
The Methodological Framework: Tools for Honest Inquiry 

 

You cannot think clearly about the relationship between Hermeticism and 
quantum physics without a small set of specialized tools. This section 
develops them. I have taught and used these tools in my own study for 
decades, and I can promise you that once you internalize them, they stop 
feeling like rules and start feeling like the shape of careful thought itself. 

The Three-Level Correspondence Framework 

The central tool of this course is a simple taxonomy. Every proposed parallel 
between a Hermetic claim and a scientific claim falls into one of three 
categories. 

Level Name What It Means What Makes It 
Pass the Test 

Level 
1 

Genuine 
Isomorphism 

The two claims describe 
the same underlying 
structural relationship. A 
precise translation 
between the vocabularies 
is possible, and the 
correspondence 
generates testable 
implications. 

Structural identity; 
shared predictive 
content; 
bidirectional 
translatability 
without loss. 

Level 
2 

Deep Analogy The two claims are 
structurally similar in 
illuminating ways, but 
they operate in different 
domains or through 
different mechanisms. 
The analogy generates 
insight without 
establishing identity. 

Illuminating parallel; 
partial structural 
mapping; 
acknowledged 
limits; no false 
conflation. 

Level 
3 

False 
Correspondence 

The two claims merely 
share surface vocabulary 
or superficial imagery. 

Merely semantic 
overlap; no 
structural mapping; 



Under serious analysis 
the comparison collapses 
into equivocation, wishful 
thinking, or confirmation 
bias. 

collapses when 
definitions are made 
precise. 

 

Let me give a concrete example of each, since this is where the tool 
becomes real. 

   A Level 1 example: The Hermetic Principle of Vibration says that 
everything in the universe is in motion and that the differences between 
what appear to be different kinds of things are ultimately differences in rate 
and mode of vibration. Quantum field theory says that every particle in the 
Standard Model is a localized excitation, a vibration, of an underlying 
quantum field, and that different particles correspond to different modes of 
vibration of different fields. These are not merely poetically similar claims. 
They are making the same structural statement about the relationship 
between identity and oscillation. The correspondence is genuine, and we can 
translate back and forth without losing content. This does not prove every 
popular claim made in the name of "vibration," but the core structural claim 
maps directly from one tradition to the other. 

   A Level 2 example: The Hermetic Principle of Correspondence says that 
the same patterns recur at different scales of reality. That the microcosm 
reflects the macrocosm. Fractal geometry says that self-similar structures 
recur across scales in nature, generated by simple iterative mathematical 
rules. These are similar claims, and the similarity is illuminating. But the 
mechanism that generates fractal self-similarity in coastlines and ferns is not 
obviously the same mechanism, or even the same kind of mechanism that 
the Hermetic tradition has in mind when it speaks of correspondences 
between cosmic and human orders. The analogy is rich; the identity is not 
yet established. 

   A Level 3 example: The popular claim that "quantum entanglement 
explains soulmates" is almost always Level 3. The word "entanglement" in 
quantum mechanics refers to a specific mathematical relationship between 
the state vectors of two or more particles, typically established by a past 
physical interaction under tightly controlled conditions. It is destroyed by 
virtually any interaction with the thermal environment. There is no 



mechanism, known or plausibly extrapolated from quantum theory, by which 
two human beings could become entangled in the technical sense. The 
comparison relies entirely on the emotional resonance of the English word 
and has no structural mapping behind it. 

   You will get a feel for this. By the end of the course, you will be able to 
sort claims into these three categories almost on reflex. That is not a small 
skill. It is, I would argue, one of the most valuable things this course has to 
offer. 

The Genetic Fallacy 

The genetic fallacy is the error of judging a claim on the basis of its origin 
rather than its content. The term was coined by the philosophers Morris 
Raphael Cohen and Ernest Nagel in their 1934 book Logic and Scientific 
Method. The fallacy runs in both directions. You commit it when you accept a 
claim because you like where it came from, "Hermes Trismegistus said it, 
therefore it must be true." You also commit it when you dismiss a claim 
because you dislike where it came from, "the Kybalion was written by a New 
Thought author in Chicago in 1908, therefore its principles are worthless." In 
both cases, you have failed to assess the actual claim on its merits. 

   This fallacy is especially seductive in our territory because both traditions 
we are studying are haunted by questions of pedigree. Defenders of 
Hermeticism sometimes want to preserve the aura of ancient Egyptian 
authority at all costs and feel that admitting the texts are first-century rather 
than pre-Mosaic somehow undermines them. Critics sometimes want to 
debunk Hermeticism by pointing out that its modern popular form descends 
from a 1908 book whose author worked at the Yogi Publication Society. Both 
of these moves are genetic fallacies. The Corpus Hermeticum is either 
philosophically illuminating or not, regardless of who wrote it or when. The 
Kybalion’s seven principles either correspond meaningfully to the structure of 
reality or they do not, regardless of whether William Walker Atkinson 
invented the word "Kybalion" or found it carved on a stone tablet in a desert 
cave. The genetic question matters for our understanding of the tradition. It 
does not settle the philosophical question. 

The Fallacy of Equivocation 

Equivocation is the use of a single word in two different senses within a 
single argument. It is one of the oldest fallacies in the logical tradition, and it 



is the single most common error at the intersection of physics and 
spirituality. A clean example from classical logic: "A feather is light. What is 
light cannot be dark. Therefore, a feather cannot be dark." The word "light" 
shifts meaning between the premises and the conclusion, producing 
apparent validity over actual nonsense. 

   In our domain, the equivocation usually happens on key technical terms 
that also have ordinary English usages. Consider "observer." In the technical 
language of quantum mechanics, an "observer" is typically any physical 
system capable of interacting with another and producing a record of that 
interaction; a Geiger counter, a photographic plate, even a single scattered 
photon under certain conditions. Most serious interpretations of quantum 
mechanics do not require that the "observer" be conscious. But in ordinary 
English, "observer" means "conscious witness." When a popular writer slides 
from one meaning to the other, the result is the familiar but unfounded claim 
that "quantum mechanics proves consciousness creates reality." The claim 
may or may not be true, we will examine it carefully in later modules, but it 
is not established by simply exploiting the ambiguity of the word. 

   The same pattern haunts "vibration," "energy," "frequency," 
"entanglement," "wave," and "field." Every one of these technical terms has 
a specific, mathematically defined meaning in physics and a loose, felt-sense 
meaning in popular spirituality. When we compare across the two traditions, 
our first job is to keep the meanings separate long enough to see whether 
there is really a comparison to be made. This is harder than it sounds. It 
requires a kind of double vigilance in which you hold both meanings in mind 
simultaneously without letting them bleed into each other. It is exactly the 
kind of discipline the three-level framework supports. 

The Principle of Charity 

The principle of charity is a rule of engagement. Before you critique a 
position, you represent it in the strongest form its best defenders would 
endorse. You are looking for the steel version, not the straw version. If you 
want to evaluate the Hermetic Principle of Mentalism, you do not evaluate 
the version offered by the least thoughtful teacher on YouTube. You evaluate 
the version a Plotinus or a Schrödinger or a Bernardo Kastrup would defend. 
Only then does your critique have any philosophical weight. 

   The principle of charity is not about being nice. It is about being useful. 
When you demolish a weak version of a position, you have learned nothing.  



You have merely confirmed your own prior biases against people who were 
never your real intellectual opponents. When you engage with the strongest 
version and find you still cannot defeat it, something important has 
happened: you have encountered a genuinely difficult question. That is the 
only kind of engagement that changes minds, including your own. 

The Principle of Precision 

The principle of precision is the counterpart of the principle of charity. Before 
you compare two concepts across traditions, you pin down exactly what each 
one means in its native context. You do not let vague intuition substitute for 
careful definition. If you are comparing the Hermetic concept of "vibration" 
to the physics concept of "vibration," you commit to saying exactly what 
each one means before you lay them next to each other. 

   Precision is not pedantry. It is how respect for both traditions shows up in 
practice. When you give the physics concept its real technical weight, you 
honor the centuries of experimental and theoretical labor that produced it. 
When you give the Hermetic concept its real contemplative weight, you 
honor the tradition that produced it. Only then does the comparison mean 
anything. Anything less is ventriloquism, and it does neither tradition any 
service. 

Putting the Tools Together 

Here is how the tools work as a set. You start with the principle of charity: 
you represent both sides of any proposed comparison in their strongest 
available forms. You apply the principle of precision: you define your terms 
carefully in their native contexts. You watch for the fallacy of equivocation: 
you do not allow words to slide between technical and casual meanings 
without notice. You refuse the genetic fallacy in both directions: you do not 
accept or reject a claim on the basis of its pedigree. And finally, you apply 
the three-level framework: you ask whether the comparison is genuine 
isomorphism, deep analogy, or false correspondence, and you let that 
classification govern how much weight you give it. 

   This is what honest inquiry looks like in this domain. The rest of the course 
is, in some sense, an extended set of exercises in applying these tools to 
specific cases. If you internalize nothing else from Module 0, internalize this. 
It will serve you long after you finish the course. 


