaction Scale when phoning in to a Call Center. 
Good example. 

But surely that’s interval? It has numbers? 
But the difference here is that the measure or distance between numbers are not exactly equivalent. So it’s ordinal. 

So we’ve dealt then with the ordinal extent of measuring consciousness. 
Yes. 

But you mentioned it’s not in isolation? 
Correct. 

How come? 
Consciousness dimensions are tethered to measurable Space and Time dimensions. 

So that Consciousness Extent is not in isolation. 
Correct. And to differentiate it we call it Ce. 

The little ‘e’ is for extent? 
Yes. So Ce 

But presumably extent requires content? 
Exactly. For Space-Time-Consciousness extent to be relevant, we need a container. 

The container then is the receptacle? 
Yes. 

I’m confused. To me ‘content’ is what is inside a ‘container’—but you seem to be saying they are one and the same? 
Good question. We’ve battled how to describe this. You see there are general aspects like the term ‘mass’: That would 
describe the content as opposed to the extent. 

But then how to describe the content? 
So we thought we’ll say that’s like a container—a receptacle. But the content is both inside that container and the container 
itself. There’s no English equivalent for that. It’s like a repository both in collective sense as well as in what it contains. 

Very interesting! 
Yes, we think so. There’re not too many equivalents. 

Like? 
It’s like gimmel is a collective noun, as well as referring to many gimmel third particles. 

And it’s linked to the mass and energy like the Ce is linked to Space and Time and Consciousness Extent? 
Yes. This time it’s the Consciousness content matrix (Cc): This Consciousness container is comparable with mass-energy 
containers. 

Does that mean it’s gimmel? 
Yes, if we regard that third substance gimmel as Consciousness content. 

So is it? 
We think it might be so in our physical reality. We regard gimmel as most likely equivalent to that container of consciousness. 
We sometimes say it’s at least part consciousness. But that part may be close to 100% in 3S-1t. 

But is it always so? 
Not necessarily. At higher dimensional levels, particularly in the infinite, that gimmel may contain mass and energy as well. 

And then finally we have the impact as the third component that exists? 
Yes.  

What does that mean? 
Impact or influence sometimes even called Intent.  

So Consciousness impact must be abbreviated Ci? 
Yes, that kind of existential consciousness impacts and influences the ‘extent’ and ‘content’. 

I see. So it fits into some of these other areas of impact? 
Yes. 

Please explain. 
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Sure. There are four subdivisions of the I—information. 

Information obviously has to do with Consciousness? 
Yes, it does. And that could impact—so to say send out—‘rays’ or ‘emanations’ of meaning. 

And that is reciprocal? 
Yes, what impacts and influences can be a feedback loop. 

For example? 
Consider a prayer. Many would argue that’s in every direction. 

But there are other kinds of impact besides consciousness, surely? 
Of course. 

Like? 
An earthquake. Or like the power of throwing a ball. So not everything is Consciousness impacting. Our physical reality can 
impact. 

And there are some other aspects? 
Yes, we will list those. It leads to the next kind of consciousness to discuss. 

Namely the P in EPIC for paradigmatic? 
Exactly.  

What are they briefly? 
Essentially, in the living person we see four different approaches to what we’re calling Paradigmatic Consciousness. 

So these four levels are applicable to living humans but not necessarily others? 
Maybe not. Possibly the four occur with all living beings: A pure speculation.  

What is the first? 
Obviously, the most non-debatable area is ‘Neurobiological’ (also called ‘Neurological’) Consciousness: This is the endpoint 
result of the nervous system involving expression of all living (animate) beings. This is what our brain does and of course, it’s 
involved always and the end result of the nervous system involving expression awareness and responsiveness. Most in 
Medicine might argue this is the only kind of Paradigmatic Consciousness. 

And the second? Obviously we have Psychology.  
Correct. The psychological is disputably partly separated from the neurological. This Psychological Consciousness involves 
humans and also animals. 

Animals too? 
Of course. You’ll remember the Pavlovian conditioning. Animals respond to stimuli. 189 

And any other levels? 
Yes. You can imagine that much of our work has been at the quantum level and there is a quantal level of consciousness. 
We’ve sometimes called this Qualit Consciousness.  

So what’s that? 
This is the most basic consciousness. We have used the term ‘Qualit’ to illustrate it’s more than just quantized.  

Yes, you’ve spoken about gimmel? 
Gimmel always exists in everything inanimate or animate and it’s in union with all particles. So this is the most fundamental 
discrete finite physical meaning. When we developed the term ‘Qualits’ we knew there was something besides just quanta, that 
quanta were involved plus meaning. 85 

So you were correct, because you then discovered gimmel! 
Yes. Effectively, by qualits we knew that.  

And the fourth Paradigmatic Level of Consciousness? Is there one? 
We think so. This may involve distant phenomena such as psi as well—effectively, Consciousness outside the brain. 

And survival after death? 
That would be a theoretical level too. 

So what is it? 
This is Extended Consciousness. It’s disputably outside the brain. 
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For example? 
This might involve dreams, meditation, creative, transcendent, psi and altered states, plus mystical traits.  

Is that quite different from the others? 
We’re not sure. It may be that this Quantal or Qualit consciousness and ‘Extended’ (or maybe what we could be or should be 
calling ‘Higher Consciousness’) is the same in the finite subreality. 

And in the infinite? 
We know that the basic TDVP axioms, of course, include the infinite. Higher Consciousness therefore extends to the infinite, 
where there are no quanta, but the Extended Consciousness outside the brain is in the quantized higher dimensional reality, too. 

So is gimmel the same as extended consciousness?  
Not really: We’re not certain that gimmel is consciousness, in the first place, but strongly postulate by exclusion it is—what 
else could it be? Now if it is, relative to us living humans as observers in 3S-1t, gimmel might be reflecting a full container of 
Consciousness, but we would not recognize it as such because we do not experience atoms or their contents through the 
senses—they’re below the lower limit horizon of our physical senses.  

But when we go higher, say to 9 dimensions, gimmel mathematically must be clearer with its unions to subatomic particles? 
Yes. And we go higher. By the continuous infinite, gimmel may contain all of mass and energy and consciousness. There it 
cannot be a quantized substance, something discrete so we would talk of a process. 

That would be difficult surely as the infinite is a never-ending unit of continuity? 
Yes, so gimmel may be conceptualized as an extended higher consciousness in the infinite, but not as discrete separate 
particles.  

So the gimmel has to in some way convert from the infinite continuity to the discrete, quantized finite? 
Yes. We postulate the mechanism may be through photons which may contain an infinite amount of gimmel in the infinite. 
Photons become energy packets of light without mass (maybe think of them as rays; or as sparks or emanations). Then photons 
would distribute little packets to the finite. By the time it reaches the 3S-1t , a scientist might calculate that each photon now 
contains the same amount of gimmel as an electron, given Einstein’s Nobel winning photo-electric effect. 190. So the photons 
change identity. So we just can’t call gimmel ‘consciousness’. That’s too complex and misleading. 

So what about the calculations? 
As we ascend higher in dimensions, the more Time and Space become incorporated. That’s logical in math because in 9D we 
have Consciousness (Dimensional Domains 7 though 9) containing the lower dimensions of Time (say 4 to 6) and Space (say 
1 to 3) but remember these move about—the order of dimensions is dynamic. The Extended (or Higher) Consciousness could 
be infinite or finite. In that a continuous infinite might be a never-ending repository of knowledge, wisdom and understanding. 
In the finite we’re talking of discrete, quantized, bits of consciousness content volume possibly emanations or sparks of 
specific meaning by the time it hits our brains in 3S-1t.  

But what of information? 
We think this information is from the infinite. 

And when it comes to the finite? 
It’s directed and specific, certainly in the brain, equivalent to meaning. 

But is all information from the infinite? 
We don’t think so. We still have a brain and the brain does a great job! 

So we’ve done the E and P of EPIC. What about the I? 
That is the I we’ve been discussing: It’s for Information. 

And what’s that? 
We speculate that there might be a repository of general and specific information. 

Where? 
Maybe in that extended consciousness, speculatively from the infinite. There might be infinitely large repositories of general 
information. 

Isn’t that far-fetched? 
Maybe. We can’t prove this. But then time in the infinite extends forever, and infinite space is limitless without end.  

So in the infinite? 
It’s a never-ending infinitely large repository of consciousness. This may be logical if we accept the infinite. 

And TDVP requires the infinite? 
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Yes. 

And is that then pure gimmel? 
Likely not. You see that Extended infinite Consciousness may contain—may embed—all of space and time measures of mass 
and energy. Likely that is not mass as we know it. 

So this may be why you specified gimmel in 3S-1t was more likely pure consciousness? 
A speculation, but we think likely. And this is why just as gluons may contribute to mass of the proton despite being massless; 
gimmel can do the same. 

But you have a mechanism here, don’t you? 
Yes. You see 3S-1t has no component of Consciousness, although maybe we should be saying at that level, most of the time, 
it’s 3S-1t-1C with consciousness in us humans. 

And going higher? 
But when we go higher, Space and Time becomes embedded in Consciousness.  

They overlap? 
Yes. Technically, the C will contain the T and the T likely contains the S. We’re dealing with a hierarchy 

So that makes sense for the proton and neutron mass? 
Yes, it should apply to all matter and to all energy. You can see here why it’s convenient to talk of the container. 

Because? 
Gimmel in the infinite contains all of Consciousness which incorporates all of mass or its equivalent, energy. 

So gimmel is not the same at different dimensional levels? 
Correct in that it manifests differently in different dimensional domains. 

And also incorrect? 
Yes, in the sense that gimmel has the same overall quality as everything is unified. It is just manifesting differently relative to 
particular dimensional frameworks.  

A difficult concept indeed.  
A difficult concept, indeed, particularly as we have no experience of any of this. But mathematically that has to be so, 
ultimately leading to everything being contained in the transfinite and in the infinite continuity. 

What about the finite? 
Possibly when converted to meaning: Infinitely large repositories of general information are expressed as direct targeted, 
specific meaningful information. 

Meaning is what? 
Consciousness involves targeted meaningful information expressed in different forms in our finite subreality. 

And it’s from different sources? 
Yes, meaningful information might differ enormously at the quantal level (quantal or ‘qualit’ ‘consciousness’) from the 
infinite residual source of all information and from the brain.  

How is it expressed? 
Ultimately all this might allow specific meaning to be expressed in little bits or components in the finite or transfinite Higher 
Consciousness.  

And finally there’s the c of EPIC? 
Yes. That stands for Cybernetic consciousness communications. (remember it’s small case because capital C is Consciousness). 

What’s that? 
This provides a mechanistic input, central and output model. 

In what? 
It’s applicable to any consciousness models like stimulus-organ-response, dendrite-neuron-axon, or stimulus-brain (central)-
motor.  

What’s the most obvious example? 
This makes consciousness a computer: Input, Central, Output. 

So again? 
The four EPIC prongs are always applied together, reflecting the unification of consciousness in its broadest general 
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applications. But we must stipulate. 

And if you don’t? 
We’re generally referring to that extended consciousness. 

Can you summarize all this? 
Yes. We can conceptualize consciousness more easily 191 by recognizing the four key questions:  

• The Existential: How does it exist?;  
• The Paradigmatic: Where is it located?;  
• The Informational: Why Consciousness and not just Information?; and  
• The Cybernetic: Which part of the process is it?  

But we recognize exceptions.  
Yes. In the discipline of philosophy particularly, ‘consciousness’ is often applied imprecisely and ambiguously based on a 
specific philosophical, mystical or theological model. Nevertheless, we conceivably could apply this 4-prong EPIC concept 
even to Philosophy, too, though in these examples, we’ve target its more precise use in the sciences. 

So what is consciousness?  
That, you can see, is a very difficult and ambiguous question.  

But the key one in the TDVP context would be? 
There are many, but to choose one, when we refer just to Consciousness, we’re usually talking about Extended Consciousness. 

Why? 
Because that involves a major idea: the expression of meaningful information in its different ways. But that’s just one option, 
yet it certainly describes a key concept in TDVP. 

Because? 
Meaningful information might be specific and quantized.  

So? 
It differs enormously at the quantal level (quantal or ‘qualit’ ‘consciousness’) from the infinite residual source of all 
information that might allow specific meaning to be expressed in little bits or components in the finite consciousness.  

But what about the physically living? Surely that’s not Extended Consciousness? 
While physically alive, everything appears certainly more prosaic, though we might not fully understand all of it and we might 
not recognize that. 

So we use our brains? 
Yes. That ‘consciousness’ is certainly processed through the brain. That’s the endpoint and what we’re calling Neurological 
Consciousness complicated by the very important Psychological Consciousness that we humans apply consciously or 
unconsciously all the time. 

But that still doesn’t mean that there’s nothing else? 
Correct. Whatever else is hidden, but it still might impact our covert reality. 

We just don’t recognize it? 
Yes. We think so. 

What about the Consciousness Sciences?  
This involves many areas: We apply terms like the afferent and efferent interchanges of so-called psi, like ESP. 

Anything else? 
Indeed! Particularly interesting is the concept of ‘ordropy’. 

Ordropy? 
Yes. This reflects a multidimensional order in the infinite. It’s more than just a back and forth, And it’s more than just the 
opposite of what physicists call ‘entropy’. 

Entropy? 
Yes, ordropy is very much contrasted with finite physical ‘entropy’. 

And entropy technically is? 
The tendency to disorder. We don’t know about you (!), but we think we, and others too, are very ordered in our physiology. 
Otherwise we would not be living in our world. We would experience physical death! 
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But why do the physicists say everything tends towards entropy? 
They argue that if there is order, as there appears to be because we are alive, this order is compensated for by disorder 
elsewhere. 

Why? 
Because our existence is a closed loop. 

Does this imply that disorder supposedly continually cancels out order?  
Only in the finite subreality. But that’s the only reality that’s pertinent for most physicists. You see, infinity is ignored.  

And so? 
Conventionally, then, we’re in a closed box—we call that finite reality. 

Is this overall a stable state or is disorder the universe headed toward complete disorder according to current science? 
Both. The stable state might ultimately be complete disorder, because, although theoretically it’s sometimes reversible, most 
times it’s not. Even we humans in the physical model end up in that disordered state called death.  

Is that Newton’s Second Law of Thermodynamics? 
Yes and no. Yes, because we call this all the Second Law of Thermodynamics, and no, because even though we say it was 
Newton’s laws, that’s not true! 

So are these laws correct? 
Possibly at the finite level. The problem is scientists forget about the infinite. That is critical and you cannot, in TDVP 
anyway, have a finite without an infinite. So that’s why we can have order. 

So entropy is not using all of what exists? 
Yes. It’s a convenient way of portraying the finite subreality. Entropy does not contemplate a continuous infinite. Yet that 
ignored infinite is directly part of our whole existence as a single unit. 

And in TDVP? 
A fundamental component of TDVP is recognizing the continuous infinite and that the finite is embedded in it. 

So? 
The infinite is not a closed loop. It goes on forever and may explain not only ordropy. 

But what else? 
Wait for it! A seemingly radical idea. 

What? 
Immortal existence—living forever. 

We all live forever? 
Yes. Or more specifically, some components of ourselves are existing for all time. Nothing disappears. 

So the infinite has close links with ‘life’ and presumably that is linked with the ordropy? 
Likely, the two are linked. We speculate that the concept of ‘ordropy’—reflecting a multidimensional order in the infinite—as 
contrasted with finite physical ‘entropy’— must have close links with ‘life’. 

What other areas are pertinent in these different levels of consciousness? 
There are many and most overlap. For example, we recognize that events are not only sensed by our senses? 

And our muscles move things? 
Yes. There might be more complexity. So we apply terms like the afferent and efferent interchanges of what we’ve referred to 
as so-called psi (like ESP).  

And how does TDVP and consciousness apply to physics? 
As you can understand, in the finite subreality, the model incorporates all particles and waves. But in TDVP we recognize that 
all also have meaning—that specific consciousness. It might be gimmel in union with those particles and waves. Or some 
might argue that they are fundamentally overlapping or the same. We don’t know yet. 

You mean all things have consciousness. Surely just living things?  
Possibly everything. We argue this ranges from the tiniest subatomic quanta or ‘qualits’ (including consciousness) through to 
the largest astrophysical components.  

Please explain. 
It’s a different kind of consciousness—you’ll remember the Qualit. Even before we discovered gimmel, we postulated that. 
And gimmel, has proven it, we think. 
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Wow! I didn’t realize that you then discovered gimmel! 
Yes, except that gimmel has never not existed. But we were able to understand that this third process or substance had to exist. 
And as indicated, gimmel is proven. 

If gimmel is consciousness? 
Correct. Then it really fits. Space-Time-Consciousness Extent. And then we have Mass-Energy-Consciousness Content as a 
second triad of content. And we think gimmel is consciousness content in our physical 3S-1t domain.  

Is consciousness relevant in biology, too? 
Of course. Biologically, the TDVP model incorporates life in every form. Also, we’ve alluded to something very exciting. 

What? 
For the first time maybe, we propose how life comes about. This is far beyond DNA and biochemical mixes. And 
consciousness is a fundamental way to respond. 

How does it happen? 
Briefly, in the infinite subreality, there is no such thing as death. So everything is alive always. 

But that ‘alive’ is the same as ‘existence’.  
Yes, in our model. It’s a remarkable concept. 

Why? 
Because we always exist.  

And? 
We don’t need to say that the “life-force” was inserted, e.g., at the moment of conception or at any other time in pregnancy. 

So life is always there? 
Life always exists and the only component is us having the correct physiology in 3S-1t so that we can physically survive. 

And when we die? 
Then the physical body sustaining what is regarded as physical life ceases. But that life of existence continues in another form, 
perhaps in different dimensions like 6, 7 and 8. 

That’s not specifically always domains 6 to 8, is it? 
No. Just an example. Everything is dynamic and the finite descriptions may appear quite different from the framework of an 
observer in infinity. 

Who would that be? 
The big theological question. We think it’s the Creator. It might be God. But Dr Close in his book ‘Transcendental Physics’ 1 
referred to it as ‘Primary Consciousness’ It sounds more scientific! 

So what about consciousness in the psychological sciences?  
Materialist physicians and behavioral psychologists would argue that is the same as the neurological consciousness.  

Is it? 
We think this may be simplistic and likely not true. Our physical existence has psychological dynamics, interplays and 
aspirations. We are not only individuals, but we’re what we call ‘individual-units’, where we can examine our reality from 
each of the ethicospirituobiopsychofamilosociocultural levels. 

Is there more?  
Yes. We strongly argue for our free choice, implying an existence that is not limited to our brain chemistry, our 
psychodynamics and our learned behaviors. Our existence might benefit from our ‘Aha!’ moments, or waking in the middle of 
the night with new creative ideas, or on sudden solutions to ideas. Hopefully, we can successfully use our brain to solve 
dilemmas, calculate, integrate via our temporal lobes, and act appropriately. But possibly, too, there is far more than the brain, 
and we can extend our understanding through accessing the deepest, most distant levels of our ‘higher consciousness’, and 
allowing the gimmel consciousness at our quantized levels to interact with it—and being able to respond to both. 

So that means that there must be an active cybernetic loop of consciousness—the EPIC c—of receiving incoming data, and 
projecting executive behavior through our frontal lobes? 
Yes. That loop provides the most common method of our interactions. We don’t need more. And all the while, it’s also 
interacting with that unending repository of communications across the 9D levels, plus with the infinite, impacting, influencing 
and transcending ourselves, and communications with others in 3S-1t and perhaps obtaining more distant information and 
targeted meaning from the higher dimensions of consciousness. There is no limit, except we must not overdo that protective 
filter—the automatic reduction valves—that allows us to appreciate only what we can. That’s the optimal, as we see it.
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UNDERSTANDING TDVP THROUGH DIMENSIONS: CHAPTER 5 

Edward R Close PhD, PE and Vernon M Neppe MD, PhD, FRS(SAf). 
There’s always a difference between what we can see and what we can’t. 
Why bother to move to other dimensions? That was our new challenge. 

I’m aware of only three dimensions. Length, breadth and height. Is that it? 
No. Length, breadth and height constitute extent— space carries on beyond our physical measures, so it’s more than we see. 

But if there are more than three dimensions, why can’t I see them? 
This misconception arises from imprecise, and for our purposes, improper uses of the word ‘dimension’.  

I’ve understood dimension in common usage, can mean a variety of things. 
Correct: For example, you may hear: “The exact dimensions of the room are ten feet by twelve feet, six inches, with an eight-
foot ceiling” (meaning measurements); or: “The many social dimensions of the problem must also be considered” (meaning 
aspects). 

Or “Maybe UFOs come from another dimension”? 
Another good example. Here dimensions wrongly refer to meaning somewhere unknown. 

But you use it differently? 
Yes, and correctly and specifically mathematically. 

How so? 
We experience dimensions in our realm of awareness, but we cannot ‘see’ dimensions. 

Why? Is that because dimensions are what can be measured: They’re not containers or objects but they measure the objects?  
Right! We see objects only in our field of vision. They are measured in units their extent—dimensional sizes that can vary. 

I know that the language from the calculus of distinctions is specific. And you use ‘distinctions’ as well, don’t you?  
Yes. Let’s apply the technical vocabulary then: All finite forms exist in our ‘range of awareness’. They are made up of 
distinctions of three types. These are natural and logical. We have ‘drawn’ these distinctions in our fabric of human reality.  

These three distinctions are drawn? 
Yes, let’s just say they’re divided up into distinctions of extent, distinctions of content, and distinctions of impact. 95; 96 

So that spells ICE.  
Yes, a good acronym. 

So what’s the easiest example of extent? 
The three dimensions of spatial extent are measured in multiples of units like feet, meters, miles, and kilometers. 

But we have time too? 
Yes, we are also aware of a fourth dimension with measurable extent, a dimension of duration, or extent in time. You can also 
have a measure of consciousness like small, large, larger or largest.  

That’s measured ordinally?  
Very good. They’re not like intervals that are consistent like 1, 2, 3 and 4. But they have degrees of comparison. That’s what 
‘ordinal’ means. 

You mentioned ‘content’ as the second aspect. So then what’s the easiest example of content? 
Distinctions of content are measurable in multiples of units like mass, energy and thought.  

Can extent also be content?  
No they’re different. Unlike distinctions of extent, distinctions of content are not dimensional.  

So we can’t measure them? 
Not directly. They don’t have direct relationships to the measurable dimensions of spatial extent, because spatial extent alone 
does not determine the content of an object.  

For example? 
A cannon ball has a very different content than a balloon of the same size. 

And thinking? 
Different again, but still a content. 

How so? 
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While the contents of thoughts are reflections of physical impressions, including images, sounds and other sensations, they 
take up no physical space.  

Even in the brain? 
Yes. Electrical and chemical reactions in the brain may trigger thoughts containing mental images, sounds and sensations. 

But different? 
Yes. Those are not identical with our awareness of thoughts and mental sensations. 

What about the I of the ICE? 
Those are distinctions of impact. They reflect a higher level of complexity than distinctions of extent and content.  

How is this higher level of complexity reflected in the logical structure of the CoDD?  
They can be applied in many ways.  

Which? 
First we can have a content such as a physical earthquake impacting our experience. That involves mass and energy and is still 
measured through the components of space and time.  

And next?  
We can also have consciousness impacting and influencing the content of our reality and the intensity through the measure of 
extent.  

That’s also a distinction of impact?  
Yes. And it’s in both directions. The thought, idea, prayer or even speech can impact and we respond to it causing an 
interaction.  

And as there are many directions it need not just be bidirectional – in two dimensions?  
Correct? It’s multidimensional. 
Are there, in fact, then, more than four dimensions existing in our field of awareness?  
Maybe. When we analyze reality in terms of the CoDD, we find that the answer is yes.  

Is that because those dimensions of consciousness have extent? 
Yes, and within that extent, we have different dimensions which can measure ordinally the content as thoughts.  

Dimensional Domains 
When we talk of dimensions, do we refer to one dimension, like the sixth dimension?  
No. Almost always we are referring to multiple dimensions. 59; 60; 61 We can use one dimension as a reference dimension within 
a dimensional domain, but without at least one additional domain, it is meaningless. 

And does that have a name?  
Yes. We speak of ‘domains’ or more specifically, ‘dimensional domains.’ 

Is it helpful to think in terms of dimensional domains? 
Yes, particularly so. When we recognize the existence of an increasing number of dimensions, it allows a perspective.  

How so?  
Because as you add dimensions, you have new domains that contain all of the domains with fewer dimensions.  

Is there a technical description for that? 
Yes, it’s complex again.  

How so? 
First let me explain what an invariant is. 

Go ahead. What’s an invariant?  
It’s an important concept in math. Invariance describes how objects remain unchanged even when certain transformations are 
applied to them. 

So they’re unaffected by other things? 
Yes. They remain the same. We can perform a specific operation but the invariant remains the same. 

Rather like a catalyst in chemistry?  
That’s a good analogy. The chemical reaction occurs but the catalyst is the same—it’s invariant.  

So what does this have to do with dimensional domains? 
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There is an invariance—so a never-changing property even when other properties are changed- that allows us to describe the 
relationship between dimensional domains. So if we have dimensional domains numbers 4 to 6 embedded in them is 1 to 3. 

For example? 
A two-dimensional domain, is embedded in a three-dimensional domain, and a three-dimensional is embedded in a four 
dimensional domain. The invariance is the fact that a dimensional domain, no matter how many dimensions it has, is always 
embedded in a domain of one more dimensions. 

How do we know that? 
Think about this: you can only see a plane— that’s a two-dimensional domain—from the third dimension, and we would not 
be aware of the three-dimensional domain of our world with the fourth dimension of time.  

So time contains space?  
Effectively. But this order is not invariable. It could change.  

Aha. So something that is the same for all dimensional domains is an invariant!  
Correct.  

I think I understand, but can you explain this invariance a little more so I’m sure I have it? 
Yes, we can move from the specific example to a general rule. That’s what we often do in math.  

Okay.  
To be clear, I will explain it one dimension at a time.  

Go ahead. 
A one-dimensional domain  

Like a line for example? 
Correct. Now that line of 1-D (that’s how we abbreviate it) is embedded in a two-dimensional domain, a plane. 

Okay. And we can jump further, yes? 
Yes. That plane of 2D can be seen to be embedded in the volume of a three-dimensional domain.  

So? 
With increasing numbers of dimensions, each dimensional domain is embedded in domains of more dimensions—into larger 
domains. 

So this is why Einstein included time as a fourth dimension?  
Yes. And that complicates things beyond the three-dimensional domain, usually pictured without motion, that is, without time.  

How so?  
Because we move to a different substrate, in that instance. Time instead of space.  

TDVP involves more than just 3+1 domains, doesn’t it?  
Yes. By introducing changing forms we must develop different ways of describing, for example, motion and relative velocities 
in higher dimensions.  

So we have new qualities in the mix?  
Yes. The inclusion of additional dimensions of time and consciousness introduces potentials and qualities unimaginable in the 
simple 4-D domain of space-time.  

And, as I understand it, even though they talk of Time as a fourth dimension, it’s likely to involve many dimensions?  
Yes, the dimensional domain may be 4 to 6, for example. 

And after that 3 more for Consciousness? 
Exactly, we may call it the 7 to 9 dimensional domain.  

But it likely is all mixed most of the time?  
Correct, consciousness can come at lower dimensions, too.  

What’s this story about imaginary numbers? 
You’ll remember that, mathematically, after each triad of embedded dimensions, the next triad must include a new type of 
number representing the rotational projection into the next dimensional domain. 

Yes. 
In a quantized reality, the first three dimensions are characterized by integers—whole numbers that are positive. 
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So they’re not fractions or square roots? 
Correct.  

And what of dimensions numbers 3 to 6? 
The numbers derived by Dimensional Extrapolation for the 4th through 6th dimensional domains turn out to be the so-called 
‘imaginary’ numbers.  

So we write them with an ‘i’? 
Yes. Or as ‘Ai’, where ‘A’ is an integer and ‘i’ equals the square root of minus one.  

That’s usually Time? 
We think so, but this is just a convenient nomenclature. Time is not really imaginary! 

A concept? 
Yes, a concept, not a physical reality by itself. 

And next, what of 7 to 9? 
After three Ai dimensions, the new numbers derived for the 7th through 9th dimensional domains turn out to be so-called 
‘complex’ numbers of the form A + Bi. 

And that’s consciousness? 
Correct. So it’s almost like Consciousness contains the time and space mathematically. 

What about that transfinite? 
That’s the most difficult. 

Is it a combination? 
We think so: So finally, after three A + Bi dimensions, any additional domains, what we sometimes call the tenth plus 
dimensions, are ‘hyper-complex’. 

So these transfinite numbers are different? 
Yes, and do remember this is the math we’ve developed so you won’t find it in regular books. 

But? 
If they exist, they’re different because all of the roots of unity after the nine dimensions are complex numbers.  

So we have 9 plus one more complex dimension? 
Yes. So, our scope of awareness is potentially one of nine finite dimensions descending through a transfinite domain from an 
all-embracing infinitely continuous substrate.  

But why do we only see part of this? 
A big ‘but’. As human beings, we experience the limitations of a specific physical form equipped with very limited physical 
senses. 

So we’re only directly aware of a tiny amount?  
Restricted three spatial dimensions, one quantum moment in time plus up to three dimensions of consciousness.  

So you can add Consciousness even there. But that’s out of order: Surely it would require 3S-3T before adding consciousness? 
No. We call it ‘3S-1t-nC’ because there may be one or two or three dimensions of consciousness extra, if we’re accessing 
awareness beyond the brain—but most people don’t use or even recognize that they’re at times using extra consciousness.  

And even then, we don’t apply all of 3S-1t or 3S-1t-nC anyway? There are areas that we don’t experience at all, surely? 
Correct. X-Rays and ultraviolet rays, the high intensity smells that dogs sense, and the way dolphins echolocate are restrictions 
within that 3S-1t that we, humans, don’t directly experience. We experience only a restricted 3S-1t (abbreviated r3S-1t). 

So do we need to go in order? Must it first be 3S then 3T then 3S for the 9 dimensional spin? 
Any order technically. Consciousness need not just be after time. All dimensions and collections of dimensions (domains) are 
dynamic. We can access our higher consciousness from anywhere at any time. It could be argued we’re using at least 1C all 
the time, but we’re just unaware of it, hence we should talk of r3S-1t-1C.  

But when you’re referring to that 1C here, does that include the Neurological Consciousness arising from the brain and the 
Psychological Consciousness that are components of our learnt behaviors and psychodynamics?  
Technically, as we indicated there are many ways to describe consciousness. We could differ here and say r3S-1t-1C or 1c is 
the brain and psychological components too. But usually we prefer to represent the Consciousness that’s outside the brain. 

You’ve mentioned applying logic, haven’t you? 
Yes. The mathematical logic of the CoDD, strongly suggests that the three mathematically imaginary dimensions (‘i’) are 
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dimensions of time. Thereafter we combine the real space dimensions (3S) with the imaginary time (3i) dimensions with the 
consciousness (3S+3i) and the transfinite with its own even more complex math. Technically, we write is ‘aS+bi’. 

SPECULATIONS ABOUT NINE-DIMENSIONAL REALITY 192 

Time dimensions  
You talk about 3 Time dimensions. That perplexes me. What is the nature of the three dimensions of time?  
This is a difficult concept and we’ve not finished investigating it ourselves. So let’s try to grapple with the concept. 

Well are there three time dimensions, past, present and future. 
No, that’s just one dimension. 

Oh! Why? 
Because we live in a world of the present: Just one moment in time. We can remember the past; and we can speculate on the 
future. And the future one second after this moment is the present. But we can graph past, present and future on one line. 

So that one line describes time in one dimension? 
Exactly. It’s linear in that way and most think of it only as linear. 

So the present is pertinent? 
Of course, the present is the quantum moment of one’s immediate experience, and that moment along with the past and future 
define the timeline of one’s individual experience. 

So where are the two other dimensions of Time? 
They have to be shown on a graph.  

The second dimension? 
Yes. You remember how you can graph up and down (1 direction) and at right angles to that (across). So on the one side we 
can graph the timeline as it advances, and then we must find a way to graph different experiences of time on the other side. 
Each is independent of each other. There’s a more technical answer. 

What? 
Simply by being conscious and drawing distinctions, you and I live out separate, almost completely independent timelines. 
Together, they constitute a plane, just like in spatial dimensions.  

If timelines were not independent, then would time still be two-dimensional? 
No. The one would be dependent on the other mathematically. They would form only one line. 

And the clocks fix time for us all? 
Yes and no: Yes, because on this planet, our clocks are set in time-zones around the world relative to Greenwich Mean Time. 
This only works because all points on the surface of the Earth are not moving relative to the location of the standard reference 
clock in Greenwich, England. No, because one of the results of Einstein’s relativity 103 is the fact, proved by numerous 
experiments, that the measurement of time for clocks that are moving relative to each other is different, depending on the 
velocity of the relative motion. There is no absolute universal time.  

But we can dream and we don’t know how long that dream takes? 
Excellent point! So we plot it on a graph. Now we can have many parallel plots. We can’t portray it just in one line. It’s now 
on two independent lines. Two dimensions — a plane. 

I don’t understand fully. Why is it two dimensions? 
It involves a plane —two independent variables on the graph. 

But I also have different dreams each night, for example? 
Yes! And that’s still in the same plot.  

Similarly, the dreams of my friends, and family, too?  
Yes. That doesn’t make it a third dimension of Time. Just many independent results plotted perpendicular to the first main 
time line plot. Some dreams are at the same time, some are later.  

So you could argue that is making a third dimension to the plot? 
But that could be disputed. It may be that that second line is not straight. A circle for example is linear —it’s only in one 
dimension.  

So we’re still describing two dimensions of Time, then? 
Yes.  

So it’s not yet a third Time dimension? 
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No. It’s still the same plot that we can graph on a piece of paper. 

So, that’s easy so far. But where’s the third dimension? 
Now this is where it becomes a little more complex. We know mathematically there must be a third dimension. Remember the 
invariance we discussed? Quantum theory and two-dimensional time implies the existence of 3-D time. And we know from 
psychical research that something like precognition occurs – predictions of the future. Knowledge of timelines out of the 2-D 
time plane requires movement of consciousness into a third dimension of time. But we also postulate free-will. 

Free-will? 
Yes. And that could be another way of conceptualizing the third dimension of time. 

Mathematically? 
Yes, with the multi-dimensional math of the Calculus of Dimensional distinctions. But as I said, that is not an easy concept.  

Oh yes, I agree! 
We know definitely about 9 dimensions and there’s some strong data suggesting 3 each of Space (easy --- length, breadth, 
height), three of Time (our two dimensional graph on paper plus free-will), and three of consciousness. 

So how does free-will work? 
We can look at it like the branches on a tree. We all have our limited choices as we move up the branches and we can branch 
out. Each time that produces a whole new ball game as we progress in time. One option as quantum physics suggests, is that 
all of the choices allowed by the laws of physics actually occur in some kind of parallel universe, but there are many other 
ways to understand this. We’re applying our limited freedom of choice. 

Why’s it limited? 
Because we cannot control the whole of reality, just what is in our experience. Our branches can extend, but there are many 
other influences in the forest. 

So can you summarize the three time dimensions in technical terms? 
Yes. But it’s not easily comprehensible.  

But please try! 
Okay. Two or more non-congruent timelines, like those of multiple conscious entities, suggest two-dimensional time, and the 
potential awareness of two or more timelines, suggests three-dimensional time. 

Wow! And …? 
This involves the invariant relationship of embedded domains relating to “Dimensional Domains”. Complex enough?  

Yes! And how do you envision the three dimensions of consciousness? 
We can conceptualize the three dimensions of consciousness as analogous to the three dimensions of space and of time.  

So? 
This provides a framework for thoughts and images in consciousness plus for visualizing events and memories and a 
repository of knowledge and ideas. These dimensions are dynamic, not necessarily in order of 3S then 3T then 3C. 

Are these three dimensions independent of time and space? 
We don’t think so. The three dimensions of space and the three dimensions of consciousness are most likely causally linked to 
the three dimensions of time, because their dimensions are linked mathematically. They’re inseparable. This is why we use the 
term ‘tethering’. 

So you see a unification of these three? 
Certainly.  

So these dimensional substrates are not isolated? 
Correct. Just like the concept of empty space is meaningless without mass and energy, the concept of time without events is 
also meaningless and so is the extent of consciousness.  

A real unification? 
Yes, we regard reality as a unified structure of space, time and consciousness that would be completely meaningless, and 
unstable if any one of the three were absent. 

So how many dimensions? 
We could argue that the structure of our actual scope of awareness consists of a seventh dimension. 

Seven? 
Yes, not just the three in Space, and the three in time. There must be a structure for that and that would be the seventh 
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dimension —consciousness. We are certainly aware of our own consciousness. 

Okay. 
Yes, you can prove there are nine mathematically, implying there are not just one of consciousness but three. 

How? 
Again with some difficulty as to specifics, because it involves new mathematics. 

So please try anyway? 
For a start, the CoDD implies that, in addition to space-time, there are at least two more dimensions, and a postulated 
transfinite realm that are potentially knowable. 

That says you don’t know? 
Maybe. Further exploration of the logical mathematical structure of the CoDD may give us some additional clues about what 
the other domains will be like, if we can find ways to expand our awareness to directly include them. 

But to be simplistic? 
A simple model would be what we always use to look at mental state in three forms. 

Which? 
Cognition —thinking with logic, wisdom and memory, for example. 

What else? 
A separate independent concept or variable as we technically call it, is affect—emotion with all its variations, for example, 
from full extents to blunting, or highs and lows.  

And the third would be? 
What is done with it in reality: In our physical experience we sometimes talk of Volition or drive or motivation.  
 
So we have affect, cognition and volition? 
Correct and this summarizes all of mental status. And … 

And what?  
Interestingly, these can be divided further into three each, like in the so-called nine ‘Sefirot’ of Kabbalah. There is a tenth but 
that would be equivalent to the transfinite. Maybe Consciousness information reflects a recording of all of existence, at every 
dimensional level. Now again, it may be conceptually different, but the comparison is there.  

How conceptually different?  
Interesting question that—something we’ve mulled over. You’ll remember dimensions are measurable because they have 
‘extent’. Now in psychiatry, we sometimes refer to auditory hallucinations as the process, and to the actual hearing of voices 
“He’s instructing me that that guy in the chair is a spy who is after me.” That’s content. So we have process and content. The 
process can be ‘slight’ auditory hallucinations or ‘severe’; ones: it’s ‘ordinal’—it has an order of size—so that’s equivalent to 
‘dimensional extent’. Again, we’re not talking mystical, we’re just combining knowledge in psychiatry with TDVP. 

And the 9 Sefirot that I understand reflects qualities of higher development, then would be equivalent to dimensions?  
Yes, the 9D TDVP parallel is that those Sefirot —trees of life—are divided into 3 triads reflecting the same Consciousness 
dimensions divisions we’ve proposed: 3 cognitive (thinking e.g. wisdom, understanding, knowledge), 3 affective (emotional) 
and 3 volitional. And there’s a 10th higher level and that’s to us equivalent to the transfinite and then there are the equivalents 
of infinite levels too. And interestingly the way they’re conceptualized is through rotation, and in TDVP we have 9D spin. 

Then why do elementary particles, planets, solar systems, and galaxies rotate and spin?  
Again, a difficult subject involving some speculation at this point, but we can try. 

Go ahead. 
Again, it’s mathematical and yet something we cannot completely prove, just apply a few known facts. 

I understand. 
So, some components are direct and provable, based on math and logic. 

OK, what are they? 
Some have good solid scientific bases like a piece or pieces in a jigsaw puzzle. They fit, but there’s much unknown. 

And? 
We applied the Calculus of Dimensional Distinctions and TRUE analyses to the compound structures of physical reality 65. 

And what does that imply? 
At this point, one framework is to examine our limited view of reality from the framework of our 3S-1t experience. 
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And at the end of that? 
We realized that we must also apply all our other information. 

Like? 
The dimensions of time, the transfinite domain above the 9 finite dimensions but still quantized, and then the infinite subreality 
of space, time and consciousness.  

And then? 
We realized that till now most scientists accept as real, the illusion that we have a uniquely stationary position as conscious 
observers at rest. 

What’s wrong with that? 
For one thing, we have a dynamic, ever-changing reality. So we are not stationary, everything is rotating. 

And what does that really mean? 
We most likely have a significantly distorted view of the ultimate nature of reality.  

And in regard to rotation? 
It’s an illusion that we’re stationary. 

Oh? 
We’re actually whizzing— spinning around with dizzy angular velocities. 

What’s that? 
Very, very fast speeds that are rotating at various angles. 

For example? 
The surface of this planet earth spins at up to 1000 mph. It then rotates around the sun still much faster. And it wheels at a yet 
even faster rate through our cosmos and within our galaxy. 

And that results in? 
It puts us at the center of a whole group of opposing forces of expansion and contraction.  

And what do you want to add to that? 
Simply that there are mysteries we don’t fully understand. But there is one component we do know. 

What? 
Unlike the previous ideas that our quantum world is weird and has different laws, it actually has the same rules as our 
macroscopic reality and our whole cosmos. We have a unification of laws.  

Anything else?  
Yes. We experience realities differently depending on our framework of where we’re located.  

Meaning what? 
In our living physical reality, our experience is relative to our 3 dimensions of space in that present moment in time (3S-1t).  

So if we were experiencing different dimensional domains, would it be different?  
Yes, we think so. It would change relative to that framework. 

So that’s everything? 
No. That is just experience, not existence. 

So is there a metaphor so I can understand that more easily? 
Yes. Our existence is far, far greater than our exact experience which is dynamic and depends on what branch of the tree we’re 
on, and what way that wind is blowing. The special component is we have free-will for the tree, so choose the branch. 

Are you talking then about self-transcendence, where you grow beyond your 3S-1t experience and move trees maybe? 
We think so. Even though it appears that everything is unified, we cannot experience the whole reality unless we were in the 
infinite, perhaps the infinity of infinities. We regard self-transcendence as a far higher level than even self-actualization. 

Sounds like the ultimate meditation. Can anyone experience that transcendence from the perspective of the infinite?  
Only the Divinity. And that is why our model approaches the theological spiritual besides the scientific and mathematical. 

So how do we link all of this to infinity or God? 
So far, we have found no proof other than that mass, energy and gimmel must be finite manifestations. 

Of what? 
Of the logical structure of the infinite.  
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That means in effect that the finite and infinite must almost be the same? 
Possibly. It’s like looking in a mirror and seeing the infinite but only in those small frames—like pixels on the movie screen, 
bits on the computer, and perhaps a quantum mirrors all of the infinite—a holographic reality, possibly.  

There every bit of the finite —any quantized component— mirrors the infinite whole, maybe?  
Possibly: That’s an AHA moment for us! The hologram contains everything because the infinite is whole and we’re reflecting 
infinity.  

If the infinite essence is a whole, then I can understand how anything in the finite can reflect a mirror like a hologram. 
And the reverse is that whole infinite essence converts in the finite involves a specific quantized meaningful directedness. 

But the reverse: How does information from the infinite convert to the finite? Is it then the same in the finite mirror? 
Not likely: from that informational infinite reality, finite ‘sparks’ may become quantized specifically to meaning in the brain. 

So what is the infinite consciousness then? 
Maybe the ever-existing ‘essence’: an essence of consciousness, the source of all things, without which nothing would exist. 

But it’s more than that surely? Does that infinite essence also contains mass and energy? 
Yes, but a very different form. At that infinite level, consciousness subsumes mass and energy. 

A difficult concept? 
Yes, it took us some years of cogitation. Remember nothing ever disappears absolutely, but it may manifest in different forms. 

The infinite? 
Yes, we speculate that we exist in a reality that has no absolute beginning or end, only the illusion of beginnings and endings, 
arising from the apparent ever-changing panorama available from our limited frame of reference in the finite reality.  

If we were ever able to see the whole scope of reality from infinity to infinity, then, what? 
For us, we believe the illusion of separation will disappear.  

Anything more? 
Yes, we also speculate we can’t directly access the infinite, though the infinite consciousness continually impacts our reality.  

And can we impact back? Can we reciprocally impact and be impacted? 
Yes, in TDVP, there are no real boundaries: the finite is embedded in the infinite. We can influence and be influenced. 

So these distinctions you talk about are relevant?  
Very much so. In ways, we are all one unit of the infinite contained in finite distinctions.  

And in another way, we’re individual?  
Yes, this is why we can talk of and operate as individuals.  

But we are part of a collective consciousness also?  
Most likely, but we have different structural levels. 

Yes, your Systems Approach where you recognize more than the individual. So is that what you call the ‘individual unit’? 
Good! The ‘individual-unit’ is an important term because we can appreciate information from different frameworks. And it 
need not be just individual, but social or cultural or many other ways. 2; 25; 79; 151 And it can be vertical, going up dimensions! 

And the levels are?  
We’ve described more than thirty levels. In our book Reality Begins with Consciousness 2, we have a 308-letter word and each 
component of it is pertinent. We published this without the spousal component so not it’s 38 but 39 levels. 

And the word is? 
I’ll give the short answer first. Let’s at least show how this can be more easily applied first to most instances. 

And that is?  
Ethicospirituobiopsychofamiliosocioethnicocultural. That’s a simple ‘systems approach’. It expands horizontally —individual, 
family, society, culture, ethnicity. But, in TDVP, our approach also rotates vertically through different levels of dimensions. 
Now, superficially, these 300+ letters may appear to combine into a meaningless compound word. But, we argue it’s anything 
but a meaningless: It’s truly reflecting the unification of reality and so is very meaningful. It reflects the unification of 
everything—sociocultural, evolutionary systems theory with several key sciences and philosophy.  

And the whole word of 300 plus letters are? 
Mathematicoinfinitofinitovorticospatiotemporoconscioquantomicromacroplanetoastronomocosmicophysicochemicoelectricom
eteorologicoinanimatoanimatogeneticoenvironmentobiophysiologicopsychopharmacospousalfamiliosocioethicopoliticomilitar
ogeographicoeconomophilosophicospirituomysticoethnicoevolutionoculturalness.  
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WHY TRUE UNITS HAVE TO BE CORRECT: THE MASS IN THE 
PROTON: RE-AFFIRMING THE TRUTH OF TRIADIC 

ROTATIONAL UNITS OF EQUIVALENCE: CHAPTER 6 

 Edward R Close PhD, PE and Vernon M Neppe MD, PhD, FRS(SAf). 
We were progressing the four of us. Ed and Vernon explaining our ideas to Erich and Jacqui. And hopefully, explaining some 
difficult concepts so they could understand it. These explanations became more and more formidable because we knew most 
non-scientists hate to hear about math. And yet there were some basic concepts. And the solution to a major challenge. Erich 
shot off a volley of queries—good, relevant questions; and Jacqui added to the mix, too. And Vernon and Ed fielded the 
various arrows successfully. 
Certainly there is more mathematics here. And we describe the derivation of a major new finding, the mass of the proton. It’s 
more important than just a mass. It proves that TRUE units are very much linked with real findings even in the Large Hadron 
Collider! 193 
 
May I ask an important question? 
Of course. 

It’s embarrassing because I don’t want to be offensive. 
Don’t worry, we’re talking science here. Data, findings and ideas keep improving, but only with everyone’s help. That’s a 
major way to make our work better.  

Okay. So here goes. The million-dollar question. How do you know your concepts are accurate? 
Because the math can be calculated and verified by everyone. So it’s not guesswork. We can prove. And when we’re uncertain, 
or using our logic to just surmise the possibly correct answer, we’re trying to be clear. 

And would you say the most exciting finding may well be gimmel? 
Yes, possibly. It certainly ties everything else together. 

So how do you show that gimmel is correct. That it truly exists? That it’s not just part of your imagination? 
Good question. We’ll show you for example, a remarkable finding.  

Please do so. 
One component of the analysis of gimmel is looking at the particles. Now the proton is an important particle.  

Yes? 
And it has the major components of three quarks. Now you can develop a ‘normalized’ proton score in TRUE unit equivalents 
and calculate its mass. 

Okay? 
So what would happen if that calculation was exactly the same as the ‘normalized’ proton mass that other scientists have found 
empirically in the largest particle reactor in the world—the LHC? 

That would be very persuasive. 
Yes, we think so, too. So that’s an example. That normalized figure for TRUE units of the proton and the LHC both work out 
as a mass of 1836. 

Amazing! And very convincing. 
Yes, we think so. Particularly as these figures were quite independently derived and we didn’t know what we would get until 
we got the correct calculation. 

Please help here. You’ve already told me that String Theory is just a theory, not relevant in proven application in our world? 
Yes, we’ve said that. 

I know this is all about reality. So why’s the gimmel in TDVP real? 
It is because there is proof. 

Give me just one example, please. 
Let’s take our atomic particles. 
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Okay. 
And we’re going to take one specifically. One that everyone has heard of. 

Which one? 
The proton. 

Okay. 
So what we’re going to do is look at the mass of the proton based on the best available figures in atomic studies. 

Yes. 
And then we’re going to compare it with another independently derived figure, the mass of the proton based on our 
calculations of gimmel and TRUE units. 

What’s TRUE units again? 
TRUE stands for ‘Triadic Rotational Units of Equivalence’. 64; 194 

And just to clarify again what will you be doing? 
We’ll describe to you how we can calculate a major new finding in two ways. We’ll show you how the figure from the mass of 
the proton from the Large Hadron Collider is the same as the figure for that same proton mass but calculated quite separately 
based on TRUE unit calculations! 193 

And because they results are equal, does that prove something? 
Very much so. It means that all this about gimmel and TRUE is not just a guess. It’s the real deal. It actually works because 
otherwise the proton mass figures in the collider will not be the same as the TRUE unit calculation. 

So no-one can ever say: ‘Oh, it’s just a coincidence. Gimmel is unnecessary, TRUE is just your imagination?’ 
Exactly. They have to accept that Gimmel and TRUE units not only exist but are empirically based on the most solid data that 
we know of in particle physics. 

So again, it’s not theoretical but practical? 
Correct. But if we discuss it here, this is complex and you can skip hearing about this section if you prefer. 

No, I want to hear about it even if I don't understand most of it. We now know TRUE units are real, but why are they relevant? 
TRUE is the basis for combining mass, energy and gimmel in these subatomic particles. 

Subatomic particles that make up atoms? 
Yes. Producing atoms in the elements of what we call the Periodic Table and in more complex chemical compounds that 
combine two or more elements. 

Like water? 
Yes. Water, of course, combines Hydrogen with Oxygen. It actually contains more gimmel than any other compound. But let’s 
remind you of something important.  

Yes? 
Please remember that calculations such as these require measurements, and those measurements are not directly of mass and 
energy and gimmel, but in Space, Time and the extent of Consciousness. 

So what is Space and what is Time? 
Toward the end of his life, Albert Einstein made statements indicating that, with the validation of the general theory of 
relativity 103, ‘empty’ space has no meaning. 195 

This means? 
Space is not something that exists on its own; it is simply the extension of matter and energy.  

So what’s empty? 
‘Empty’ to Einstein referred to understanding that measures such as space did not exist on their own. They only exist because 
there is content.  

And that content is mass and energy? 
Exactly. Of course today, based on TDVP, we know its mass and energy and gimmel! 

Please explain. How does that apply? 
First, we see that the conventional concept of the Hydrogen atom in our Standard Model of Physics is not logically tenable? 

What specifically is untenable? 
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That the conventional idea of three quarks held together as a proton by a mysterious strong force, and an electron held in orbit 
around the proton by a weaker force, is not really tenable.  

So we can explain everything based on Space and Material? 
No!! The unspoken assumption of this reductionist model of the Hydrogen atom is the idea that the whole is no more than the 
sum of the parts, and that mass is a measure of a material substance.  

Why’s that wrong?  
This leads to the incorrect expectation. 

Which? 
It’s incorrect to think that when the atom is blown apart in a high-energy collision identified by their differing masses, the 
results are identical with the sum of the masses of the quarks that they are composed of. 

So why’s it wrong? 
It’s incorrect because when the total mass of the proton is determined, it is found to be more than 100 times the mass of two 
up-quarks and one down-quark.  

So the whole, the proton, and I assume the neutron, has much more mass than expected? 
Correct. Let’s focus on the proton. In the case of the proton, the whole is clearly much greater than the sum of the parts. 

So how do Particle Physicists explain that? 
They assume that it must be explained by the existence of undetectable massless physical particles that somehow impart mass 
to the proton. 

Is that logical? 
Not really. You see, in a quantized world, massless and dimensionless particles simply do not exist.  

So what are these undetectable particles? 
They are just convenient fictions adopted to make the reductionist model appear to work.  

Why fictional? 
Fictional concepts are inconsistent with the multi-dimensional quantized reality described by the Calculus of Dimensional 
Distinctions in TDVP. 

Was there an exception amongst those physicists who thought this was strange?  
Yes, Wolfgang Pauli, Nobel Laureate 196 197, followed up on the Kaluza-Klein five-dimensional model 198 which Einstein 
encouraged. 103; 195 

So Pauli did something special? 
He tried to expand it to six dimensions, but was discouraged by the appearance mathematically of ‘shadow’ particles, particles 
with zero mass.  

How come? 
He realized that there had to be something fundamental missing, something besides the mass and energy of particles. 196 

So Pauli came close?  
Yes, he did. But he did not go the further step. If he had done so, perhaps he would have discovered gimmel. 

Let’s back up a bit. How does that atom being blown apart come about? 
It’s engineered in the LHC. 

Wait what’s a LHC? 
The Large Hadron Collider (LHC) is the world's largest and most powerful particle collider. It is the largest, most complex 
experimental facility ever built, and the largest single machine in the world.  

What’s produced?  
All of the subatomic particles (sometimes called the ‘particle zoo’) like quarks and leptons are produced, and now even the 
Higgs Boson. Most of these are ephemeral. 

What’s ephemeral? 
These particles just last fractions of a second. They’re not permanent.  

So how do we look for them then? 
We look at the subatomic particles paths produced through the artificially imposed electromagnetic field in the collider to 
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determine their masses from the curvature and other features of their paths.  

So what is the solution provided by your paradigm? 
We apply the mass of the electron provided by particle collider data as the basis for defining what we call the “Triadic 
Rotational Unit of Equivalence (TRUE)”. 

And that produces what?  
That is the real minimum quantum unit, as the basic distinction of what we call the “Calculus of Dimensional Distinctions”  

Abbreviated CoDD? 
Exactly. 

Table 5A TRUE-Unit Analysis for the Hydrogen Atom 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
So I would assume that the TRUE unit is part of the atom? 
No. It’s a different way of looking at it. It is not a particle. The TRUE quantum unit is the basic unit of the measurement of 
atomic structure.  

So we can start with the Hydrogen atom? 
Yes. 

So it’s like a new picture? 
Yes. That new picture reveals what we call the ’gimmel-stabilized structure of the Hydrogen atom‘.  

Is there a drawing? 
Yes, it is summarized in Table 5A. The symmetrically stable structure of the Hydrogen atom when we look at it in physical 
observation is exactly 108 linear units cubed. 

But we’re looking at 3-dimensional structures? 
Correct. That’s why we deal with cubes. 

So what can we calculate? 
We can determine the relative masses of the electron, up-quark and down-quark in combination in the Hydrogen atom. 

So how can I picture that?  
That’s complicated. But let’s make it simple. 

Go ahead. 
First, we deal with “mass”. 

Is that like ‘how much we weigh?’ 
Yes. but no. First we’re dealing with tiny weights and secondly it’s not really weight at all. 

So what is mass technically? 
It’s actually the ‘measure of inertial resistance to motion’.  

I’m sorry. Maybe I should know this. But what exactly is inertia? 
No, it’s an unusual term. Einstein even used this idea. But its old: The Latin word, ‘iners’ means ‘idle or sluggish’. So we can 
think of how sluggish it is to move something. Inertia then refers to the resistance of any physical object to move in any way. 

Effectively, then inertia is a measure of how easily objects will not move? 
Exactly. It describes how difficult it is to change the objects’ state like speed and direction.  

For example? 

Particle Charge Mass/Energy Gimmel Total TRUE  Volume 

Electron  - 3 1 105 106 1, 191, 016 

Proton + 3 17 7 24 13, 824 

Daled 0 0 38 38 54, 872 

Totals 0 18 150 168 1,259,712 = 1083 
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A light-weight feather can easily be moved. A two-ton truck is difficult to move.  

And that's because of their inertial resistance? 
Yes. That really depends on their mass. The more mass (or the more the object weighs here on earth), the more its inertia. 

And how does that come about? 
It’s due to multi-dimensional spinning, like via a gyroscope. 

Forgive me. I know vaguely about a gyroscope. 
A gyroscope is a spinning wheel or disc. You can imagine it's like a top with a center point but the rotation can be in any 
orientation. So it's a way to spin with a point or bottom that does not move.  

And? 
Then and wait for it, this will sound complex. There is a method of expressing this mathematically similar to the action of a 
spinning ice-skater dancing on her toes, and moving her arms for balance to change her rate of spin. We can apply that 
principle to TRUE unit analysis. The important point, too, is this is more than just 3S-1t. We apply it to 9D spin, and to 
hydrogen and all the other elements and compounds—in fact, to everything. 

And so how can that be applied to hydrogen specifically in that context? 
Well, the Hydrogen atom can be calculated to have a TRUE volume of (108)3. It has a cross-section of 108 TRUE units. And 
strangely, all the elements of life also have that same 108 in their calculations. 

Please translate that? 
Think of the (108)3 as a cube made up of 108 times 108 times 108. This calculates out at roughly one and a quarter million 
cubic TRUE units (1,259,712). So any side of the cube consists of 108 TRUE quantum units. But they’re orthogonal to each 
other. Think of your geometry, and regard it as a right angle like 90 degrees. 

What does this orthogonal idea refer to? 
When dealing with many dimensions, we need the rotations to be ‘orthogonal’. The reason why the spinning can be stable and 
symmetrical is because of that orthogonal balance —like what the ice-skater is doing. So that’s the principle.  

What other known principles can we apply? 
We must remember that if we measure TRUE quantum units, they’re always rotating in a convex shape. So all this is not 
unexplained like Feynman’s ‘quantum weirdness’ 71; 72—that’s a cop out. We can explain it, and that’s what we’re doing. 

So that convex shape goes out? 
Correct. It goes out. So it’s fatter, so to say, in the middle. This is as opposed to concave, which goes in, thinner in the middle. 
But it always rotates out like that gyroscope or top we’ve just mentioned.  

And it’s symmetrical? 
Yes, at minimum, when the one side rotates, the other does, so it remains balanced.  

Under all circumstances? 
Yes. This is whether it is measurable as mass or energy. 

Or detectable as ‘gimmel’? 
Yes, this is because we’re existing in our finite discrete quantized universe. 

And that is not a point because it occupies volume? 
You’ve got it. It’s a 3-D domain of physical observations. Our existence must have volumes. 

And what’s the easiest volume? 
That’s a very symmetric convex object. We visualize it like a cube or a sphere. Those are symmetrical everywhere not only on 
one side and the other. 

So, can we imagine these components always as cubes? 
Yes, it looks like a cube in 3S-1t. So we can think of the units of TRUE as cubes. But we’re not necessarily saying that they 
are all cubes. It’s just that cubes are the easiest symmetric shapes to visualize. Given that spinning is occurring across many 
dimensions and therefore in different directions, a cube’s the most appropriate way to conceptualize volume that is stable. 

How can we see this? 
Think of this as a thought experiment involving visualizing these spinning distinctions as cubes. 

So we must distinguish? Does that mean we must make distinctions? 
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Yes. And the three smallest distinctions possible as existential entities in multiples of 3-D TRUE units are 1, 2 and 3. 

So why must there be one, two and three? Surely two is enough? 
No! The TRUE unit is fundamentally three dimensional. Everything in our finite reality is a volume.  

Why? 
Because two units cannot combine to form that symmetrical object. Two dimensions can be a cross-section of that volume. 

Is there a math logic to this, as well? 
Very much so. We’re actually restricted by the math. The famous ‘Fermat’s Last Theorem’ (FLT) shows what we cannot have 
in this case. And because you can’t have twos, that’s why quarks always combine in threes.  

So what happens if there’s no symmetry on both sides? 
Then the object is often not stable. It wobbles, it falls, and it flies away. If it’s an atom, it might be what we call unstable and 
not exist for more than a fraction of a second. 

So how can we get a handle on these tiny subatomic particles? 
We can look at the calculations from the data we get in the Large Hadron Collider. That gives us an accurate calculation.  

So I notice figures like 0.511, 2.01 and 4.79. They would be hard to do calculations with? 
Yes, they would be. So we can do a trick (Table 5B). We convert them to integers—to whole numbers. Its much easier then. 

How do you do that? 
We convert that 0.511 of the electron score in what is called mega electron volts to 1. That way we ‘normalize’ that. 

But does physics or your dimensional biopsychophysics allow you to do that appropriately? 
Yes, this is a useful method with constants. And here it’s much easier dealing with whole numbers. It means we can not only 
work with it, but it’s very likely more correct in the real world. You cannot have 0.511 of an electron. But you can have 1 
electron. You can’t half an atom. But you can have a whole atom. Normalizing here makes it certainly more correct because 
we must translate this to real would data. And making it all whole numbers is easier to calculate, too. A double advantage! 

But I notice what you’ve labeled as ‘integer mass’ seems to be the squares of the figures: 1, 4 and 9. 
Good observation. The cross-sections (2-dimensional plane perspective) of the first three are 12 = 1, 22 = 4, and 32 = 9 TRUE 
units: That’s the equivalent of the way the raw LHC mass is recorded.  

 
Table 5B The LHC Data for Subatomic Particles Comprising the Physical Universe based on Hydrogen 1 

Particle Symbol Mass (Raw LHC 
Data in MeV/c2) 

Normalized 
calculation 

Average /0.511 

Integer Mass 
(Normalized to 
electron mass) 

Electron e- 0. 511 1 1 

Up-quark u 1. 87 – 2. 15 2.01/.511 4 

Down-quark d 4. 63 – 4. 95 4.79/.511 9 

Proton P+ 736 - 1140 938/.511 1836 

 
And I notice that in Table 5B the proton is much larger.  
Yes, ultimately it works out at 1836. Remember that’s from the most accurate measure we have available in our world. Later 
on we’ll show you that that exact proton figure can be predicted and demonstrated by our use of what we call TRUE units. 

And that’s where gimmel comes in? 
Yes. And also measures for the three elementary particles, the electron, the up-quark and the down-quark. 

And those you already converted in Table 5B to units. 
Yes we need them to be whole numbers— integers—because you can’t have half an electron. You have a whole. 

And what do you find? 
Wonder of wonders. When these are also normalized by setting the electron mass to one, these quarks calculate to 1, 4 and 9 
TRUE mass units. These are exactly the masses predicted by the LHC and they exactly work in TRUE units. 

Makes it sound as if your TRUE unit findings are real? 
It might be. But let’s later prove that with that figure for the proton. Then we can say, “it’s definitely real, something to be 
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reckoned with.” No scientist can then say “this is just an irrelevant operation with no basis in reality. This is reality! 

So the mass of the proton is 1836? 
Yes, in normalized TRUE unit measures. And that’s exactly equivalent to the LHC data. Rather amazing actually! 

Now are these exact figures? 
Yes. They have to be in the real world because there can be no fractional quanta. And you understand that the basic unit of 
measurement is equal to a quantum. A you’ll remember that the trick here is that the quantum is not just a dimensionless point. 
It’s real. It is very, very, very, very tiny. But it has volume. You will see that effectively we’re normalizing this. 

Please clarify. How accurate is all this? 
Well, amazingly the mass of the electron has actually been determined to 11 decimal places (0.5109989461 MeV/c2). 

Wow! Is that relevant to that level? 
Not for our purposes. 

Why? 
Because in Table 5B, except for the electron, only a range is determined for each particle from LHC data. But, since some of 
the other LHC particle masses are only determined to three significant figures (like 469 or 0.469 or 4.69 —just examples to 
explain; four significant figures would be 4692 or 4.692 or 4.692)). So we must round the mass of the electron to 0.511 not 
those 11 significant figures because the other are only 3 significant figures long. Therefore, we avoid obtaining statistically 
inaccurate results that way by treating all data applying the same rules.  

What does that mean? 
Ultimately, that means we go to thousandths not ten-thousandths. That’s still very accurate. And when normalized it makes 
very little difference because it is approximated anyway to the closest integer—whole number. This is what TRUE units are all 
about. TRUE measurements are more real because they’re based on reality, even more real that the LHC approximations. 

Why so? 
Because reality consists of quantized volumes. They’re whole, not half or 0.511 or anything else. Those are the ‘about’ figures. 
TRUE measurement is the direction of the future. 

How do we know? 
We already know because our calculations work! Suddenly, we can understand why the atom is not just the protons plus the 
neutrons plus the electrons alone refuting materialism at the atomic level. Also, we conceptualize how the amount of dark 
matter and dark energy almost equally correlates with the proportion of gimmel to total TRUE in the pertinent elements 
(hydrogen and helium mainly). Furthermore, we’re able to see why dark matter can correlate with the gimmel in the 
nucleons—the protons and the neutrons—and how dark energy correlates with the gimmel in union with the electrons, and 
means it must fit into a 9-D spin model because it doesn’t fit into 3S-1t. So our calculations solves unsolved real mysteries! 

So we only need to base our calculations on the LHC electron data of 0.511 normalized to 1? 
Correct. The averages of the range of each LHC particle mass is divided by 0.511. That result is then rounded off to the nearest 
whole number. And of course, 0.511 equals 1 for the mass of the electron when we ‘normalize’ it to TRUE units. 

What do we note in Table 5B? 
First, the mass of the proton—that 1836— is more than 100 times the combined masses of two up-quarks and one down-quark.  

Why is this? 
In the current reductionist theory, most of the mass of the proton is thought to come from an unknown number of ‘gluons’ 
existing within the proton.  

So in regular particle physics how do we explain that? 
The mass of the proton in the Hydrogen atom is assumed to be the total mass-energy equivalence of the system of quarks and 
gluons making up the particle, even though the gluons are themselves massless.  

That’s bizarre! How can it make up the mass if it doesn’t contain mass? 
Good question. The conventional explanation is that the energy of the gluons is believed to somehow be converted to mass, so 
that the effect of massless particles is measured as part of the total mass of the system of quarks and gluons making up the 
proton. 

But using the TRUE unit calculations, you can explain this better?  
Yes, the mass of the proton based on LHC data, when normalized works out exactly as it should in TRUE units.  

Meaning?  
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It further justifies TRUE units and validates our calculations.  

Remarkable!  
Yes, it is, and it was also predicted. 

So why are quarks in threes? 
Yes, you’ll discover everything fundamental is in ‘threes’. Mathematically, it then works out. It doesn’t for ‘twos’. 

And so? 
This seems to suggest a reliable pattern, a way of calculating the mass of any spinning object.  

You gave the example of Hydrogen? 
Yes: The Hydrogen atom is the result of the multi-dimensional merging of an electron and a proton. 

And these are very different? 
Yes, the proton is composed of two up-quarks, and one down-quark.  

Is that all? 
Yes and no. Yes, because there are only two up quarks and one down quark in the proton. And no, because there are, as with 
any atomic particles, also additional units of gimmel. That is necessary to form a stable symmetrical object spinning in three 
dimensions or more (like 9 dimensions). 

Why’s that necessary? 
Because without that, it would be impossible for the protons to form those stable symmetrical objects. 

Why is that impossible? 
Because, you’ll remember that if you just do random math, you’re not going to get a whole atom with volume from the whole 
volumes of protons, neutrons and electrons. The combination has to be exact. That’s where the numbers of gimmel units come 
in. The figures are not just contrived. They are derived by detailed and lengthy calculations of what works out. 

And if the figures were not as they are, what would happen? 
The particles would fly away. They cannot be stable so they don’t last very long—they’re called ‘ephemeral’ particle soup. 

How long do these particles last? 
Maybe a million billion trillionth of a second. And then they’re gone: That’s ephemeral. This particle soup’ of unstable 
ephemeral particles simply don’t endure, but can thy still can be shown to exist in the Large Hadron Collider. The Higgs 
Boson is the most famous of those as it was wrongly called the ‘God Particle’. 62 But some particles can last longer. 

Can I see that in a Table? 
Looking at Table 5A, we see that the volume of the Hydrogen atom is represented by 108 TRUE units cubed. 

Meaning? 
So the volume of the atom is thus 108 3-D TRUE units. 

So 108 cubed (1083)? 
Effectively, if we assume that all sides are equal and that may be so with certain elements that are stable and symmetrical. 
They can survive in reality because when they are unequal, their spinning would at times cause the elements or particles to fly 
apart like an unbalance piece of clay on a potter’s wheel. 

That’s it? 
This is only the beginning. You see the structure of the Hydrogen atom is complicated by the fact that the electron and the 
proton have opposite electrical charge. 

Why? 
Because it’s created by opposite spin, which is cancelled out when the electron and proton combine.  

So what does that result in? 
The electron, with far less mass: 1 TRUE unit to the 17 mass units of the proton, has less angular momentum and is thus drawn 
into a 3-D orbital relationship with the proton. 

What does this imply? 
The total inertial mass of the Hydrogen atom, as a spinning object, is equal to its 3-D volume in TRUE units. So the effective 
mass of the atom without a neutron, is the mass of the proton which is equal to 17 times the 108 TRUE unit cross section of 
the atom.  
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So we can calculate this? 
This means that the mass of the proton in combination with the electron in the multi-dimensional spinning hydrogen atom 
should be 17x108 = 1836 TRUE units of mass.  

But that’s bizarre surely? 
Yes, it seems so until we understand it. This is in stark contrast with the mass of the proton as the combination of two up-
quarks and one down-quark, which is only 17 TRUE units.  

Anything else I should note? 
Yes. Returning to Table 5B, we see that the statistical average of the collider data, in normalized electron TRUE units, to the 
nearest whole unit, is actually 1836! Thus, the mass of the proton in the Hydrogen atom predicted by TDVP is the same as 
obtained from experimental data, validating the TDVP paradigm shift. 

Amazing?  
Yes. It’s amazing. Except the math is very clear. The calculations are straight-forward, precise, accurate and real! 

But I’m still puzzled about the calculations? If I understand correctly, TDVP requires that consciousness in the form of gimmel 
be added to mass and energy in a quantized way in order to explain both overt and covert reality? 
Correct. That gimmel, we propose strongly, is ‘consciousness; in 3S-1t. At higher dimensions, it might not be. 

Now the most famous equation of all is Einstein’s e=mc2.  
Yes. The e is for energy, the m is for mass and the c is the speed of light. 

That part I know. I know too that mass and energy are supposed to be equivalent. 
Yes. But bear in mind, they’re not the same. This equivalence is really interconvertibility: They can convert to each other. 

Now, with TDVP, does this mean that e=mc2 needs to be expanded by gimmel?  
Wonderful question. It’s something we’ve both mulled over for decades. Perhaps we can suggest an answer. 

Please do so. 
Let’s perceive gimmel as like Consciousness in 3S-1t. It seems that there is a ‘Consciousness’ (C here) on both sides of the 
equation. So it could read: Ce=Cmc2.  

Yes?  
So if we divide each side by C then we get back to e=mc2 so there would be no change. 

Would that be correct? 
Only maybe. You see there is a new component. Is that C for Consciousness here the same in both the energy and mass? 

Well, is it? Or is just as you say equivalence and interconvertibility. 
We don’t know. It's ironic that the small-case c is there and that c reflects a measure of light speed, and another capital C is 
there, reflecting consciousness. Why the irony?  

Because the speed of light may not be too far away from gimmel.  

Why? 
Because it introduces a most fascinating ‘particle’ the ‘photon’. This may be directly linked with the energy in light. 

In what way? 
It took us a little time to conceptualize this. But we’ve speculated that the photon, in effect, is the source of light energy at the 
level of infinity. It so it might have an infinite amount of gimmel and you’ll remember gimmel is more than a mass-less 
energy-less substance at that infinity level: Gimmel might even be the receptacle for energy and mass and consciousness. 

So the photon could have infinite amounts of gimmel? 
Maybe and that is a guess but at the infinity level. An observer at infinity would recognize that difference. 

Is that the same gimmel or photo at 3S-1t? 
It’s likely that it is not. There is a conversion. By the time, the photon is appreciated at the 3S-1t level, what is called 
Einstein’s photo-electric effect comes into play 190. You’ll remember that if you write 3S-1t, there’s no ‘consciousness’ there. 

And so…? 
And the photon may be linked with the negative energetics in the electron. Possibly it’s in union with the same amount of 
gimmel as the electron and so would score the same gimmel score of the electron—105 TRUE units. Just wild speculation.  

But it sounds a fascinating idea. So the photon has a different amount of gimmel depending on the infinite and the finite? 
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Maybe. As indicated, a key idea, is we speculate that the gimmel at the infinite level might not be like pure consciousness, but 
the consciousness would embed mass and energy too. But we don’t know and cannot know too much about the infinite. 

And yet at 3S-1t gimmel is pure consciousness? 
Maybe. As indicated when we write about our physical reality, it’s 3 of space, 1 of time. Where’s the consciousness? 

So where is that consciousness?  
You’ll remember it’s at higher dimensional levels. Consciousness may be dimensions 7 to 9 for example, and time is in it at 
dimensional domains 4 to 6, and then space is at 1 to 3. This is all dynamic and complex but that’s why we suspect 
consciousness has been so utterly ignored. Our physical world is 3S-1t. No place for the consciousness, yet it’s there in 9 
dimensional models and you’re beginning to see that 9D is our real finite reality, it’s just we don’t recognize some of it! 

So do you have another equation that we can apply to the 9 dimensional model? 
Yes. The detailed mathematical derivation of this, involves the Calculus of Distinctions and that’s what we call the 
‘Conveyance Equation’, but though the math is fairly straight-forward, the appreciation of the concepts are not. 

But the conveyance equation deals with mass? What about space and time in this context? 
That’s a complex question, indeed. Einstein suggested that space and time are simply “extensions of the mass-energy 
equivalence of spinning objects.” So it’s all relate and we can also explain the related ‘inverse square law of gravity’.  

Remarkable! But please explain. I know this will get more and more complicated though! 
Yes. Briefly, the strength of gravitational attraction between two objects decreases markedly. Mathematically, the further out 
we go in space or gravity, the much weaker it becomes. These principles are also applied in multi-dimensional space. That’s 
the ‘inverse square law’—technically, in proportion to the inertial masses divided by the square of the distance between them.  

It sounds important though I don’t completely understand. But I get the principle a little. 
Good. That’s all that’s expected of you. Don’t worry about the details. This is good sound physics, not just derived from a hat! 

I never had any doubt about that. And it’s okay for us both not to fully understand. Now what else fits into that law? 
We’re dealing with distance, mass and energy. But nothing in reality is complete without consciousness playing a role. 

Which Consciousness? 
Excellent question: Indirectly linked as space and time are tethered to consciousness. So even when we deal with formulae that 
are developed for 3S-1t, like the Inverse Square law, we have to remember we’re actually dealing with 9-D all spinning and 
that includes likely the three dimensions of consciousness or Ce  

But what of the mass and energy. That too is surely linked to consciousness?  
Excellent. So you can see we can also apply the content: that container is full of Consciousness content or Cc for short, that’s 
linked to mass and energy, too—and that must also then be pertinent in this law when applied to 9D. That content is like an 
object which has a border —its both a receptacle, but also has stuff inside.  

That makes sense. And you spoke about mass? 
Yes. But for now, let’s focus on the importance of this determination of the mass of the proton in combination with an electron 
in the Hydrogen atom. But I warn you this will be even more difficult to understand. 

We just want the principles. But I can see you regard that as very important? 
Enormously important: This determination might be the most important validation of TDVP yet. We can prove TDVP is real. 

Why? 
Because skeptical scientists might argue that our derivation of the numerical value of the Cabibbo angle using a 9-D spin 
model was just a numerical coincidence, and that the mathematical proof that the most stable quark combinations are triadic is 
just a proof of something already known. Or they might say, “yes it works out as an operation, but not in our real world.” 

So we need more? 
Yes, as much as we can to prove our point. The skeptic might even argue that our explanation of the intrinsic ½ spin of 
fermions in terms of multi-dimensional spin, dispelling the ‘weirdness’ of quantum theory, is logical but still debatable. 

And could they argue more? 
Yes, they could but with less and less strength. They might argue that we ‘invented’ gimmel to make our theory work. 

So what’s the key to gimmel? 
It’s the third substance besides mass and energy. In our 3-dimensional space reality, it’s massless and energyless. But it may 
not be at a higher dimensional level as we’ve discussed. But the key is we can prove it’s real by showing the proton mass fits 
exactly like it should even compared with the most sophisticated empirical calculations—the LHC data. That proves gimmel. 
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So gimmel is special? And you’re saying that you can prove this based on the existing hands on observations—the empirical? 
Yes. You may take issue with our interpretation of gimmel as an extension of consciousness—that’s a strong speculation. But 
we already know gimmel is real—without it there would be no stable, life supporting universe. But, now, the proton mass 
derived from on the one hand TRUE unit data, and on the other, the best available observed evidence shows it has to be real! 

Just a question here. I don’t see how consciousness could be part of every atom. Why is it not something else? 
Well, we challenge you to find an alternative. By accepting gimmel as a primary form of consciousness that mathematically 
conveys order and meaning into the physical universe, we gain access to a whole new holistic way of looking at reality.  

And gimmel implies? 
It opens the door to a new science capable of investigating mental, psychic and spiritual phenomena. These are real 
experiences currently off limits to mainstream science. 

Important? 
Critically: We see this as the beginning of new science, revitalized with conscious energy and unified with the ageless truth of 
spirituality. 199 

So there’s a big problem with our usual concept of just mass and energy in the atom that we know in physics? 
Yes, indeed.  

What? 
The ‘but’ is we think it’s very hard to deny this explanation of the huge disparity between the mass of the proton and the 
combined masses of its constituent quarks. There must be a reason. 

And the reason must be exact? 
Yes, our calculations in TRUE units must coincide exactly with the hard physical data from the LHC to the mass of the 
electron. 

And so? 
Using the TDVP multi-dimensional spin model is much more satisfying and convincing than the assumption that there are 
massless and dimensionless particles, which is the case in current mainstream physical theory.  

But doesn’t that go against the conventional calculus we use in math, namely regular integral calculus? 
It does. This is proof that it is an inappropriate use of Newtonian calculus to apply it at the quantum level.  

Why? 
This is because no measure in our finite reality can closely approach zero infinitesimally. There’s a real limit. Yet this idea 
forces regular, modern physicists to accept strange, self-contradictory entities like massless and dimensionless particles.  

And do we not need to now? 
That’s right! We do not! When we apply the Calculus of Dimensional Distinctions to physical phenomena with the TRUE 
quantum unit as the basic dimensional distinction, we’re able to eliminate such nonsensical conclusions.  

Nonsensical conclusions? 
Yes, this is the bizarre idea of massless and dimensionless particles what Niels Bohr called ‘shocking’ 200 And it also relates to 
what another Physics Nobel Laureate, Richard Feynman, called ‘quantum weirdness’. 71; 72 

So how do we apply TRUE units. 
We use TRUE as the truly (a good pun but true) minimum quantum unit as the basis of calculation. 

And? 
We have explained why there is something rather than nothing by demonstrating mathematically that there could be no stable 
atomic structure without the existence of that third form of the essential substance of reality, which we’ve called gimmel, in 
addition to mass and energy.  

 
What Is Matter? What Is Mass? 
 
What is mass as we know it? 
We usually think of matter and mass in terms of weight: a ten-pound object obviously has more mass than a one-pound object. 
But weight does not tell us what mass is. Weight is just a relative indicator of mass.  

For instance? 
If I weigh 185 pounds on the surface of the Earth, I will weigh only about 31 pounds on the Moon, about 70 pounds on Mars, 
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437 pounds on Jupiter, - and I will be essentially weightless in outer space.  

So what I weigh on my home scale is relative? If I took my scale to Mars, I would have to recalibrate it? 
Yes it is relative. And it would weigh a different amount on Mars. But not because of the scale.  

Because of what then? 
Because of gravity. 

So my weight remains the same relatively? 
No. Your weight differs. But your body does not lose mass. The mass of your body, assuming no untoward accidents, is still 
the same, whether in space, or on the surface of the Earth. 

So what is mass? 201 
To summarize, basically, mass is actually inertia, which is the resistance to motion caused by the gyroscope-like spin of 
elementary particles. 2; 25; 79 

Please clarify what that means. 
Let’s look at the simple underlying concepts. 

Okay. 
In TDVP, the building blocks of the elementary particles that make up the bulk of the physical universe are described in terms 
of what Close and Neppe have called ‘Triadic Rotational Units of Equivalence’ (TRUE). 147 

But when I look at the scores they’re all whole numbers not fractions? 
Correct. This is because the numbers of these quantum units comprising each of the elementary particles making up ordinary 
matter (see Table 5B), are based on the normalization of massive amounts of data. 

Where does this data come from?  
It’s empirical: Therefore it’s based on calculations of studies.  

Where? 
It’s been collected from the many experiments of the “atom smashers” or particle colliders, including the Large Hadron 
Collider (LHC).  

Now that would give figures to many decimal places. 
Correct. For example, the “mass energy volume per square of the speed of light” is calculated to 11 decimal places.  

Always so accurate? 
No. You’ll remember we restrict the number of significant decimal places in calculations to the smallest number of significant 
places that has been calculated in that calculation. 

So if the one figure was (and I’m making this up to sound impressive) 0.511957 and another in the calculation only 0.63, we 
could use only 2 places in our calculation. 
Exactly. 

So why do you use integers? 
We ‘normalize” the average mass of the electron and the up- and down-quarks to the nearest integer value. 

Why? 
Because you don’t have half an atom or any number like 0.000756 of an electron. You have whole numbers. Planck showed us 
the way. Everything is integral. And it’s also so much easier. 

But can you justify it? 
Not only justify it, but also require this as this is how our natural world works. (Table 5B). The grounds are that the actual 
values must be integer multiples of the most basic unit of quantized mass expressed in equivalent units of energy, as 
discovered by Max Planck 127. 

I know that Max Planck, the great Nobel physicist and teacher of Einstein had a say in this. 
Yes, he did. He recognized the need for quanta.  

Was he correct? 
Effectively yes. TRUE analysis shows us that Planck was right.  

So what is mass when applying TDVP and TRUE analysis? 
When looking at a multidimensional model, mass relates to the rotational spin of elementary particles in the elements of the 
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Periodic Table. This involves mathematics. 

But you scientists, Drs Close and Neppe added to Planck’s concept here? 
Yes, it seems we did. Importantly, we recognized that at the end nothing was to a point. Everything has volume. Because of 
that everything is 3-Dimensional.  

Everything then is a cube? 
In a perfect world of particles, everything would be a perfect cube and we approximate to that.  

An aside: What makes our world imperfect so that all particles are not perfect cubes? 
That’s a really difficult question to answer. This has to do, in one context, with Einstein’s relativity and approaching the speed 
of light. 103; 202; 203 At that point, there are distortions. 

So volume became important mathematically?  
Yes. 

Could you show it in a table? 
Yes, that really helps to visualize it. 

Table 5C The Building Blocks of the Elements in TRUE Units (Helium) 
Particle Particle Mass/Energy Gimmel Total TRUE Units Volume (3D)  

Electron e 1 105 106 1, 191, 016 

Proton P+ 17 7 24 13, 824 

Neutron N0 22  16 38 54, 872 

Totals  40 138 168 108 cubed 

 
So that’s in Table 5C?  
Correct. It really shows Helium because that is the most basic element with one each of electrons, protons and neutrons. 

Please clarify. 
In Table 5C we list the number of quantum units (multiples of TRUE) of mass, energy equivalence and gimmel that are 
necessary in electrons, protons and neutrons for Hydrogen, Helium and the other natural elements of the Periodic Table to 
exist as stable atomic structures.  

In summary in Table 5C? 
The exact number of TRUE units of gimmel associated with the electron, 106, is uniquely determined from TRUE unit 
analysis of the Hydrogen atom and the other atoms of the Periodic Table. 

Table 5D The LHC Data for Subatomic Particles Comprising the Physical Universe based on Hydrogen 1 
Particle Symbol Spin Normalized 

Charge 

Electron e 1/2 -3 

Up-quark u 3/2 +2  

Down-quark d 3/2 −1 

Proton P+ 1/2 +1 
 
And I note you’ve shown us in Table 5D spin and charge but why is the charge of the proton +3, and the electron -3?  
Good question. You were probably taught +1 and -1 respectively? 3 appears to make no sense, except it’s understandable. 

Yes, I was about the charges of 1 and -1. So I’m certainly curious because the three appears strange. 
Here is the reason. The electron charge, the Coulomb, was arbitrarily defined as -1 and the proton charge as +1 long before it 
was known that there were three quarks in the proton: two up-quarks and a down-quark.  

So? 
This meant that for the electron to have a charge of -1 and the Proton to have +1, the up-quark had to have a charge of +2/3 
and the down-quark had to have a charge of -1/3.  
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Can you show me how that works? 
Sure. The proton charge would be u+u+d = 2/3+2/3-1/3 = 3/3 = 1. And the neutron charge = u+d+d = 2/3-1/3-1/3 = 0.  

But then why 3 not 1? 
The electric charge is a dimensionless unit so, in keeping with quantization, the fractions can be eliminated by simply setting 
the charge of the up-quark to -1 and the charge of the down-quark to +1.  

Now you mentioned Helium. Surely Hydrogen is the most basic? 
Correct. So Table 5A shows the stable structure of the Hydrogen atom. 
These three tables provide a simple and convenient reference in this discussion of the nature and origin of mass. 

And what’s the most basic particle? 
The electron. It is a real object that possesses TRUE unitary mass, and occupies TRUE unitary volume. 

So we measure everything based on the electron? 
Yes. The electron is one unit. All other particles are calculated from there. 

Is anything as basic?  
Not quite, but the photon is close. 

In what way?  
When mass is converted to energy, the result is a photon.  

Yes, I’ve heard of that. Something to do with light, isn’t it? 
Exactly. Now, Einstein explained the equivalence between electrons and photons in terms of the constant speed of light, its 
frequency and Planck’s constant 127; 204 in a paper for which he received the Nobel Prize.  

The photo-electric effect? 
Yes, that’s what it’s called. 190; 205 

 
PROOF THAT ANYONE CAN UNDERSTAND 
Hydrogen 
We’ve learnt from basic chemistry about the Hydrogen atom. What is most pertinent in your paradigm? 
First we know that Hydrogen is far the most abundant element in the universe. 

About 91%. Is that correct? 37; 66 
Yes, if we look at the numbers of atoms, not their mass or volume because Hydrogen -1 is very light and very small. H1 is the 
lightest element: It actually constitutes about 91% of all the cosmos based on numbers of atoms (the ‘mole fraction;).  

So that’s it? 91%. 
No. Given the calculations based on mass and energy, we sometimes cannot justify calculations here based on “numbers of 
atoms”, and applying mass fractions instead 66, then the H1 mass fraction proportion is about 70.6%. 

By comparison, what element comes second? 
Helium. This has about 8.87% in numbers of atoms. But again that mole fraction is insufficient often, and it is much more 
because it’s heavier, 27.5% mass fraction. 

So why’s that Heavy Hydrogen different from Helium? 
Helium has two of each. 2 protons, 2 neutrons, 2 electrons. 

Now what’s special about Hydrogen? 
Hydrogen is almost always in the form of only 1 proton and no neutron. That is technically called ‘protium’ or H1. H1 is made 
of an electron whirling around a proton. 

It’s so light then because H1 has no neutron? 
Correct. So-called Heavy Hydrogen H2 (‘Deuterium’) has a neutron. But H1 only has one of each. One electron, one 
proton……… and no neutron.  

 
The mass of the proton 
 
So what’s a proton made of? Is it indivisible like the electron? 
No. The proton is made up of quarks: actually two ‘up-quarks’ and one ‘down-quark’. And something else too, which we’ll 
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talk about. 

Do we know their masses?  
Yes. Particle physicists have determined the masses of the up-quark, the down-quark and the proton to great accuracy from 
years of experimental data obtained in the Large Hadron Particle Collider (the LHC for short).  

But doesn’t that produce a certain strange result? 
Yes. The result is not easily apparent. This is because the mass of the proton is much greater than the masses of those three 
quarks it contains when added together. So the whole is greater than the sum of the parts.  

So don’t we know that many things in the real world are like that? 
Yes. But physicists and mathematicians like to have things add up. If not from the quarks, where does the extra mass come 
from? 

So how has that been solved? 
Some very learned and distinguished physicists concluded that the proton must have other things in it, and they received Nobel 
prizes in physics for developing what they called quantum chromodynamics (QCD). 206 

What’s that? 
A theory that, among other things, proposes that a bunch of massless particles called gluons and a flock of "virtual" quark-
antiquark pairs must be swarming around undetected within the proton, somehow giving it all that extra mass.  

And these gluons glue the proton together? 
Yes, this is the idea. 

So what did that mean? 
Eventually, they concluded that the three quarks are bound together by that gluon glue—the "strong nuclear force," a force 
somehow transmitted by those massless particles. 62; 207 

So this is mainstream particle physics? 
Yes. Quarks, antiquarks, and gluons have been accepted by mainstream science as the underlying elementary objects in the 
structure of protons.  
 
Nobel material? 
Yes, distinguished American Physicist Murray Gell-Mann was awarded a Nobel Prize in physics in 1969 for his contributions 
and discoveries concerning the classification of the numerous elementary particles and their interactions. 208; 209 

 
So how is this conventionally explained by QCD? 
One widely accepted idea is that the 99% remainder of the proton mass, other than the quarks, is due to the kinetic energy of 
the quarks and to the energy of the gluon fields that bind the quarks together.  
 
That sounds difficult and contrived. 
It might be. Because it’s hard to explain how something massless can convert into some kind of energy and in return become 
full of mass. 

So how do you explain this? 
We apply the idea of gimmel and TRUE units. It might be that gimmel is the gluons. 

But gimmel is also mass-less and energy-less? 
That consists of our current experience of 3S-1t but there is more. 

In what way? 
A very big difference occurs. Now the 3S-1t in our physical reality does not include consciousness. But we’ve demonstrated a 
nine-dimensional finite reality.  

Okay. 
We’ve postulated that gimmel is either pure consciousness or has a high degree of consciousness. 

That fits well into 9 dimensions.  

So there are different properties at different dimensions? 
Yes. At 3S-1t gimmel does not have mass and energy. 
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But? 
At the highest dimensional levels such as the transfinite, gimmel expresses itself not only in consciousness but also contains 
mass-energy because that is embedded in the higher dimensions. 

So the mass that gimmel has in higher dimensions exerts a force on the proton? 
Good question. It may turn out something like that. The mass or the energy at the 9-dimensional level. Very much a 
speculation though. 

So what about these scientists? 
With all due respect to Professor Gell-Mann and his colleagues, who received - and should have received - wide recognition 
for their bold efforts to make sense of this, we find their answer less than satisfactory.  

Why? 
What, pray tell, is a massless particle? And exactly how do massless particles impart mass to other particles and bind them 
together? Can a particle really impart something it itself doesn’t have? 

So could there be a simpler, more understandable explanation? 
Yes there is. Based on particle spin, TDVP, with application of the Calculus of Distinctions to the Hydrogen atom, determines 
the exact mass of the proton, and it is numerically identical with experimental data. And you can do the math yourself. 

That’s amazing. 
Yes, it is. 

So TRUE units are justified? 
Yes. And so are 9 spinning dimensions. 

Do tell! 
First let me give you some basics. 

But why can’t we just reconceptualize gluons to have this too?  
There’s a problem. For something to be just within space-time and only in 3S-1t, it’s impossible to have stable atoms. The 
mathematical equation makes that impossible. 

So how does gimmel do that? 
Gimmel is also in union with the electrons. That allows for atomic stability. The mathematics of Protons cubed plus Neutrons 
cubed plus Electrons cubed cannot make up stable integral atoms (which are volumes as well). That is simply impossible given 
our periodic table. There has to be gimmel in union with neptrons. Then it’s mathematically possible. 

Neptrons? 
Neptrons are the composite term we’ve used for protons, neutrons and electrons, because there apparently wasn’t a term. 62 

But does that not imply that maybe in some form there’s consciousness in the atom and this exhibits some kind of energy or 
mass? 
It might be so. We’ve recently demonstrated that dark matter and dark energy in the cosmos are almost exactly of the 
proportion of gimmel. 37; 66 

And? 
And that same dark matter is directly correlated with the nucleons —protons and neutrons. 66 

And what about the dark energy? 
That directly correlates with the electrons. 

But surely that’s impossible? 
Yes it looks like it. Because dark matter and dark energy are at 95.1% of the total cosmos.  

So how could it fit into that remaining 4.9%? 
It cannot unless one invokes the 9-dimensional finite reality which is spinning all the time in terms of communications. 

So suddenly we can fit that all in? 
It appears so. 

Are their exact figures? 
Yes. Briefly, the masses of the up-quark, down-quark and the proton in Mev/c2, the mass-energy equivalence unit, directly 
from LHC data are: Up-quarks range from 1. 87 to 2. 15 Mev/c2, averaging 2.01 Mev/c2. So equivalent to 2. Down-quark: 4. 
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63 to 4. 95 Mev/c2, averaging 4.79 Mev/c2. So equivalent to 4. Proton: 736 to 1140 Mev/c2, averaging = 938.272 Mev/c2 

And you’re dealing here with the proton? 
Yes, so imagine we have Hydrogen-1 without a neutron. 

And the conundrum goes? 
So, the mass of two up-quarks plus one down-quark equals about 8.81 Mev/c2, which is less than 1% of 938 Mev/c2, the mass 
of the proton.  

Where’s the rest? 
QCD —the theoretical convention says the answer is ‘zillions of gluons’. 

But your answer is different. 
Yes, we don’t have to buy that QCD answer.  

And yours? 
Here’s another answer, the TDVP answer: Due to Planck’s discovery 127, proved by experimental data many times over, we 
know that mass and energy only occur in integer multiples of some finite quantum amount, never in fractions of that amount. 

Thus the number of units representing its mass will be a whole number.  
Correct: If the mass of an object is measured in true quantum units. 

But the measure in Mev/c2 is obviously not a truly quantum unit?  
Correct, again. The choice of any unit of measurement, like the pound or the gram is arbitrary. But once a basic unit is 
established as a standard, objects can be consistently described in terms of that standard.  

And that basic unit of equivalence is the electron? 
Yes. This would be the mass of the least massive particle in the Hydrogen atom, the electron. 

And we know that result? 
Yes, very accurately. It’s determined from LHC data to be 0.51099894610 Mev/c2. 

And we convert that? 
Yes, we use the electron as our quantum unit. It is unit 1. 

Then we can convert the others applying that? 
Exactly. We convert the masses of the quarks to multiples of that unit. We calculate their masses in units relative to the 
electron. 

Any name for that? 
We call this ‘normalization to that unit’.  

And I could calculate it? 
Yes. Very simply. You can do this math yourself. Just divide the mass of the up-quark, down-quark and the proton in MeV/c2 
by the mass of the electron in MeV/c2 Then round each result off to the nearest whole number—usually it will be very close. 

So what are the results? 
When we do this, from LHC data, we have:  
The mass of the electron = 1 true quantum unit  
The mass of the up-quark = 4 TRUE units 
The mass of the down-quark = 9 TRUE units. And the mass of the proton from LHC data = 938.272/0.511 or rounded to 
integers is 1836.148 and so 1836 rounded to TRUE units.  

Is that appropriate? 
Yes, rounding up or down to the nearest whole numbers is certainly justified because the reality of the quantization of mass 
and energy was proved by Max Planck. 

And the neutron? 
A neutron’s mean is 939.565 Mev/c2. But that is a different and very much more complex subject which we can address 
elsewhere. 

Why? 
Briefly here, because whereas the proton is stable over millions of years, the neutron might decay in say 15 minutes and the 
neutron in effect can ‘convert’ to a proton. Occasionally the reverse might occur.  



Neppe VM and Close ER / Close ER and Neppe VM. Dialogues: TDVP Paradigm. © V6.122 IQNJ. 2016, Dec, 8:4, 7-123; 161227  87 

Why’s that? 
Well, you see a proton is really stable. It lasts for years. 

And a neutron? 
A neutron lasts on average only about a quarter of an hour. It can convert to a proton by a process called beta plus decay. 210; 211; 

212  

And so effectively the neutron mass tends towards the proton mass? 
We think it should do so, but it will be minimally more, say three thousandths more than the proton because some neutron is 
remaining neutron but most has decayed.  

So please explain again this concept why the same doesn’t apply for the neutron as for the proton? 
Because that calculation is far more complicated because it decays. That’s why it’s called ‘particle decay’.  

And it decays and becomes like a proton? 
Yes. 

So what does that mean? 
It means even though if you did theoretical calculations on the neutron mass at a moment in time, it might be much higher, in 
effect it ends up almost the same as the proton: Only minimally better.  

Sounds difficult: Let’s see if I understand: The TRUE unit calculation in neutrons would be quite a bit more, but the actual 
calculated mass becomes much less because of particle decay? 
Yes. We think so. 

Any example of that? 
Yes. But this will sound complicated. 

I’m ready. I’m just learning principles. 
So we’ve mentioned the neutron eventually averages to a mass of 939.6 MeV/c2 at rest. That’s mainly because the larger 
neutron decays into a proton at minimally less (938.3 MeV/c2), as well as an electron (me = 0.511 MeV/c2), and an 
antineutrino (m0 ≈ 0).  

And that means? 
This implies that even though the neutron mass might originally be much higher e.g. in TRUE units 22*108=2376 because it 
quickly decays into a proton in minutes through that process of ‘beta plus decay’. 210; 211; 212Consequently, that 2376 will 
quickly approach 17*108 =1836 as the combination seeks stability, so it should be slightly higher e.g. 1839, which it is. This 
explains why the neutron mass is originally higher. 

One more question: How does it come about that the neutron selects which particle to decay to? 
That’s complicated. 

Well just the principle, please. 
You’ll remember that a circle has 360 degrees? 

Yes. 
So the three particles—proton, electron and, strangely enough, the antineutrino of the electron type—emerge through this beta 
plus decay at symmetrical angles in a plane, 120 degrees apart. This requires applying the momentum and kinetic energy of 
each particle. We speculate that ultimately the proton seems to be most useful because it’s closest in size.  

That sounds as if that’s solved? 
Yes, but, as indicated, it’s extraordinarily complex. But at the end of it all, the mass in the context of symmetry and stability of 
the neutron in a stable atom ends up slightly more than the proton and the figures work out exactly, as they do for the proton.  

Complicated? 
That’s not even the word for it. We need take into account charge and electron shell capacity, as well. 147 We must understand 
that these calculations cannot be done in a 3S-1t reality and require 9D. We must appreciate not only decay, but exchanges, 
symmetry, inertial moment and even the electron shell. 

And we use the electron because…? 
If the electron has the smallest possible mass of the stable particles making up ordinary matter, quantum and relativistic 
principles require that the values must actually be whole number multiples of the mass of the electron.  

So why is it not perfectly accurate? 
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The reason dividing particle masses by the mass of the electron does not always produce exact whole numbers is because of 
sampling error and statistical estimating errors inherent in the LHC experimental data.  

A criticism of the empirical? 
No. This is not a criticism of the LHC technology or the Bose-Einstein statistical method, but a true statement for all 
experimental data. There is always sampling and estimating error. 

And how accurate is the electron figure? 
Though the electron is determined to eleven decimal places, there is no need to use more than three significant figures because 
that’s all we have for the quarks. So the mass of the proton, if made up of two up-quarks and one down-quark should be 4 + 4 
+ 9 = 17 TRUE units. But its mass in TRUE units is 1836. Now, using TDVP, let’s see if we can find out why. 

Are Max Planck’s words useful here?  
Of course. I’m impressed with that question. Planck said: "As a man who has devoted his whole life to the most clear-headed 
science, to the study of matter, I can tell you as the result of my research about atoms this much: There is no matter as such!” 

So if there is no matter as such, then what are we measuring when we measure mass? 
The answer is: we’re measuring inertia, or resistance to motion. So we call it ‘inertial resistance.’ And you’ll see and now 
expect that that will move through 9-dimensions. 

What causes resistance to motion?  
Effectively, the combined gyroscopic effect of millions of spinning particles.  

What does that mean? 
We explain that later. Sometimes we must introduce a concept first. 

So give me a brief overview, please. 
Let’s just look at the results. The inertial resistance of a simple spinning object is directly proportional to the diameter of the 
spinning object squared. The diameters of the first three 9-D objects as detected in 3S-1t are 1, 2 and 3. Their squares are 12 = 
1, 22 = 4, and 32 = 9 TRUE units.  

But why should these be squares? Surely, they should be volumes? 
So these squares are analogous to cross-sectional areas? 
Correct. The bigger the object, the harder it is to move.  

But the TRUE units are multi-dimensional, and 3-D in physical observations? 
Correct. Then the masses of the first three smallest elementary particles should be 1, 4 and 9 TRUE units respectively. As we 
saw above, that’s exactly what they are for the electron, up-quark and down-quark as derived from LHC data.  

Amazing! But I suppose if something is true (excuse the pun!) everything will fit. 
Yes, it should. 

So? 
But that doesn’t mean everything is as easy as the square of 1, 2 and 3. 

Example? 
Well, calculating the mass of an elementary particle within a complex spinning particle, like a proton within a Hydrogen atom 
is more complicated. 

As opposed to the example above of the simple spinning particles 1, 2 and 3, (so 1, 4 and 9 when squared)? 
Yes. We’ll take the proton next, because it is the next in the elementary particles in mass after the electron, up-quark and 
down-quark.  

Do tell! 
The proton, within the Hydrogen atom, has 17 TRUE units of mass, merged with the mass of the Hydrogen atom, and it shares 
the diameter of 108 TRUE units with the Hydrogen atom.  

Please explain this in more detail.  
The mass (inertial resistance to motion) of the proton within the Hydrogen atom is equal to the diameter of the atom times the 
TRUE units of mass the up and down-quarks of the proton. 

Why? 
Think of this as the ‘area’ of the part of the cross-section of the atom due to the proton.  
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Is there an analogy? 
Yes, it’s similar to the way the diameter squared is analogous to an area in the simpler particles.  

And there are 17 quark unit equivalents in the hydrogen atom? 
Yes. So the mass of the proton within the Hydrogen atom is 17 times 108 = 1836 TRUE units, the exact same mass derived 
from the LHC data!  

So this involves the Calculus of Distinctions? 
Yes. 

Why? 
Because the derivations relate to the CoD calculations, inter alia. 

So how can we interpret that?  
This is a key validation of the application of the Calculus of Distinctions (CoD) to physical reality. Consequently, along with 
our explanations of other phenomena, like the intrinsic ½ spin of fermions, the triadic necessity of quark combinations and the 
Cabibbo angle, the CoD is a key validation of TDVP theory. We examine that in more detail below. 

MORE PROOF THAT TDVP IS THE SCIENCE OF THE FUTURE  

So how do we describe reality based on all the TDVP models?  
Ok. Let’s describe the nature of reality as it is revealed by application of the Calculus of Distinctions and TRUE quantum 
analysis in the Triadic Dimensional Distinction Vortical Paradigm (TDVP).  

Does this mean that sub-atomic phenomena are not explained adequately by others? 
Certainly, if we apply the current materialistic reductionist scientific paradigm, you’re correct. 

But TDVP does explain reality? 
Yes. The TDVP view of reality is based on the multi-dimensional application of the Calculus of Distinctions, Dimensional 
Extrapolation and TRUE quantum analysis.  

Wow. Math: That worries me. 
It shouldn’t. These mathematical methods may at first seem strange and complex, but ‘reality’ is ultimately simple and I 
believe the methods and revelations of TDVP can be understood by anyone who studies these ideas.  

But have you published these? 
Indeed. We published a special key bibliography of our writings. Detailed mathematical derivations have been published in 
technical papers, and our book at www.brainvoyage.com 2 and in several articles 147 62 which include basics of the derivation of 
the TRUE quantum unit which happened well after our book.  

So let’s focus on brief, understandable descriptions.  
Sure. First, let’s put the TRUE quantum analysis into the proper perspective of particle physics. 

Okay. 
Realizing that the choice of units is arbitrary, physicists often normalize measurement units to the speed of light constant, i.e. 
they set the speed of light equal to 1 to simplify calculations.  

How can we do that? 
Simply by redefining the basic units of space and time. Since inches, feet and miles or centimeters, meters and kilometers are 
arbitrary measures related to practical applications, there is no reason we cannot redefine these units in ways that are practical 
for quantum analyses.  

For example? 
If we define one unit of distance, d, as the distance traveled by light in one unit of time, t, then c = d/t =1. Now instead of 
670,616,629 miles per hour, or 299,792.458 meters per second, we have c = 1. 

That’s a very much easier number to handle in calculations.  
Exactly. With the new units, Einstein’s equation E = mc2 becomes E = m, because c=1. That simplifies the mathematical 
expression of the equivalence of mass and energy.  

What do you call this kind of idea? 
These new quantum units, normalized to the speed of light, are called Natural units.  

Is there another common example?  
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Yes. The most popular system of Natural units in use is the system of units called Planck units. 

What’s that? 
This involves four more universal constants normalized to unity in addition to the speed of light: the gravitational constant, the 
reduced Planck constant, the Coulomb constant, and the Boltzmann constant. 213; 214 

But this is the quantum level? 
Of course. Yes, so these Natural units of space and time are very, very small compared to the units we are used to. 

But this is the quantum world? 
Yes. So this is quite appropriate for calculating the relative measures of elementary quanta, which are also very, very small 
relative to the units of measurement we are used to dealing with.  

But it could still be made complex? 
Yes, you can calculate the actual size of these new units in fractions of feet or meters if you want to, but we will leave that as 
an unnecessary exercise for the reader because it will clutter up such calculations.  

So we should better use normalized units? 
Yes. Normalized units not only simplify calculations, they are more consistent with the fact that we live in a quantized 
physical reality. 

So what do you do to apply this to TDVP? 
We apply a slightly different approach: We start by normalizing all of the basic units of measurement. 

And those are? 
First, the basic unit of TDVP analyses is called the ‘Triadic Rotational Unit of Equivalence’. 

Abbreviated as TRUE? 
True! 

And that is? 
TRUE is defined by normalizing the mass, energy and volume of the electron to unity. 

So as in any system of Natural units, you’ve set them equal to one. 
Exactly. This provides us with a normalized unit for all of the known basic physical parameters, mass, energy, space and time, 
and by doing this, we make it possible to describe all physical phenomena in terms of integer (whole-number) multiples of one 
basic quantum unit. 

But it’s that simple? 
Not quite. In our previously published papers and posts, we describe integer solutions of the combination of Diophantine 
equations. 

Diophantine? What’s that? 
Diophantine equations simply refer to describing mathematics of integers. 

So what solutions happen? 
The combinations of electrons, quarks, protons and neutrons. These can make up physical reality. But they can also reveal 
many heretofore ‘hidden secrets’ of reality. 

For example? 
Why specifically do three quarks combine to form the stable protons and neutrons of the atoms of the Periodic Table of 
Elements? 

Another? 
Why must reality consist of integer multiples of quanta of mass, energy and a third form that we’ve called gimmel.  

Just those two? 
No, much more. For example, why do elementary particles (fermions) have the so-called intrinsic angular momentum spin of 
½?  

And these have implications.  
Certainly! Importantly, these integer solutions also reveal a significant amount of knowledge and implications for our new 
science. 

But if gimmel is massless and energyless, how can it provide the mass? 
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We need to literally work outside the box. That box is our usual physical reality of 3S-1t.  

And so you work with 9 spinning dimensions again?  
Yes. That makes a real difference.  

Why?  
At the 3S-1t level there is no mass or energy. But imagine Consciousness dimensions being at a higher hierarchical level.  

At that point, could the mass and energy be embedded within consciousness? 
Yes. And that was the problem with applying different kinds of energies to explain how the gluon makes up the mass of the 
protons and electrons. 

So it all fits? 
Yes. Any metaparadigm like TDVP should fit everything. After all if one wants to prove the truth, everything should fit at 
least into pieces of a jigsaw puzzle in our current 3S-1t. 8 

So then we go beyond? 
Yes. We need to go out of the box, realize gluons are not just glue attaching to quarks, apply 9D spin, and recognize for 
stability that there need to be electrons and that otherwise there will be no stability. Hence gimmel works, gluons don’t. 

So what exactly is a TRUE unit? 
The Triadic Rotational Unit of Equivalence (or TRUE quantum unit) actually involves analysis at atomic structural level. We 
must not confuse the units of measurement with the particles they are designed to measure. 

But you define TRUE units in terms of electrons. Surely, that means that everything is made of electrons, and yet the TRUE 
unit is a sub-quantum particle within up and down-quarks, right? 
No, and absolutely not! I have an analogy that may help. 

Do tell! 
Suppose we define a pound as the weight of a specific chunk of metal, and then we find that a certain sack of potatoes weighs 
10 pounds. Does this mean that the potatoes are actually 10 chunks of metal? 

Obviously not.  
So the Triadic Rotational Unit of Equivalence is a unit of measurement, not a particle. While it is defined by the physical 
(relativistic and quantum) features of the electron, it is not ‘an electron’.  

So each particle is different in content? And the measure looks at the extent? 
Yes and remarkably you’re talking about the way we conceptualize the calculus of distinctions. 

How so? 
We apply ‘extent’ as a measure—it can be measured. Yet extent has little meaning if there is not a content, the electron or the 
quark for example. And we even have a third component: The impact of what is happening, but that’s an aside to complete that 
triad. 

Let’s use another aside. I’m sorry, but I still find I cannot conceive of ‘content’ without ‘extent’—to me they seem to be sort of 
the same thing. What’s the distinction? 
Content is reflected, for example, in mass and energy. Now to calculate that mass and energy, we have to express that in 
measures like space and time. That is extent.  

So they’re very different? 
Yes. But even scientists mix them up and then make errors. In philosophy, that would be a ‘category error’. When we mix the 
two, we get the wrong results. And you’ll find very few scientists recognize the difference.  

That’s another reason why they cannot find what you’ve been demonstrating? 
Exactly. They’re applying a category error. 

So the point you were making was we differentiate number with composition? 
Correct. The fact that the up-quark has 4 times the mass of an electron and a down-quark has 9 times the mass of an electron 
does not mean that they are actually composed of electrons. 

So then how do you apply the Calculus of Distinctions?  
The first key to understanding the Calculus of Distinctions is that it has many applications. An important one at the quantal 
level is analyzing TRUE units.  
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And the second key? 
The second key to understanding TRUE analysis is a bit more subtle: It is understanding what is meant by an equivalence unit. 

What’s that then? 
One example of mass-energy equivalence is common in physics: We discussed the electron volt (written eV). 

Defined as? 
The quantum of energy produced by moving the charged mass of one electron across an electrical potential of one volt. The 
unit used for measuring the mass and energy of elementary particles is the equivalence unit MeV/c2 (million electron volts 
divided by the speed of light squared).  

But we can normalize that?  
Of course: Applying normalized mass and energy volume units, the mass-energy equivalence (MeV/c2) of the electron is equal, 
simply, to 1 equivalence unit.  

THE MULTI-DIMENSIONAL NATURE OF ATOMS AND THE ORIGIN OF MASS 

Is it really bad that physicists talk about points not volumes? 
Not so bad. But it prevents advancements because it fails to describe reality. 

Meaning? 
Let’s understand that in current particle physics calculations, some sub-atomic particles, like the electron, are treated as if they 
were dimension-less points.  

But that’s not possible? 
Yes. This is not actually possible in a quantized reality, but it’s not an unreasonable assumption for dealing with particles that 
are, in size, so far below our ability to observe and measure directly.  

And in TDVP? 
In TDVP, however, mass, energy, space and time, consistent with Planck’s discovery of quantization, are considered to be 
quantized. Therefore, in reality, there are no dimensionless particles. 

Didn’t Einstein conceptualize something like that? 
Yes. Toward the end of his life, Albert Einstein made statements indicating that, with the validation of the general theory of 
relativity, ‘empty’ space has no meaning, and thus space is not something that exists on its own; it is simply the extension of 
matter and energy. 195 

In the CoD what does that mean? 
Time, a dimension of extent, just like the dimensions of Space, also has no meaning without events involving mass and energy. 
This is why we emphasize existential reality, not just concepts. 

So we can then apply that to the atom? 
Yes. With these ideas in mind, we see that the conventional conceptualization of the Hydrogen atom as three quarks held 
together as a proton by a mysterious ‘strong force’, and an electron held in orbit around the proton by a ‘weaker force’, is not 
really tenable.  

Would that not change fundamental physics? 
Yes, it would. The four fundamental forces are the strong and weak forces along with gravitation and electromagnetism. 

And which ones come to play here? 
Here we deal with the strong and weak ones. 

Does this have anything to do with the sum of parts here?  
Quite right. The unspoken assumption of this reductionist model of the Hydrogen atom is the idea that the whole is no more 
than the sum of the parts, and that mass is a measure of a material substance.  

Meaning? 
This leads to the incorrect expectations at the LHC levels. 

Explain? 
But this sounds complex and controversial and it is! 

Okay. 
So when the atom is blown apart in a high-energy collision engineered in the LHC, the parts are identical with the sum of the 
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masses of the quarks that they are composed of. This is simply incorrect.  

The detail is? 
These parts are identified by their differing masses, as indicated by their paths through the artificially imposed electromagnetic 
field in the collider. 

Now please apply TDVP to one of those parts, like the proton. 
First we discover that when the total mass of the proton is determined, it is found to be more than 100 times the mass of two 
up-quarks and one down-quark. 

So the whole is more than the parts? 
Yes, in the case of the proton, the whole is clearly much greater than the sum of the parts. 

So this is where undetectable particles came in? 
Exactly! Particle physicists assume that it must be explained by the existence of undetectable massless physical particles. 

And these somehow impart mass to the proton? 
Yes! But in a quantized world, massless and dimensionless particles simply do not exist. They are just convenient fictions 
adopted to make the reductionist model appear to work.  

But it’s untrue? 
Apparently so. Such fictitious concepts are inconsistent with the multi-dimensional quantized reality described by the Calculus 
of Dimensional Distinctions (CoDD) in TDVP. 

So CoDD allows for a different perspective? 
Yes, for hydrogen certainly.  

How so? 
Using the mass of the electron provided by particle collider data as the basis for defining the Triadic Rotational Unit of 
Equivalence (TRUE), the truly minimum quantum unit, as the basic distinction of the Calculus of Dimensional Distinctions, 
we have a new picture of the Hydrogen atom.  

Summarized in?  
That new picture, revealing the gimmel-stabilized structure of the Hydrogen atom is summarized in Table 5A.  

What must I see? 
Notice that the Hydrogen atom is a symmetrically stable structure in that 3-D volumetric domain of physical observation. And 
it is exactly 108 linear units cubed. That’s a very important natural existential figure. We find that all the elements of life are 
also symmetrical, stable and cubic multiples of 108 cubed. 

Is that something new in the Table 5A? What’s daled? 
Daled is listed instead of the absent neutron. It’s unique to Hydrogen. There had to be something compensating for that. That’s 
daled. We call that ‘daled’ because we don’t know if it still is ‘gimmel’. 

So is daled the same equivalent of gimmel as the horizontally placed gimmel (like 105 and 7) in Table 5A? 
We think so, but it might be a variant. So to be safe we call gimmel allocated here, next to electrons and protons and daled 
instead of the neutron.  

It’s important? 
Very. Daled might be the most important ‘third substance’ in the cosmos because it always happens with hydrogen and 
hydrogen makes up more than 90% of the atoms in the whole universe! Without daled, there would be no hydrogen. It would 
not be stable. 

Now you mentioned the multiples of 108 cubed for the elements of life? 
Yes. Very important, too. Oxygen, carbon and nitrogen are obvious. Also calcium, magnesium and sulfur fit. We even find 
silicon does this. And two inert elements, Helium and neon. 

More? 
And incidentally water does this too. 

Getting back to hydrogen … 
We can determine the relative masses of the electron, up-quark and down-quark in combination in the Hydrogen atom from 
this picture.  
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How? 
Another complex phrase: “If mass is actually the measure of inertial resistance to motion due to multi-dimensional, then the 
mass of a spinning object is equal to the number of TRUE units in the cross sectional 3-D area of the spinning object, 
multiplied by the unit mass.” 

Wow! What does that mean? 
An example: the Hydrogen atom, with a TRUE volume of (108)3 has a cross-section of 108 TRUE units.  

Why’s that? 
Think of the (108)3 as a cube. That then is made up of (108)3 = 1,259,712 cubic TRUE units. Then any cross-section 
orthogonal —you remember that means its the higher dimensional equivalent of right angles—to any side of the cube consists 
of 108 TRUE quantum units. So you have the linear calculation 108, and the cube of that is 1083. 

Any hints here? 
Yes. In order to follow this discussion, think of the unitary TRUE distinctions as cubes. I’m not necessarily saying that they 
are exact cubes, it’s just that cubes are the easiest symmetric shapes to visualize.  

A thought experiment like Einstein would help conceptualizing? 
Yes, it might. Think of this as a thought experiment involving visualizing these spinning distinctions as cubes. 

And the low numbers are important? 
Yes. As pointed out above, the three smallest distinctions possible as existential entities in multiples of 3-D TRUE units are 1, 
2 and 3.  

What about charge? 
The structure of the Hydrogen atom is complicated by the fact that the electron and the proton have opposite electrical charge, 
created by opposite spin, which is cancelled out when the electron and proton combine.  

And size? 
The electron, with less mass: 1 TRUE unit to the 17 mass units of the proton, has less angular momentum and is thus drawn 
into a 3-D orbital relationship with the proton. 

What’s angular momentum? 
Angular momentum is the technical term for the quantity—extent— of the force of the rotation of something —in physics 
parlance we call that a ‘body’.  

And in TDVP? 
In the quantum physics applied to TDVP, the electron rotates at angles because of angular momentum. 

And that ultimately is through 9 dimensions? 
Correct. 

So we have a new way of seeing mass? 
Yes. The total inertial mass of the Hydrogen atom, as a spinning object, is equal to its cross-section in TRUE units times the 
quark masses.  

Meaning what? 
Meaning that the effective mass of the atom without a neutron, is the quark mass of the proton. This is equal to 17 times the 
108 TRUE unit cross section of the atom.  

What does this imply? 
This means that the mass of the proton in combination with the electron and gimmel in the multi-dimensional spinning 
hydrogen atom should be 17x108. That equals 1836 TRUE units of mass.  

As contrasted with? 
This is in stark contrast with the mass of the proton if we were to calculate it as only the combination of two up-quarks and one 
down-quark. Then the proton mass would be calculated at only 17 TRUE units—but we know that there is more: The LHC 
data shows it more than 100 times more. 

And it fits collider data? 
Yes. Returning to Table 5B, we see that the statistical average of the collider data, in normalized electron TRUE units, to the 
nearest whole unit, is actually that same1836! 

So it’s quite predictable? 
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Yes. Thus, the mass of the proton in the Hydrogen atom predicted by TDVP is the same as obtained from experimental data, 
validating the TDVP paradigm shift! 

And the math is complex? 
No. The detailed mathematical derivation of this, involving the Calculus of Distinctions and the Conveyance Equation, is not 
difficult.  

But only if you know how to do the math? 
Of course. 

So then what does the Conveyance Equation do?  
We use a specific form of calculation based on integers—whole numbers. Ultimately we apply it to nine dimensions and we to 
add the various components ultimately like electrons, up quarks and down quarks.  

So for curiosity, how do we write this equation? 
The Conveyance Equation is a specific form of Diophantine Equation developed by Close directly for measures in cubes for 9 
dimensions. The broad form of the Conveyance Equation is written (X1)m + (X2)m + (X3)m +…+ (Xn)m = (Xn+1). The 
Conveyance Equation general expression is solved for specific values of m and n. 

Are there any other laws that we must cover when doing this? 
There are, but it’s very technical. I give you permission not to understand this. We mention the math to establish legitimacy. 

Please tell me anyway about other laws or theorems that are covered. 
Okay: There is an extension of the Pythagorean Theorem for higher dimensions. It’s used as a central part of Dimensional 
Extrapolation. Then there is the equation for Fermat’s Last Theorem 215. That is also derived from the Close Conveyance 
Equation expression when m=3 and n=2.  

Is that important? 
Yes. Because this is the central part of proving that quarks can only form stable protons and neutrons in combinations of threes. 
Incidentally, it is also interesting to note that when space and time are recognized as simply extensions of the mass-energy 
equivalence of spinning objects as Einstein suggested, we can also explain the inverse square law of gravity. 

And that inverse square law means? 
That gravity decreases with distance. That decrease in its strength decreases because there is less attraction between the two 
objects. Now the decrease is proportionate but strongly so. It’s not just linear—one on one, so to say—but it involves the 
square of the distance between the objects so it’s very powerful.  

But we’re moving away from our topic? 
Yes. The inverse square law is important. Instead, however, let’s focus again on the importance of this determination of the 
mass of the proton in combination with an electron in the Hydrogen atom. 

Is that important? 
Critically. We think this determination may be the most important validation of TDVP yet.  

Why? 
Because one might argue that our derivation of the numerical value of the Cabibbo angle using a 9-D spin model was just a 
strange coincidence of the numbers being the same. 

But what about the research on the quarks? 
Yes, also that the mathematical proof that the most stable quark combinations are triadic—the quarks come in three—is 
expected from TDVP. And that’s important but could be regarded as coincidence to the skeptic. 

Yes, that’s because TDVP starts with ‘triadic’? 
Yes. But the triadic nature of quarks was already known. The come in threes. TDVP just provides the proof of something that 
was already known. That’s very good but we want something indisputable so that not even skeptics can doubt TDVP realities. 

So we cannot prove TDVP by this because the triads there were known? Isn’t that being small minded. 
Yes, because TDVP provides a reason why what was known was happening. And the many findings that are justified by what 
we know such as the nature of the elements, and the special life element qualities, and the proofs with gimmel should be ample 
enough to know that TDVP fits into our original question: What is reality? Well, TDVP is the best available explanation of 
reality that we know of. And that’s the beginning.  

Is there even more? No doubt, again technical but major. Please tell us for completion if you think it’s important.  
Yes, it’s very important. So do we go on with this? Again, the principles are important to you, not the math. The mathematics 
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is to illustrate this is real, that this exists, that it’s not so to say fabricated to fit the findings. So again the theme is: Prove it! 

Please go on. What we learn from this is a bonus. But we’ll try to understand the principles. 
You’ll remember that subatomic particles spin. Some elementary ones, when we look at them through the framework of 3S-1t, 
show what’s been called ‘half-spin‘. And scientists say ‘that’s just a theoretical concept because we can’t explain it.”  

Okay? 
Now if you spin it through 9-dimensions starting at the first dimension, you have eight half-spins. So that makes up 4 full 
rotations. We’re not dealing with half here. 

And? 
This might be one reason to dispel that ‘weirdness’ of quantum theory that we learnt about from the Nobelist Richard 
Feynman. It’s only weird in 3S-1t, not 9D. 

And it works? 
Yes. When we ‘invented’ gimmel, our theory began to work. Flawlessly.  

An important part of the jigsaw? 
A very important one.  

So this is pertinent? 
Enormously. It’s very hard to deny that there must be an explanation for the huge disparity between the mass of the proton and 
the combined masses of its constituent quarks. 

Yes that’s obvious, now that you’ve pointed that out? 
Now using the TDVP multi-dimensional spin model with gimmel as the explanation is much more satisfying and convincing 
(because it works!) than the assumption that there are massless and dimensionless particles.  

Which is the case in current mainstream physical theory? 
Yes!  

And that mainstream all involves Newtonian infinitesimals? 
Yes, the inappropriate use of Newtonian calculus at the quantum level, where no measure can approach zero infinitesimally 
closely, causes physicists to have to accept strange, self-contradictory entities like massless and dimensionless particles.  

Again CoD? 
Exactly! Application of the calculus of Dimensional Distinctions to physical phenomena with the TRUE quantum unit as the 
basic dimensional distinction. This, as indicated, eliminates the nonsensical conclusions of ‘shocking’ 200 and ‘weirdness’ for 
the quantum. 72 

And is there more? 
Yes. An aside: Using TRUE, the truly minimum quantum unit as the basis of calculation, we have explained why there is 
something rather than nothing by demonstrating mathematically that there could be no stable atomic structure without the 
existence of a third form of the essential substance of reality, which we’ve called gimmel, in addition to mass and energy.  

So? 
By accepting gimmel as an agent of consciousness, we mathematically convey order and meaning into the physical universe.  

And a gestalt? 
Yes. We gain access to a whole new holistic way of looking at reality. It opens the door to a new science capable of 
investigating mental, psychic and spiritual phenomena, real experiences currently off limits to mainstream science. 

Implying? 
The beginning of new science, revitalized with conscious energy, unified with the ageless truth of spirituality. 
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UNDERSTANDING TRUE UNITS AND GIMMEL AS PART OF 

TDVP: CHAPTER 7 
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We could see that Erich and Jacqui wanted more. And again we were concerned because just as ideas in math appear 
formidable even when they’re not, concepts in Physics can be difficult. We realized it was mainly the special vocabulary that 
made describing these fundamentals so onerous. So Vernon and Ed had the arduous task of penetrating the unfathomable. 
 
MORE ABOUT THE ILLUSION OF MATTER AND GRAVITY 
What is the true nature of mass? 
Many mistakenly regard mass as the existence of solid matter, as if it’s solid through and through. 

But it’s anything but? 
Correct. As Max Planck said, there truly is no matter as such 127: matter is an illusion created by inertia, the resistance to 
motion.  

And we understand then the mechanism? 
Yes. We have traced this resistance to the gyroscopic-like inertia of the spinning of something at the quantum and atomic 
levels of physical reality. 192 

But, just what is that something, and why is it spinning?  
Let’s put this first into the proper historical perspective, but it's a little complex. 

Go ahead! 
It’s a basic principle of relativity that inertial mass and gravitational mass are actually one and the same thing.  

This come from? 
None other than Einstein. He called this the ‘Equivalence Principal’. 192 

Please tell me more. 
This principal was originally posited by the Austrian polymath Ernst Mach 216 (1838 – 1916). 

And Einstein applied it? 
Yes, he used Mach’s idea in the development of his theory of relativity. 

Yet we can’t explain this, can we? 
No. Exactly how inertial and gravitational mass are equivalent has never been fully explained, nor had it been explainable until 
now. 

But that has changed?  
Yes, we think so. 

What do you propose? 
It’s very much relative. 

So? 
The limitations of our physical senses and extensions of them create the illusion of solid matter. 

But? 
But that illusion fades away as soon as we try to precisely locate the separate entities that we have conceptualized as atoms, 
protons, neutrons and quarks. 

How come?  
As we try to isolate these ‘particles’, seeking to find the ultimate substance of reality, they simply slip through our fingers, 
because, as Planck 127 said, there is no matter as such, and any other net we can devise, leaving us with ephemeral ‘massless’ 
bits of conceptual nothingness we conceptualize as gluons and bosons.  

How do you change that? 
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Because by recognizing that there is a ‘bottom’ to quantum reality, and applying the Calculus of Dimensional Distinctions to 
quantized reality, defining the true quantum unit (TRUE), and solving the resulting Diophantine equations, we see beyond the 
illusion of solid matter. 

And?  
We find that reality actually depends entirely upon the existence of that third form of that spinning something that cannot be 
directly measured as mass nor energy, but that is equivalent to mass and energy at the quantum level.  

So that is gimmel? 
Yes! That something is what we have called gimmel. With the discovery of gimmel and the hyper-dimensionality of space, 
time and consciousness, we are now at long last in a position to explain what mass and gravity really are. 

So how does this work? 
The Equivalence Principle says that resistance to motion, whether it’s measured as the force it takes to blast the mass of a 
rocket from the surface of Planet Earth, or the force it takes to overcome the resistance to motion due to the spinning of the 
substance of reality at the quantum level, is really the same thing.  

How can this be?  
To see the truth behind this, we must reverse the reductionist approach of particle physics and abandon the illusion that reality 
is separated into ‘particles’ at the quantum level.  

And do what?  
We must see the universe as an integrated multi-dimensional reality.  

Not easy?  
True: It’s hard for us to do because for all practical purposes, objects can be considered to be quite separate on the macro level. 

Is that so? 
No, not really.  

How come? 
If objects at the quantum level are not separate, objects at the macro level are not really separate either.  

A paradigm shift? 
Yes. A paradigm shift inside the several shifts TDVP has brought. 

Not easy? 
Maybe. The shift to a multi-dimensional understanding of reality requires a deeper understanding of relativity and quantum 
physics, and in particular a deeper understanding of the Equivalence Principle. 

How do we do this then? 
We have to expand our conceptualization of reality to include consciousness, space, time, mass and energy as the real, 
measurable parameters of multi-dimensional distinctions of extent and content mathematically related by volumetric 
equivalence at the quantum level.  

How is that done? 
This means extending the mathematical description of reality into dimensions beyond the three dimensions of space and one of 
time.  

Is that new? 
No. Our ideas are extensions of scientists’ work from a century ago. 

Like? 
Efforts in this direction were made by German physicists Theodore Kaluza 198and Austrian Nobelist Wolfgang Pauli 197, 
Swedish physicist Oscar Klein 198, and others.  

What did they say? 
Dr Kaluza was encouraged by Einstein. He expanded the general relativity model into five dimensions and was successful in 
unifying gravity and electromagnetism.  

And Klein? 
Dr Klein developed his 5-D model independently 198, and had some success combining quantum theory with his five-D model.  

But what happened? 
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These efforts were eclipsed in mainstream physics by easier pathways to progress by developing relativity and quantum theory 
separately. 

So? 
The 5-D effort, known as the Kaluza-Klein model is generally considered to be simply a forerunner of modern string theory. 

Was that an end?  
Yes, for a century maybe. 

Why? 
Hyper-dimensional relativistic quantum theory never really got off the ground because of multiple conceptual errors arising 
from the inappropriate application of infinitesimal calculus to quantum reality. 

That caused problems? 
Yes. This resulted in the lack of development of an appropriate mathematical approach.  

So how did you get back on the right track? 
To explain how we can avoid these conceptual errors, we’ll have to speak in terms that may seem very abstract to the average 
reader.  

That’s okay. I’m learning a lot. 
Fortunately, the concepts are simple. 

And we should be able to understand the concepts? 
Well, it may actually be the well-educated scientists who will have more of a problem here. 

Why? 
Because they will have to unlearn some of the standard dogma of conventional mathematical physics taught in our colleges 
and universities today. This is no disrespect to them. It just reflects a quite appropriate viewpoint that we must be careful about 
compromising our world-view because most of the time it’s wrong. 

Every scientist?  
Of course not. We don’t want to be misunderstood or misinterpreted.  

In what way? 
We’re not saying that all of the math and physics developed since the paradigm shifts of relativity and quantum mechanics in 
the first half of the last century are worthless or meaningless.  

I understand. 
But, due to narrow professional specialization and academic departmentalization, the direct relationship between mathematics 
and physical reality has been misunderstood and almost completely lost. 

Please explain why. 
Philosophically, most mainstream scientists align themselves with so-called ‘logical positivism’, roughly defined as ‘any 
system of thought that confines itself to the factual data of experience’.  

Logical positivism is limited in what way? 
Because it excludes a priori or metaphysical speculation.  

Where did it begin? 
This approach was articulated by the French philosopher Auguste Comte (1798–1857). 

What does it say? 
The basic precepts of positivism are that all factual knowledge is based on the ‘positive’ data of experience.  

And more?  
Yes…that beyond the realm of facts is that of pure logic and pure mathematics.  

Anyone more modern? 
An Einstein contemporary: The position of Danish physicist Niels Bohr (1885-1962), sometimes called the father of quantum 
physics, exemplifies this position.  

What did Dr Bohr say that demonstrates this?  
He said: “Physics is to be regarded not so much as the study of something a priori given, but rather as the development of 
methods of ordering and surveying human experience… There is no quantum world. There is only an abstract quantum 
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physical description. It’s wrong to think that the task of physics is to find out how nature is. Physics concerns what we 
can say about nature.”  

Did he amplify?  
Yes. Dr Bohr added: “In this respect our task must be to account for such experience in a manner independent of individual 
subjective judgment and therefore objective in the sense that it can be unambiguously communicated in ordinary human 
language.” 217; 218; 219 

But surely you’re doing this too?  
Yes. Certainly communicating facts, and logic, and the objective and subjective, and the relative and frameworks. Are we 
succeeding? 

So what do you think of this positivism? 
We endorse the positivist point of view, especially in experimental physics. 

But you’ve speculated beyond that  
Yes, but we’ve used logic and jigsaw puzzle pieces to assist. 

So it’s not just unjustified? 
No. Of course, wild, undisciplined speculation should be avoided because, while there may be an infinite number of ways to be 
wrong, there is arguably only one way to be right.  

But positivism would surely be limited? 
Yes. Strict adherence to this approach would virtually eliminate theoretical physics and severely limit the advancement of 
science.  

So there’s another way? 
Yes. Contrast Bohr, for example with Einstein’s 1933 Herbert Spencer lecture: 
“If, then, it’s true that the axiomatic foundation of theoretical physics cannot be extracted from experience but must be freely 
invented, may we ever hope to find the right way?”  

Einstein continued: 
“Furthermore, does this right way exist anywhere other than in our illusions? May we hope to be guided safely by experience 
at all, if there exist theories (such as classical mechanics) which to a large extent do justice to experience, without 
comprehending the matter in a deep way?” 

So what do you think?  
Well, let’s continue with Einstein by emphasizing the key ideas. 
“I confidently argue that the right way exists, and that we are capable of finding it. Our experience hitherto justifies us in 
trusting that nature is the realization of the simplest that is mathematically conceivable. I am convinced that purely 
mathematical construction enables us to find those concepts and those law-like connections between them that provide the key 
to the understanding of natural phenomena.”  

He continued did he not? 
Indeed, Einstein concluded: 
“Useful mathematical concepts may well be suggested by experience, but in no way can they be derived from it. Experience 
naturally remains the sole criterion of the usefulness of a mathematical construction for physics.” 

Beautiful! 
Yes, we’ve reproduced this Einstein quote almost in its entirety here because we want to capture the deep sense of his thought 
process so that you can see that, in a very real way. 

And TDVP does this? 
Yes, TDVP is actually a continuation along the same line of enquiry pursued by Albert Einstein.  

Do you fully agree? 
Yes. Our view of reality is even stronger. We like to call this mathematical empiricism. 

How so? 
To us, mathematics is not just a tool invented by human beings for solving quantifiable problems. Pure mathematical thought 
is a true reflection of reality at its deepest level. 

So who do you reject?  
We greatly respect all these great scientists who’ve come before. But we reject the conclusions of mainstream physicists like 
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Bohr 200 and Feynman 72, who proclaim that “quantum physics is just weird. You can’t understand it, just accept that that’s the 
way it’s and go on with the practical application of its principles to technology.” 

So you agree with Einstein? 
Indeed, respectfully, we agree with Einstein that the truth exists and we are capable of finding it. 

And do you apply it the same way Einstein did? 
We’ve extended this application to the Philosophy of Science making science more versatile. In our first book together, 
“Reality Begins with Consciousness” 220 (brainvoyage.com), Dr. Neppe and I introduced the concept of Lower-Dimensional 
Feasibility, Absent Falsification (LFAF): We recognized the idea of including concepts in scientific hypotheses that may not 
be falsifiable in the 3S-1t domain, but have never been falsified. 7; 8; 9; 221 

And? 
This extends scientific research to evolution, cosmology and medicine and also the multidimensional. 

How so the multidimensional? 
Our physical senses are not only severely limited, detecting only very narrow ranges of energy. 

Therefore? 
They do not reveal more than three spatial dimensions and one moment in time, even though the existence of additional 
dimensions is clearly required by both relativity and quantum physics. 

So what went wrong with the mainstream? 
We argue that mainstream science has gone astray because it has taken the positivist approach too literally. 

So it limits? 
Yes. It confusing conceptual mathematical tools with pure, or existential mathematics.  

The wrong branch perhaps? 
Good metaphor. By missing this distinction, scientists have gone down the wrong path, continuing to apply infinitesimal 
calculus to quantum reality, where it doesn’t apply, resulting in paradoxes and illogical conclusions.  

It became too obvious? 
Yes. Most scientists don’t even realize that ‘the calculus’ of Newton and Leibniz is only one of a number of possible calculi, 
and most mathematicians ignore the distinction between conceptual and existential mathematics.  

A THOUGHT EXPERIMENT 
Let’s begin with Albert Einstein’s idea: 
 “I am convinced that purely mathematical construction enables us to find those concepts and those law-like connections 
between them that provide the key to the understanding of natural phenomena.” 

How does this kind of logic fit into TDVP?  
Very well. We’ve applied this. 

How so? 
Einstein liked to use thought experiments. 

So? 
I’d like you to participate in a slightly different kind of thought experiment here.  

Okay.  
Consider the nature of human awareness. We understand that our awareness extends beyond the physical brain located in the 
bony cage of the human skull.  

Really? 
We are simultaneously aware of my body from the hairs of my head, to the tips of my toes and fingers, and I am also aware of 
my existence in the room in which we sit and type these words. 

What does that idea lead to? 
Let’s visualize the arena in which you exist, and of which you are aware.  

What are the limits? 
It doesn’t matter whether you think of it stopping at the boundaries of your skin, or at the walls of the room you are in, at the 
edge of some limited sphere like this planet and its atmosphere, or even the much greater scope of awareness, all of the visible 
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universe.  

How? 
Pick a physical object within your scope of awareness. In this instant, that object and every other object within your scope of 
awareness can be exactly located using only three numbers. 

Mathematical? 
Most people are familiar with Cartesian coordinates. Several other types of mathematical coordinate systems for locating 
points in a finite field of awareness have been developed, for example, polar, cylindrical, spherical, curvilinear, skewed 
coordinates.  

They vary? 
Mathematicians have devised these different coordinate systems for application to specific kinds of problems.  

For example? 
The Cartesian coordinate system, with three orthogonal dimensions, and six directions of motion: up, down, right, left, front 
and behind, is the easiest to work with. 

So there are others? 
Yes, in any of these coordinate systems, the location of each and every physical object of which we are directly aware through 
our physical senses, can be exactly located with just three numbers defining its position relative to any reference frame.  

What’s that? 
The geometry of this three-dimensional spatial field is defined by the axiomatic geometry of Euclid. 

Is this the only one?  
No. There are other types of geometries developed for specific purposes, but they are all defined in reference to Euclidean 
geometry. 

What’s special about that? 
Euclidean geometry is the most natural geometry of our physical perception, so we will visualize our thought experiment in 
Euclidean space. 

But you use more than three dimensions? 
True. For Euclidean space of more than three dimensions, we prefer the term Euclidean Dimensionometry. 

So let’s begin. 
Okay. The key is actually combining Mass, Energy and Consciousness in our range of awareness. 

Do we begin with history, again? 
Yes. Max Planck showed us that energy is quantized; Einstein showed us the equivalence of energy and mass in the simple but 
profound equation E = mc2.  

And what about relativity?  
Of course. Through the general theory of relativity, Einstein appreciated that space and time exist only as extensions of the 
substance of reality. 

So your model fits that? 
Effectively. Application of the CoDD to the conscious drawing of distinctions has shown us that all real phenomena are 
aspects of one thing. 

That thing being? 
It manifests as combinations of mass, energy and consciousness. 

That’s needed or optional? 
It’s essential. Any conceptualized reality without all three is meaningless. 

Why? 
It’s logical that in such a unified reality, there should be a basic unit of measurement to which all measures of reality can be 
related by mathematical equivalence, and to which all measures can be normalized.  

And what do you call that in your TDVP model? 
We call that unit the Triadic Rotational Unit of Equivalence, or ‘TRUE unit’ 65.  

Defined as? 
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The TRUE unit’s defined by the mass and volumetric equivalence of the free electron spinning away from an ionized 
Hydrogen atom 147.  

Sounds complex?  
Yes it is: The volume of the spinning electron shrinks in size and its angular velocity increases rapidly until, before it shrinks 
to zero, it reaches the relativistic limit of light speed.  

That becomes pretty small then but is still quantized?  
Exactly! Its volume at that point is the minimum quantum volume possible.  

Applied how? 
The mass and volume of this truly minimum quantum unit, which we call the TRUE unit, is then the basis of all CoDD 
measurements. 

 
The Basis of the TRUE Quantum Unit’s Real Data 
So is a quantum unit based on theory? Or is it real? 
It’s real. The Large Hadron Collider (LHC) allows particle physicists to obtain real, empirical data. 193 

So how does one define a quantum unit? 
We’ve defined the most basic quantum unit of measurement as the minimal equivalent normalized mass and energy of the 
electron. 

And you go from there? 
Yes, we apply relativistic principles to the electron stripped from the Hydrogen atom in the process of ionization. 

This allows what? 
That way we determine its minimal quantum volume. We therefore define the true minimal quantum unit of calculation for the 
CoDD. 

And you call that? 
We called it the TRUE quantum unit.  

And what do you do then? 
We apply TRUE unit analysis to the stable elementary particles that make up our physical universe 147. 

And what did you find? 
We found that up-quarks contain 4 TRUE units of mass, and down-quarks contain 9 TRUE units of mass. 64 

So you then calculate TRUE units for protons and neutrons? 
Yes. Because of that we also found that protons consist of a total of 24 TRUE units, and neutrons contain 38 TRUE units. 

And electrons? 
The electron has one unit of mass, but it scores 106 total TRUE units in the Hydrogen atom because each electron has exactly 
105 TRUE units of gimmel. 

We’ve spoken about 9 dimensional finite spin. How does one communicate across dimensions? 
The mathematical method is called ‘Dimensional Extrapolation’.  

What’s that? 
Dimensional Extrapolation is mathematical dimensionometric process developed by Close 97. 

How does it work? 
We use it for defining the dynamic relationship of dimensional domains and number theory. 

How is dimensional extrapolation applied? 
It’s accomplished by rotation in a plane and unitary projection perpendicular to the plane of rotation. 

It has to be perpendicular because that allows greater stability? 
Yes, imagine a spinning top spinning at an angle but on its side. It would not last. 

So what does that do? 
Dimensional Extrapolation is a process used to facilitate the process of moving our focus to and from higher dimensions. 

I remember about n+1 from my algebra. 
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Yes. In DE, the dimensions can project from an n-dimensional domain to an (n + 1)-dimensional domain—in other words, to 
one more domain. 

What about Conventional Mathematics? How are the CoD and CoDD linked? 95 
In conventional geometry, we use the term “mathematical singularity”. 

That means? 
A singularity is a point with zero extent, i.e., zero dimensions.  

So this is why quantized volume is important? 
Yes. In a quantized reality, comprised of combinations of quanta that contain integer multiples of the quantum unit, a reality 
where space and time do not exist in the absence of matter and energy, the ‘point’, simply does not exist. 

So a point is really just a concept? 
Yes. In a quantized reality, the nearest thing to a point would be a single quantum unit. 

And that would be three-dimensional? 
Yes. The smallest domain is the size of a free electron. 

But conceptually not in reality, the line is there. 
Yes, it might be replaced by a string of electrons placed in a row.  

Is that possible? 
Not really because electrons all carry the same electrical charge. 

So they would repel each other? 
Exactly. So no such thing exists in a quantized reality.  

So, dimensionless points and one dimensional lines aren’t real? 
That’s right! They are simply mental concepts. They do not actually exist as physical objects.  

And you could use the theoretical points concept? 
Yes, a conceptual line consists of an infinite number of conceptual points. 

Stretching to infinity. 
Yes. Technically to the transfinite because it’s not an infinite continuity but tiny, tiny points along that number line. 

So it stretches forever? 
Yes it potentially stretched to the transfinite infinite in opposite directions. 

And the same is a plane. It’s also not real. 
Correct. We can imagine a top of a table or a piece of paper. That is a two-dimensional domain. 

But it always has thickness? 
Correct. So, actually, the minimum is a three-dimensional domain in a space. 

So we talk about two-dimensional planes only as concepts. 
Yes, they’re not objectively real, because they have no volumetric extent capable of containing mass and/or energy.  

Because they must occupy space to be real? 
Yes, and they must involve mass, energy and consciousness to be meaningful. Physical objects on the macro scale on this 
planet at least, have weight, occupy space and are perceptible in some way to a conscious observer. 

But a three-dimensional domain is easy? 
Yes, and it’s real, as it contains objects composed of integer combinations of quantum units.  

But one question: What about a segment or shapes like circles. Surely, they’re real? 
The ink or graphite and the paper they are drawn on are real, they occupy space and have weight. But no, zero, one and two 
objects are non-substantial —they are geometric figures without substance.  

Because? 
They have of less than three dimensions.  

So any shape is not real unless it has volume? 
True. It’s not quantized volume. So segments of straight lines and planes, as well as regular polygons and even circles, are 
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only approximated in the real world of quanta and quantum combinations. 

What else have we learned from TRUE analysis? 
By applying TRUE analysis we’ve made groundbreaking discoveries. 

Like? 
When we apply TRUE to the atomic elements of the Periodic Table, we find that electrons existing within the structure of 
stable atoms have exactly 106 TRUE units of gimmel.  

And that means? 
This led to the discovery that the elements most supportive to organic life have a volume of (108)3 TRUE units. 

What does that tell us? 
That means there are many more units of gimmel in the ‘life elements’ than elements less supportive or necessary for life.  

Which are the life elements? 
Hydrogen, which has the most gimmel. And then Carbon, Oxygen, Nitrogen and Sulfur. You’ll remember these are 
fundamental in organic chemistry. 

Are there other life elements? 
Yes, Calcium and Magnesium are as well. 

Any others? 
Well, also part of the multiple cube of 108 cubed in volume are two inert noble gases. 

Are those Neon and Helium? 
Correct. How did you know? 

They’re the two lowest inert gases in the Periodic Table.  
Correct. 67; 222 They are part of the process of forming life-supporting elements. 

Anything unexpected? 
Yes, strangely we’ve found Silicon is a life element? 62; 63; 223; 224 

Does that mean it should be part of the sustaining of life? 
Yes. We must demonstrate that. 

Is there proof? 
It happens in certain marine creatures. We can provide references, if you want. 

No, we can take your word for it. Are there any other groundbreaking discoveries from TRUE units? 
Definitely. So for example we can definitely prove that our concept of Protons, Neutrons and Electrons is correct, and for that 
matter, that the current mainstream theories of Quarks and Gluons in the nucleons (the protons and the neutrons) is refuted! 

Does this mean what we learnt at school is wrong? 
Yes. Without something more, the atoms would fly away. 

A speculation? 
No. That’s mathematically proven. 

So TRUE units are required for stability so the atoms don’t fly apart? 
Correct. 

Anything more about TRUE? 
We’ve also found that the proportion of gimmel to TRUE units is exactly the same as the proportion of dark matter plus dark 
energy to the cosmos. 

Wow! Anything more?  
Yes. We found that dark matter is almost exactly the same proportion as the gimmel in union with nucleons in the atom, and 
dark energy as electron gimmel. 

That’s amazing but how does it fit? 
It fits only when we apply a 9-dimensional spin model. 

And the nine-dimensional spin model gives more answers? 
Yes. The application of TRUE analysis in a nine-dimensional spin model yields answers to a number of questions that have 
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perplexed physicists for decades. 

Like?  
Why do quarks combine in triples?  

And? 
How can we explain the size of the Cabibbo mixing angle. And there are other puzzles too that TRUE, gimmel and 9 
dimensions explain. 

How do we know there are more than four dimensions, and how many are there? 
The answer again here is mathematical. 

And how is that solved? 
We can only be aware of a three-dimensional domain from the vantage point of awareness of a larger dimensional domain—a 
domain of four dimensions or more.  

Now does a four-dimensional domain exist? 
Yes. A four-dimensional domain exists in our range of awareness because, thanks to memory and imagination, we are aware 
of the passage of time.  

But that is a single time line, surely? 
Yes. Though we experience only one quantum of time, at a time, we remember previous events and anticipate a logical 
succession of those events, thus becoming aware of a linear progression of time.  

So clearly, that fourth dimension, as time line, is quite different than the first three dimensions? 
Correct. And that is where the famous idea of Space-Time comes in. 

But that’s just subtle meanings in our realm of awareness not possessed by the first three spaces, and it seems to have only one 
direction—forwards? 
Yes. But it’s volumetric, not a single line, you’ll remember. 

And in technical physics what does that mean? 
It means that the dimensions of the 4-D event domain are related to each other and mass and energy mathematically by the 
transformation equations of relativity.  

What’s the Conveyance Equation? 
The Conveyance Equation is an equation developed by Dr Ed Close. 

Now, is it still integer related? 
Yes. It requires whole numbers so is one form of Diophantine Equation. 

What specifically? 
It relates specifically to volumes so everything is cubic. 

And to the nine dimensions? 
Effectively yes. It conveys information of the three addends on the left of the equation equaling the right side solution (total/ 
sum). 

So what does The Conveyance Equation do? 
It yields quantum combination equations. These play a central part in determining the mathematical properties of the different 
dimensional domains.  

And the technique used is Dimensional Extrapolation? 
We can repeatedly apply that process. 

And what do we see? 
We find that the Dimensionometric structure of the CoDD consists of sequentially embedded domains totaling nine finite 
dimensions and even beyond to the transfinite domain. 
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UNDERSTANDING THE CALCULUS OF DISTINCTIONS AND ITS 

ROLE IN TDVP: CHAPTER 8 
 

Edward R Close PhD, PE and Vernon M Neppe MD, PhD, FRS(SAf). 
 

Mathematics 192 
 

“The truth exists and we are capable of finding it! “ Albert Einstein 
Such a simple thought, and yet so profound! 
 
Is mathematics just a man-made tool for calculation or is it part of reality? 
We maintain that mathematical thought is a true reflection of reality at its deepest level. 

But that’s not what most scientists say. 
We think they’re wrong. They’re not seeing the whole picture. 

Why? 
In our opinion, mainstream science has gone astray. Scientists can easily confuse conceptual mathematical tools with pure, 
mathematical logic that accurately reflects the nature of reality.  

Is that why there are so many different precise mathematical concepts that are needed for the advanced technology of our 
world to function? 
We think so. 

What’s the difference? 
A fundamental one that is theoretical but not based on finite reality. 

What do you mean? 
By missing this distinction, scientists have gone down the wrong path. 

What path? 
They’ve been applying the infinitesimal calculus of Newton and Leibniz to quantum reality. 

So? 
It doesn’t apply, there. Newtonian calculus requires continuous realities. Our finite reality is quantized. 

Consequently? 
This results in paradoxes and illogical conclusions.  

What paradoxes and illogical conclusions? 
There are many, but just to name a few: massless and dimensionless point-like particles, space-time paradoxes, and abstract 
geometries that don’t exist in the real world. 

And when corrected? 
We’ve shown by our research how rectifying this mistake allows us to discover new science and answer questions and explain 
puzzles that are inexplicable in the current mainstream paradigm. 

Surely that is not because of just understanding that our cosmos is quantized? 
It is. Newtonian calculus is wonderful and has many valid applications on the macro scale, and some major theoretical 
implications.  

And your work? 
Our work has been mainly with the quantized reality and this includes ideas that cross many different sciences. 

So what do we accept? 
Accept if you will, that the following statement is literally true.  

That is? 
Pure mathematical logic is not an invention of the human mind, but something very real that is there to be discovered by any 
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intelligent life form.  

But it’s all different for other species? 
Not really. While the symbols expressing it might be different for different forms of intelligent life, the truths they reflect will 
always be the same. There is only one reality - and we are capable of knowing it. 

That’s quite something surely? 
Yes. If the facts of pure mathematics accurately reflect reality, then exploring the logical structure of mathematics will yield 
valid information about objective reality.  

Wow! Does that mean that if we create new mathematical techniques, we change reality? 
Yes, in a way, at least our understanding of reality. But we must be very careful to continually check our findings against hard 
data. Even the most abstract is still part of our reality, not just a method of calculating. 

Why? 
Because consciousness (some call it ‘mind’) has more independent variables than we can conceive of, and it’s definitely more 
than just the dimensional domains of space and time. 

What does that mean? 
Our dimensions have more degrees of freedom. That’s another complicated concept. 

What are ‘degrees of freedom’. I heard that phrase in Statistics Class, but what does that mean? 
It’s a complicated concept: ‘degrees of freedom’ or DOF refers to the number of independent variables which affect the range 
of states in which a system may exist.  

And in TDVP? 
Technically, in our TDVP studies, ‘degrees of freedom’ describe the number of orthogonal directions —perpendiculars or right 
angles— in which something can move. 

So in Statistics? 
Degrees of freedom refer to the number of independent values or quantities which can be assigned to a statistical distribution. 

And in physics? 
It's the different directions in which independent motion can occur; and in chemistry every independent factor in a system.  

And in your work? 
Our work, TDVP, nine-dimensions, TRUE units, gimmel are not conjectures. They are empirically proven facts. And the 
proofs are repeatable. 

So it’s fundamental to dimensions? 
Exactly, each dimension is a measure and these are vary in extent. So when we do calculations in a 9-dimensional model, there 
are eight degrees of freedom because the first one is fixed as a frame of reference. 

So do all theories with extra dimensions have degrees of freedom? 
Technically, you can always apply calculations to all dimensional domains below the highest dimensional domain of your 
model. 

Can you give an example of a theory that does not work in practice?  
Yes. For the past forty or fifty years, theoretical physicists have constructed a number of elaborate theories (e.g. string theories) 
that are internally consistent, but cannot be checked against objective reality. 

Wow. But isn’t String Theory well known and proven? 
No. Every String Theory remains just a theory. That’s why it’s named that. In math, we sometimes refer to a ‘conjecture’. In a 
way, String Theories (there are many) are unproven conjectures.  

And your work? 
Our work, such as TDVP, nine-dimensions, TRUE units and gimmel are not conjectures. They are empirically proven facts. 
Moreover … 

Moreover what? 
The proofs are repeatable. 

I think you implied that Consciousness is what some call ‘mind’, do I have that right? 
Yes. We don’t like the term because we see consciousness as unified with space and time, and also with mass and energy.  
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So while we’re alive, our mind is there? 
Yes. Our physical being still has consciousness, and yet some regard our mind being separate. 

So, let’s move back to the question: Why is conventional science not pursuing this? 
The reason mainstream science has gone astray mathematically is easily understood when we take a look at the underlying 
assumptions of Newton’s calculus and compare them with the more basic logic of the calculus of distinctions (CoD). 

We then ask what calculus is appropriate for application to the real world, yes? 
Correct. The physical universe as we experience it through our physical senses is quantized. 

Everything in whole numbers? 
Exactly. It means that mass, energy, space and time only occur in whole-number multiples of quantum units.  

 
CALCULI, DISTINCTIONS, TRUE UNITS AND DIMENSIONAL DOMAINS 192 
 
OK, tell us again, what’s a distinction? 
A distinction in mathematical terms, is simply anything that can be distinguished, in any way whatsoever, from everything else. 

Does it have to be an object? 
No. It can be any finite object, event, image, or thought which can be distinguishable from its surroundings.  

We mentally draw distinctions? Is that right? 
Yes, in logic anyway. We distinguish by some feature or features. 

And it’s therefore a conscious awareness? 
Yes, without consciousness interacting with reality, there is no awareness. 

What’s the key to it? 
A distinctions is defined by the awareness of a boundary. 

What do you mean by a boundary? 
That a point on one side cannot reach the other side without crossing the boundary.  

Because in CoD it’s more? 
Yes. Our definition of distinction includes the fact that a conscious being must exist to draw the distinction. The conscious 
observer/participant does that. Without consciousness, there is no meaning, and thus no science.  

So there are three components to this? 
Yes. We define a distinction as being ‘triadic’.  

The three are? 
It consists of that which is distinguished, that from which it’s distinguished, and the consciousness drawing the distinction. 

So what actually is the Calculus of Distinctions? 
The CoD represents mathematical logic that is conceptually prior to its division into separate disciplines like geometry, 
number theory and algebraic representation. 

So it’s a math of distinctions.  
Yes. 

And who developed it? 
It was developed by Dr Edward Close along with Dr Vladimir Brandin. 225  

And then? 
Later on it was extended in many facets by Dr Close with Dr Vernon Neppe providing assists. 95; 96 The CoD is an extensive 
and marked reformulation of Dr George Spencer Brown’s Laws of Form. 226 

But that logic began much earlier? 
Correct! The thread of this primary and fundamental mathematical logic runs through the teachings of ancient mathematicians 
like Plato 227; 228, Diophantus and Pythagoras. 227; 229 

And later? 
And then it extended from the 17th to the 20th century in the methods of Gauss, Fermat 215 and Cantor 90, 15 
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And today? 
It has surfaced again more recently in Lie and Grassmann algebras where number theory, algebra and geometry have been at 
least partly reintegrated for application to quantum physics. 230 

And the CoD itself has been developed and extended? 
Yes. The logical structure of the CoDD and the Newtonian calculus are actually subsets of the more general logical structure 
of the CoD. 95; 96 

And it’s very much linked with making distinctions? 
Yes. When we analyze the scope of awareness in terms of distinctions, we see that as long as we are drawing distinctions on 
the macro scale of our physical perceptions, Newton’s Calculus of Infinitesimals works perfectly well. 231 

But in the real physical world at a quantum level, you claim it doesn’t? 
There everything is very, very, very small.  

So, how is that pertinent? 
We consider that physical objects are actually made up of stable combinations of much, much smaller objects. 

So? Are quarks made of something yet smaller? 
No, in a quantized reality, which ours is, there is a bottom, a smallest quantity and size. 

Why is this so important? 
We must use the Calculus of Dimensional Distinctions with those finite minimal quantum units to measure and describe them.  

Anything else? 
Yes, because the structure of pure mathematics is a reflection of the structure of reality. 

Implying? 
We can look at the mathematical structure of the Calculus of Dimensional Distinctions to help us understand the nature of 
quantized reality in our scope of awareness. 

And Newtonian calculus? 
That assumes that physical measurements are infinitely divisible. This assumption works very well on the everyday scale of 
measurement. 

So that’s okay then? 
But it fails at the quantum scale. 

What about your Calculus of Distinctions? 
The Calculus of Distinctions (or CoD) is a more primitive form of calculation that applies to the whole spectrum of reality.  

And then you can apply the Calculus of Distinctions to particle physics? 
Exactly, we use the TRUE unit as the basic, smallest possible real distinction, in our analysis of what to distinguish. 

And is there any other simple key to help us understand what TRUE analysis is? 
Yes. The third key to understanding TRUE analysis revolves around the word ‘real’ as used in last response.  

How come? 
The Calculus of Distinctions (CoD) is logically prior to the Calculus of Newton and Leibniz, because it’s more fundamental. 
The more fundamental, the more real an analysis is. When the analysis of reality is not tied to the fundamental reality of the 
quantized world, false concepts like dimensionless and massless particles arise. 

So do we need to not use Newton’s integral and differential calculus? 
It still has useful applications on the macro scale. 231 But in our work, we have to replace Newtonian Calculus in TDVP with a 
Calculus of Finite Dimensional Distinctions. 

Why? 
So as to avoid the error of applying ‘infinitesimals’ to quantum phenomena.  

Implying what? 
Meaning at a deeper level, if we want to apply the valid application of any mathematical analysis to physical phenomena, 
existence also becomes a very important consideration. 

What do you mean? 
Mathematical representations may reflect objects that actually exist, or reflect conceptual objects that don’t actually exist. An 
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example is the electron. Here the mass and volume is calculated in minimum units for CoD analysis and exists—it’s real. 

They’re real because they represent something in our world not just an abstract concept? 
Exactly. Valid mathematical representations would reflect the existential reality of the electron —what actually exists. 

But what about the concepts? 
The points, lines and planes, which are legitimate math entities, do not reflect real objects. They are mathematical objects in 0, 
1 or 2 dimensions, with no capacity for content.  

So they are only conceptual? 
Yes. They do not exist in a quantized universe. In a quantized universe, the point is approximated by the volume of a single 
TRUE unit, so it’s three-dimensional. 

And a line? 
A line is a row of TRUE units. 

And a plane? 
A plane is a one-unit-thick layer of TRUE units.  

So where does all this come from?  
We reference the very underrated book, The Laws of Form by George Spencer Brown, a polymath, mathematician and 
philosopher. 226  

What does he say? 
The late Dr Spencer Brown made the point that in the mathematical logic of determining whether something is true or false, 
reality and existence are not prerequisite.  

So he emphasized logic? 
Yes. He regarded rigorous mathematical logic as applying whether the objects being analyzed are real or merely conceptual.  

But the CoD is different? 
Yes. In CoD, developed by Dr Close 95; 225, we emphasize the real aspects of the quantized physical world. Real distinctions 
smaller than the relativistic minimum volume of the electron simply do not exist.  

Because?  
If they did, energy and mass would not be quantized.  

But surely then gimmel is smaller than the electron. There are 105 gimmel units in the electron aren’t there?  
You would think that if the electron scores one TRUE unit of mass, it must be smaller. But, no! Gimmel is in union with 
electrons, it’s not contained in the electrons. That’s a big difference. 

Do you have another example? 
Yes. We’ve discovered that in order for atoms to be stable, there must be 105 TRUE units of gimmel in the electron, and 
we’ve seen how the Proton mass is 1836. Does that mean that it’s smaller than the electron? Obviously not.  

Does that mean that gimmel is smaller than the electron?  
No it doesn’t. The electron scoring 1 is just a marker like 1 foot is a marker to measure. If something is 20 feet long, it’s not 
smaller than the one foot. The ‘foot’ is our metric measure. So is the TRUE unit. 

So normalization is not the same as equivalence to an electron?  
That’s correct, we’re talking about the existence of a third different kind of substance, necessary for the existence of stable 
atomic structure, a substance which is massless and energyless in 3S-1t. That is what we call gimmel. 

And this relates to quanta? 
Yes. Max Planck discovered that mass and energy are quantized.  

But that was a century ago? 
Effectively, the reality of the quantization of physical phenomena has been validated many times since Planck’s time, and 
much of our modern electronic technology is based upon Planck’s discovery. 

So what was the important breakthrough concept for both of you, Drs Close and Neppe? 
That not only are these quantized but they’re volumetric. This means they’re three dimensional and have volumes and must fit 
the mathematics of quantized (whole-number) analysis. 

Is this not obvious? 
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Not really. In applying mathematical methods to analysis of reality, scientists often forget or ignore the distinction between 
what exists —the existential— and the abstract concepts.  

And that can lead to erroneous conclusions? 
Yes. This has obviously happened when physicists speak of ‘dimensionless objects’ and ‘massless particles’. 

And your calculations take quantize volumes that exist into account?  
Yes. And that makes a huge difference.  

For example?  
By looking at the real source of the angular momentum and mass of elementary particles we will see that there is an exact 
correspondence between the masses of sub-atomic particles derived from normalizing the experimental data from the Large 
Hadron Collider (LHC) and the masses derived from application of TRUE analysis. 

Amazing! 
Yes. This exact correspondence of theoretical prediction with experimental data is strong evidence of the validity of TDVP. 

But if something’s primitive, doesn’t that mean that it’s not as good? 
No, it’s actually better. It means it’s so fundamental that your logic begins at that point, then moves to the more advanced—the 
less primitive! 

So we need to apply it, then? 
Exactly? We developed ‘The Calculus of Dimensional Distinctions’ (CoDD) for our new, more comprehensive paradigm 
(TDVP). 

But what about the original Newtonian calculus? 
That Calculus of Infinitesimals is actually a sub-set of the CoD, still useful at the macro level.  

How so?  
All observations and measurements are based on distinctions, so even the basic concepts of Newtonian calculus are 
distinctions which must obey the more basic logic of the CoD. 

How do we measure things in the CoD? 
The basic units of measurement in the CoDD are in quantum units. 

And again, what are quantum units? 
They’re defined as measurements of the smallest possible measures of our quantized reality that are based on real data.  

So by definition, they cannot be divided into smaller units? 
Yes. This make the CoDD applicable at the quantum scale.  

So what is quantized? 
We know that mass and energy are quantized. 

And more? 
Yes. We find that we must regard space and time as quantized, too. 

Did greats, like Einstein agree? Or is that much too early? 
No, it’s not too early and you’re right. In his note to the 15th Edition of Relativity, Einstein said: “Physical objects are not in 
space, but … are spatially extended. In this way the concept of “empty space” loses its meaning.” 

And so? 
In our exploration of the mathematical structure of the CoDD, we find that space and time also have to be quantized to be 
meaningful. 

So that’s consistent with Einstein’s statement. 
Yes. He saw that the concept of ‘empty’ space-time could have no real meaning, and that apparent emptiness was just the 
extension of mass and energy. 

But let’s get back to consciousness? Which kind of consciousness is linked with that empty space-time? Is it also empty?  
Excellent question. You’re right on it. There is consciousness linked with space and time. 

So that’s the consciousness that has extent? 
Exactly. That’s linked with Space and Time as a separate substrate. We call that ‘consciousness extent’ or Ce. 



Neppe VM and Close ER / Close ER and Neppe VM. Dialogues: TDVP Paradigm. © V6.122 IQNJ. 2016, Dec, 8:4, 7-123; 161227  113 

And then there are the other kinds of consciousness but not directly linked with space and time. 
You’ve got it! That’s a different concept of the ‘consciousness content’ or Cc. 

And that ‘consciousness content’ is the one linked with mass and energy? 
Exactly. So we have consciousness effectively acting as both container and that which is contained. This is mathematically in 
the 7 to 9 dimensions— the conscious substrate. 

Consciousness is a receptacle for mass, energy and gimmel?  
Yes, something like that. If you can think that mass, energy and ‘consciousness content’ constitute an integrated unit, then 
consciousness contains something and consciousness is the content. You can look at it both ways.  

So those are the two main kinds of consciousness?  
No. Actually by understanding the calculus of distinctions, we also can apply a third distinction and that’s very important too. 

That is? 
A distinction of impact. You see this container can impact with extent on our life.  

For example? 
Well, physically mass and energy can be the result of natural phenomena like an earthquake, or of basic or complex physical 
phenomena —like someone throwing something.  

So that’s the ‘consciousness’ that influences our lives?  
Exactly. We really should be using different names for each otherwise the layperson thinks they’re the same when they’re very 
different.  

And that again is the one we call ‘consciousness impact’ or Ci. 
Yes, because it influences us and impacts objects and events potentially. 

How does it work? 
It may be the result of a thought, of a prayer, of speaking even when we use our consciousness, or some would say of so-called 
telepathy or extrasensory perception or so-called mind over matter—psychokinesis. 

So there are three kinds of ways of conceptualizing consciousness? 
Yes. Using this model. There are these existential distinctions of Ce of Cc and of Ci.  

But wait a minute. Did Einstein mention all this? 
No! This is why Einstein might not have developed a so-called Theory of Everything. Despite his innate mysticism, he did not 
incorporate consciousness into his theories. 

But both of you, Drs Neppe and Close, did? 
Yes. And we also recognized multiple dimensions beyond the four of space-time (which Einstein investigated but could not 
prove) and the Infinite. That resulted in a new workable model. 79 

May we move on? What’s the Conveyance Equation? 
The Conveyance Equation is an equation developed by Dr Ed Close. 

Now is it still integer related? 
Yes. It requires whole numbers so is one form of Diophantine Equation. 

What specifically? 
It relates specifically to volumes so effectively the TRUE measure of everything is cubic. 

And to the nine dimensions? 
Effectively yes. It conveys information of the three ‘addends’ on the left of the equation equaling the right side solution (total/ 
sum). So in this example, there are three statements all to the power three. 

For example? 
Well, we will have to get technical here and write it for you: Σn

i=1 (Xn)m = Zm describes the whole family of Diophantine 
equations. The Conveyance Equation is one equation in that family for any specific dimensional domain in our 9-dimensional 
model is derived from it by specifying values for m and n.  

So, how is it applied? 
You still want it, complex as it is? When n = m =3, the Conveyance Expression yields the equation (X1)3 + (X2)3 + (X3)3= Z3. 

So what does The Conveyance Equation do? 
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Now this is complex: The Conveyance Equation describes the mathematical combination of how spinning quantum particles 
form new symmetric, and therefore stable spinning objects. This is important because there can only be stable structures for 
whole number solutions of the equation. 

And I know this uses math that can be applied at that quantum level. 
Yes. Solutions of the equations play a central role in determining the mathematical properties of atomic structures in the 
different dimensional domains. 

And what technique is used to apply this to more than three dimensions? 
To move from one dimensional domain to another, we repeatedly apply the process of Dimensional Extrapolation. 

And what do we see? 
We find that the Dimensionometric structure of the CoDD consists of sequentially embedded domains totaling nine finite 
dimensions. 

So that’s where it comes from? 
That’s one method, yes. The mathematical logic of dimensions demonstrates the existence of nine finite dimensions.  

And do we stop at nine-dimensions? Why not more? 
There is more. Those 9-D are embedded in a so-called never ending ‘transfinite domain’.  

And where do those go? 
That 9-D and the transfinite are finally embedded in an infinite substrate.  

Can we apply extrapolation to other dimensional studies? 
Yes. The various string theories, and the related ‘brane theories’ developed in an attempt to accommodate both relativity and 
quantum mechanics. 232; 233; 234; 235; 236 

They too require several dimensions beyond the three of space and one of time, don’t they? 
Yes.  

So we can extrapolate to the string theory dimensions? 
Yes, theoretically. 

But will it work? 
Not likely, as the derivations of objects that exist in 9-D spin are very precise mathematically. The basis is quite different. 
TDVP applies rotating embedded dimensions, not curled or folded dimensions as hypothesized in string theories. 237 

Well, thank you for your answers. These concepts are new and very challenging, but more understandable now.    
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ABSTRACTS AND REFERENCES FOR THE GROUNDBREAKING 
PARADIGM SHIFT: TRIADIC DIMENSIONAL-DISTINCTION 

VORTICAL PARADIGM (“TDVP”): A SERIES OF DIALOGUES  
Edward R Close PhD, PE and Vernon M Neppe MD, PhD, FRS(SAf) 

Postscript abstract (for peer-reviewers)  
We present a series of eight linked chapters written in dialogic style. It’s targeted for an inquisitive general population who 
may not be scientists or mathematicians. But scientists like abstracts and keywords. So this refereed article is still in scientific 
language! The rest is written possibly for the equivalent of Scientific American, Discover Magazine or Psychology Today 
readers and would appear in a layperson book. 
• First, we discuss what reality is. We recognize that only some of our reality experience is overt, the rest covert. And much 

of that covert reality is at a higher dimensional level that we living beings cannot experience. The ultimate level may be 
the infinite. This reality unifies how the quantized finite subreality of little bits and wholes is contained in the infinite 
unbroken continuity producing a single whole common reality. 

• Next, we describe the fundamental motivations for our developing the model of Triadic Dimensional Distinction Vortical 
Paradigm (TDVP). This has grown considerably over the past five years, and is stronger scientifically than before, not in 
any way refuted, is heavily supported by mathematical proofs, plus a great deal of further data, and is receiving 
increasing scientific support. As a puzzling aside, TDVP has some correlations with mystical Kabbalic thinking. 

• TDVP involves key axioms and a new multidisciplinary paradigm requiring rethinking about consciousness, dimensions 
and infinity.  

• But we have a dilemma: On the one hand, we want to transmit solid information, and we have to recognize that there are 
certain findings that are proven mathematically, or that are very cogent scientifically. However, a book written for a 
general readership is not the vehicle to transmit in detail solid peer-reviewed mathematical and empirical findings. 

• Consequently, we supply the references for the articles in which such data is published, recognizing that the reader, who 
does not know Drs. Close and Neppe, may still need to “believe” these findings instead of understanding they are real. So, 
this series is about principles and does not directly contain details of proofs, just allusions to proofs.  

• On the other hand, as scientists, we must mention when we’re uncertain and when we’re speculating. This should not 
invalidate any of the more solid scientific data pieces, but it allows a vehicle for new discovery, creative investigation, 
putting together pieces of a jigsaw, and generating new ideas for the future.  

• After providing some basics in the first three chapters —‘The why it’s required’, ‘Perspectives on TDVP’, and ‘The 
implications of the paradigm shift’, we move to some more detailed elements and clarifications, briefly explaining every 
one of them.  

• Consciousness is an extraordinarily important and fundamental part of TDVP. Consciousness is not a single concept as 
clarified by Neppe’s EPIC classification (Chapter 4). 

• Our newest finding is very pertinent and described for the first time. We derive the ‘Mass of the Proton’ from what we call 
‘TRUE unit’ calculations and this exactly equates to the normalized mass as calculated by the Large Hadron Collider. 
This means that our findings are not just theoretical, but demonstrably agree with empirical data (Chapter 5). 

• The concept of Dimensions is a fundamental part of TDVP. These are directly measurable—they extend. Our usual limited 
physical experience is limited to parts of three spatial dimensions at this time moment (3S-1t). 3S-1t exists in a 9-
dimensinal finite quantized reality (9D). In turn, our 9D spin existence is embedded in an unending continuous infinite 
reality. There is also a quantized transfinite (‘countable infinity’) ‘above’ that lower 9D (Chapter 6). 

• Thereafter follows a remarkable series of discoveries linked with our Triadic Rotational Units of Equivalence (TRUE) 
Calculations. This incorporates the ‘third substance’ we proposed and proved to exist, namely ‘gimmel’. These new 
findings from 2015 and 2016 have been regarded by scientific peers as several groundbreaking findings (Chapter 7). 

• Finally, we’ve discussed how we can apply the mathematics in TDVP and TRUE units, particularly Close’s Calculus of 
Dimensional Distinctions (Chapter 8). 

• These eight chapters constitute a unit, with each part building to the next. On the other hand, each part could be 
transplanted elsewhere, because however one does it, other areas are covered later. We’ve also endeavored to give each 
chapter an independent identity, so it can be read on its own, though we still recommend Chapter 1 being read first. 

• Dr Close and Dr Neppe have worked together for 8 years. They are always equal contributors to articles combining their 
special skills and backgrounds to develop new concepts. 

• To assist we’ve tried to have just enough repetition between parts. This way, readers could move more seamlessly even 
when jumping across from non-consecutive chapters though we still recommend reading Chapter 1 first. 

• This prelude/ abstract is for the IQNJ publication. The 8 chapters are planned as the core of three short books for 
laypersons. The equivalent reader level is targeted for those who read Scientific American, Discover or Psychology Today. 
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Nutritional help to ease Anxiety & Depression.
Edited from Fraser Health Authority publication (“Nutritional Protection Against Anxiety & Depression” by Lilija Valis, M.S.W) 

The information in this publication is general information only and is not intended to replace individualized medical advice. The author  
of this booklet is not a physician. Any concerns you may have regarding your health should be presented to a trained medical  
professional for diagnosis and treatment. 

Consult your physician before utilizing the information in this booklet. The author and publisher disclaim any liability arising directly  
or indirectly from the use of this publication. 

Part V 

ESSENTIAL FATTY ACIDS



Essential fatty acids omega-6 and omega-3 are so called because they are essential to 
normal cell structure and body functions. They are components of nerve cells, cell 
membranes and hormone-like substances called prostaglandins which regulate every 
neurocircuit in the brain and body. 

Essential fatty acids help keep body fats fluid and generate the electrical currents needed 
for the heart to beat in an orderly sequence. Omega-3 helps to prevent heart problems. 

Omega-3 fatty acids are needed for immune system functioning and neural actions that 
affect thinking and moods. Emotional stability depends upon the brain receiving 
sufficient omega-3 fatty acids. 

Evidence indicates most North Americans are deficient in omega-3 oils. The healthy 
ratio of omega-6 to omega-3 in body tissue is considered 4: 1. Many people show a ratio 
of 20: 1. According to researcher Donald Rudin, M.D., imbalances created by too much 
omega-6 are associated with many physical and mental disturbances. 

Essential fatty acid deficiency symptoms include dry skin, dandruff, brittle nails that 
grow slowly and nerve disorders. Among omega-3 deficiency signs are weakness, 
impairment of vision and learning, and tingling sensations in arms and legs. 

The brain is the most fatty acid rich tissue in the body. 

Dr. David Horrobin, a gamma-linolenic acid (GLA a form of omega-6) researcher at the 
Institute for Innovative Medicine in Montreal, has found that inadequate levels of 
prostaglandin E , made in the brain from GLA can produce serious depression, as well as J

coronary thrombosis and auto-immune diseases. Gamma-linolenic acid is found in 
borage (24% - the highest amount), hemp and evening primrose oils. 

In an Italian study reported in the May 1999 issue of Neurology, the clinical trial 
participants, 278 elderly people, consumed an average of three tablespoons of olive oil 
daily. The University of Bari researchers found that dietary monounsaturated fats from 
olive oil protect from cognitive decline due to aging. The study concluded that 
monounsaturated fats in olive oil help boost brain cell structure by satisfying the 
increased demand for unsaturated fatty acids that accompany aging. 

In one small study, reported by Dr. Michael Murray, 
people with symptoms of essential 
fatty acid deficiency and a history of agoraphobia 
for 10 or more years improved within 2 
to 3 months after taking flaxseed oil 2 to 6 
tablespoons daily: 



EFA Sources                          
Omega – 6                               

Nuts  
Seeds  
Whole grains  
Safflower oil  
Com oil  
Meats  

Omega - 3 

  Flax seeds     Wheat germ 
 Chestnuts  Kelp  
 Walnuts  Sardines  
 Cilia seeds  Salmon  
 Pumpkin seeds  Tuna  
 Soy beans  Wild game, poultry  

Hemp Seed oil contains both omega-6 and omega-3 fatty acids. 

Trans-fatty acids from margarine, shortening and other processed foods made with  
hydrogenated products disrupt normal metabolism and actually increase Omega-3  
requirements.  



  BLOOD SUGAR STABILIZERS
Broccoli....................  A good source of chromium, which helps regulate insulin and 
    blood sugar. 

Fenugreek seeds ............Have anti-diabetic properties, help control surges of blood 
    sugar. 

Oats..................................Help stabilize blood sugar, may combat nicotine cravings, has 
    antidepressant qualities. 

Almonds......................... The protein in almonds helps stabilize blood sugar levels.  

Pumpkin seeds ..............The zinc in pumpkin seeds helps absorb B vitamins and 
    balances high blood sugar levels . 

 NATURAL PAINKILLERS 

Foods with salicylates, a natural aspirin:

 Almonds 
 Apples (Granny Smith) 
 Cherries 
 Oranges 
 Chili pepper (may alleviate headaches) 
 Persimmons 
 Pineapples 
 Tea 



NAUSEA REMEDIES 
GINGER: Used in Asia for centuries to treat nausea, headaches, colds, diarrhea and 
nervous diseases. Currently used widely to treat motion sickness. Scientific studies 
show that ginger can work nearly twice as long as Dramamine with none of the side 
effects. 

Ginger root can be peeled, cut up or grated and simmered for 15 - 20 minutes to make a 
tea or a capsule of powdered ginger can be taken directly with water. 

Zoltan Rona. M.D., medical advisor to Alive magazine, a journal of health and nutrition, 
recommends a 250 mg. capsule of ginger root powder four times a day for quick relief 
from nausea. 

Among other effective anti-nauseants recommended by Dr. Rona are: 

 Fennel tea                  - sipped throughout the day 
 Peppermint tea          - sipped throughout the day 
 Chelated zinc            - 30 mg daily 
 Manganese                - 5 - 10 mg daily 

ANTI-DIARRHEA REMEDIES 

 Yogurt 
 Rice 
 Bananas 
 Applesauce 
 Thick, starchy soups 





MMuussiicc ccoommppoossiittiioonnss bbyy
LLoouuiiss SSaauutteerr

KKiitt OO’’SSaaoorraaiiddhhee ((PPaauull FFrreeeemmaann))
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  Jasmin des montages 

Jasmin des montages (Mountain Jasmine) is a one-minute piece for solo violin 
base on Taiwanese folk music. It begins with a section inspired by songs from 
the Taiwanese mountains. T he second section represents the jasmine flowers 
that grow in these mountains (wonderful for tea!) and the piece concludes with 
a variation of the Mountain theme.

A video of the premiere by Tzu-En Lee is available at 
https://youtu.be/NSx_mpQTMYk

bbyy   LLoouuiiss SSaauutteerr

 -- 茉茉莉莉山山
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Video and Musical Composition by
                   Jason Munn

Watch and listen at:
https://vimeo.com/178915582

Arbor Man 
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WWiissddoomm ooff aanncciieenntt MMaasstteerr

TTaaoo TTee CChhiinngg
LLAAoo--TTzzuu  550000bbccee

HHee wwhhoo ssttaannddss oonn ttiippttooee
ddooeessnn’’tt ssttaanndd ffiirrmm..

HHee wwhhoo rruusshheess aahheeaadd
ddooeessnn’’tt ggoo ffaarr..

HHee wwhhoo ttrriieess ttoo sshhiinnee
ddiimmss hhiiss oowwnn lliigghhtt..

HHee wwhhoo ddeeffiinneess hhiimmsseellff
ccaann’’tt kknnooww wwhhoo hhee rreeaallllyy iiss..

HHee wwhhoo hhaass ppoowweerr oovveerr ootthheerrss
ccaann’’tt eemmppoowweerr hhiimmsseellff..

HHee wwhhoo cclliinnggss ttoo hhiiss wwoorrkk
wwiillll ccrreeaattee nnootthhiinngg tthhaatt eenndduurreess..

IIff yyoouu wwaanntt ttoo aaccccoorrdd wwiitthh tthhee TTaaoo,,
jjuusstt ddoo yyoouurr jjoobb,, tthhaann lleett ggoo..



TT.. GG.. TT““ oorrgg”” HHaaddlleeyy  MM..SS.. EEdd.. ((SSeecc..))

 Angels Amongst Us 

      Angels draw nearer, now, 
      my light a bit brighter than before,

      my struggle less serious, 
      my aloneness not so sharp anymore...

      whispers of possibilities enter my spirit's ears,
      the Divine cradles me, gives me courage

      dissipates my child-like fears

      I continue on my journey, now
      more confident than yesterday
      everyone around me, like you, 

      I see, may help me, and I they,
      along the Way.



Brexit: A Reflection

'Bout three years ago, Prime Minister Cameron
Decided to hold, on EU membership, a referendum
He most likely thought that it would be an easy task
His party would look good, for the vox populi was asked.
But events sometimes control leaders, as Abraham Lincoln opined
Now Cameron feels traumatized by the state of the popular mind
Politicians always feel that controversial issues can best be resolved
By referendum, so their precious political capital is not involved
But irrationality is a force whose effect must be underestimated
Because emotionalism can never. never be too overrated
“Remain” voters in the UK now exist in a miasma of shock
They awoke the morning after feeling shipwrecked upon a rock
Some elderly people in the isles feel vindicated in their righteous wrath
Yet for younger generations, their voting patterns appear quite daft
The British Empire's mightiness is a fading--indeed extinct--memory
And with this vote Britannia's future resurgence would most likely not be
But before we in these united states puff ourselves up with pride
And say, “Thank God we have no such issue on this side.”
Irrationality exists in every human society, every civilization
And if we needed to be reminded of such a situation
There was the Trumpster, aglow on the Scottish greens
Rooting for the triumph of black-and-white—no in-betweens.

   John McGuire



The Commandeered Years

The commandeered years
Do not succeed in making
Us regret their existence
For they can remind us
Of the necessary removal
From the usual, endless tedium
That can become the bane
Of one's long existence.
We gaze at the mystery of the stars
And wonder if we can ever gaze as far
Into the ultimate miasma of the cosmos
That surrounds poor, pitiable us
And renders us unable to fully attend
To the intricacies of the final ends.
The mustachios of the famous detective
Make us ponder and become more reflective
Of our natural propensities and redoubtings
And those infamous nocturnal outings
Which recur in our memories which recourse
All that which we once discoursed
And now try to wrap into warm fuzzy nostalgia
Which becomes another woebegone apologia
For those fruitless efforts spent in one's youth
Spent searching for the once-illimitable truth
Which now exists as an another hopeless quest
For a seeming certainty which becomes a guess
In the midst of life's increasingly confused mess



   John McGuire

So we continue onwards to the seeming end
Wondering if we can still hope to bend
And remain upright after all the complexities
That arise because of life's utter necessities
The more necessary they seem, the more we
Realize that our inner essences are not to be
Utmost in our minds as we race along the course
And render our voices in the midst rather hoarse.

So what is this feeling of new-found dread
Rattling around inside my herculean head?
Perhaps it is the approach of two score and ten,
The realization of such a nearing happening
Reminds me of life's transitory wispy state
Of which every human can eventually relate
But does that fear overcome one's sense
Of the continuation of a sense of happiness
That will attenuate the encroaching dark
Like candles lit in a dusky, darkening park?
Gloom cannot always accompany our days
For it can sap our energies in heinous ways
And prepare us for nothing but increasing sadness
That should be attenuated with gladness
Coming from a sense that we have not wasted our lives
And may still be open to a few more surprises
That mark more achievement, more satisfaction



Stonewall Gallery of Art 
Stonewall Gallery of Art 



Photography by 
                J M Cervenka

“Beatle”



Photography by
                           J M Cervenka

          “Martians”



Photography by 
              Mark van Vuuren

Jhb Gas Works



Photography by
          Mark van Vuuren
             “Africa”



Photography by
          Alena Plistilova



Photography by
         Alena Plistilova



Art from the past
The Young Bacchus, c.1589

Caravaggio



Photograph by
                    Marilyn Grimble



Watercolor by Marilyn Grimble

“Chill”



Digital art by Jase Munn

      “Burnt Sky”



Photography by 
                Stan Riha

       “Ready for demolition”



Photo collage
                     by Stan Riha

       “Tower clock”
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RRuulleess
AAss iinn rreegguullaarr ssuuddookkuu,, eevveerryy cceellll iinn eeaacchh 
rrooww,, ccoolluummnn,, aanndd nnoonneett mmuusstt ccoonnttaaiinn aa 
uunniiqquuee ddiiggiitt.. IInn ootthheerr wwoorrddss,, eeaacchh rrooww,, 
ccoolluummnn,, aanndd nnoonneett mmuusstt ccoonnttaaiinn aallll tthhee 

ddiiggiittss ffrroomm oonnee ttoo nniinnee..
TThhee vvaalluueess ooff tthhee cceellllss aa ccaaggee mmuusstt ssuumm 
uupp ttoo tthhee ttoottaall ffoorr tthhaatt ccaaggee..
TThhee vvaalluueess ooff tthhee cceellllss iinn aa ccaaggee mmuusstt bbee 
uunniiqquuee..

PPuubblliisshheedd bbyy ppeerrmmiissssiioonn ooff kkiilllleerrssuuddookkuuoonnlliinnee..ccoomm  ((cc)) 2200xxxx

SSoolluuttiioonn ttoo tthhiiss ppuuzzzzllee wwiillll bbee ppuubblliisshheedd iinn tthhee nneexxtt iissssuuee ooff tthhee IIQQ NNeexxuuss JJoouurrnnaall
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January
Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday

1

New Year's Day
Last day of Hanukkah

2 3 4 5 6

Epiphany

7

Orthodox Christmas Day

8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Orthodox New Year

15 16 17 18 19 20 21

22 23 24 25 26 27 28

Chinese New Year

29 30 31



February
Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday

1 2

Groundhog Day

3 4

5 6 7 8 9 10 11

12 13

Family Day
 (British Columbia)

14

Valentine's Day

15

National Flag 
of Canada Day

16 17 18

19 20 21 22 23 24 25

26 27 28



March
Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday

1

Ash Wednesday

2 3 4

5 6 7 8 9 10 11

12

Daylight Saving 
Time starts

13

Commonwealth Day

14 15 16 17

St. Patrick's Day

18

19 20

March equinox

21 22 23 24 25

26 27 28 29 30 31



Representative products and gifts for the IIS, ePiq, IQ Nexus 
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Profits from purchases help to cover web service fees. 
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