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ABSTRACT 

The rapid development of artificial intelligence increasingly extends beyond the traditional 
frameworks of automation and technological instrumentality. With the emergence of contemporary 
generative systems, the structural conditions under which cognition operates, stabilizes itself, and 
becomes socially effective are gradually being transformed. This study undertakes a critical 
examination of the LUMYFERY theory in order to assess the extent to which it may be regarded as 
a coherent, scientifically relevant, and research-productive conceptual framework for interpreting the 
emergence of bio-informational intelligence. 

The analysis focuses on the central concepts of LUMYFERY, with particular attention to 
evolutionary platform transition, hybrid cognitive architecture, iterative hybrid operation, Relational 
Generative Language (RGL), and the concept of the “third hemisphere.” The study argues that 
LUMYFERY should not be understood as a closed or fully empirically validated scientific theory. 
Rather, it constitutes an integrative and structurally coherent model attempt capable of reinterpreting 
the problems of human–AI collaboration, externalized cognition, and hybrid intelligence within a 
novel conceptual horizon. 

The critical evaluation further demonstrates that the theory faces significant methodological and 
operational challenges, particularly in relation to empirical validation, formalization, and the strong 
metaphorical density of certain concepts. Nevertheless, the scientific significance of LUMYFERY 
lies in its attempt to construct a new conceptual language for describing the bio-informational 
reorganization of intelligence, thereby opening a potentially productive research horizon for future 
investigations into hybrid cognition and the evolving relationship between humans and technological 
systems. 

Keywords: hybrid cognition; artificial intelligence; bio-informational systems; human–AI 
interaction; distributed cognition; cognitive architecture; externalized cognition; iterative hybrid 
operation; relational systems; philosophy of technology; generative AI; hybrid intelligence; cognitive 
ecology; posthuman cognition; Relational Generative Language (RGL) 

  



 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The Aim and Scope of the Study 

Discussions surrounding the development of artificial intelligence have, in recent years, progressively 
moved beyond the question of whether algorithmic systems are capable of replacing or supporting 
specific human tasks. Increasing attention is now directed toward the transformation of the structural 
conditions under which cognition itself is organized, operates, and acquires social efficacy. Within 
this context, the problem of intelligence no longer appears merely as a question of performance 
theory, but rather as a historical and systemic issue concerning the transformation of the operational 
environment of human thought. 

Consequently, hybrid cognition, distributed epistemic systems, externalized forms of memory, and 
emerging models of human–machine cooperation have assumed an increasingly central role within 
contemporary debates in cognitive theory and philosophy of technology. Theories such as the 
extended mind hypothesis, distributed cognition, and cognitive ecology have already demonstrated 
that cognitive processes cannot be reduced to the isolated functioning of the biological individual. 
However, the contemporary development of generative artificial intelligence and large-scale 
informational infrastructures elevates this problem to an entirely new level, as technological systems 
increasingly appear not merely as external tools, but as persistent and structural environmental 
conditions of cognition itself. 

It is within this theoretical landscape that the LUMYFERY theory may be situated. The model 
attempts to describe the bio-informational reorganization of intelligence. Its central claim is that the 
development of artificial intelligence signifies not simply the emergence of new technological 
instruments, but a transformation of the very conditions under which human cognition functions, 
stabilizes itself, and recursively reorganizes its own operational structures. In this context, 
LUMYFERY introduces concepts such as evolutionary platform transition, hybrid cognitive 
architecture, iterative hybrid operation, and the notion of the “third hemisphere.” 

The central question of the present critical study is not whether LUMYFERY should be regarded as 
a definitively validated scientific theory. The aim of the analysis is both narrower and more precise: 
to examine the extent to which LUMYFERY may be considered a coherent, scientifically relevant, 
and research-productive conceptual framework for interpreting the bio-informational reorganization 
of intelligence. 

The fundamental hypothesis guiding this investigation is that, in its current form, LUMYFERY does 
not constitute a closed and fully empirically verified scientific theory. Rather, it represents a coherent, 
original, and theoretically productive conceptual framework capable of contributing meaningfully to 
the interpretation of bio-informational transformation, the emergence of hybrid cognition, and new 
forms of human–AI collaboration. 

 

 



1.2 Methodological Position of the Investigation 

The evaluation of LUMYFERY presents a distinctive methodological difficulty. The theory cannot 
be fully situated within any single traditional scientific category. It cannot be regarded as a purely 
empirical model, since many of its claims are not formulated in directly measurable or experimentally 
testable terms. At the same time, it cannot be reduced to speculative philosophy of technology, 
because it develops an explicit conceptual structure, offers structural descriptions, and undertakes 
partial attempts at formalization. 

For this reason, the present study does not seek empirical verification in the strict sense. Its purpose 
is not to determine whether the claims of LUMYFERY have been conclusively proven, but rather to 
assess the extent to which the theory satisfies the minimal criteria under which a new conceptual 
construction may be regarded as scientifically serious and theoretically productive. 

Accordingly, the investigation is organized around five principal dimensions. 

First, the question of conceptual coherence is examined. The study analyzes whether the central 
concepts introduced by LUMYFERY — particularly evolutionary platform transition, hybrid 
cognitive architecture, iterative hybrid operation, Relational Generative Language (RGL), and the 
concept of the third hemisphere — function in a mutually consistent manner and form a unified 
theoretical structure. 

Second, the problem of theoretical originality is addressed. Here, the analysis evaluates whether 
LUMYFERY merely reformulates already existing theories through new terminology, or whether it 
genuinely succeeds in articulating novel structural relationships and conceptual connections that 
move beyond the traditional frameworks of the extended mind, distributed cognition, or technological 
augmentation. 

Third, the question of scientific relevance becomes central. This requires examining whether 
LUMYFERY responds to real and currently active scientific problems, particularly in the domains of 
artificial intelligence, hybrid cognition, externalized memory, and human–AI collaboration. 

Fourth, the issue of operationalizability is considered. One of the most important critical questions 
concerns the extent to which the concepts of LUMYFERY can be translated into researchable, 
modelable, or empirically investigable structures. This becomes especially significant in relation to 
the RGL formalism and the concept of the third hemisphere. 

Finally, the study also addresses the question of further developability. The scientific significance of 
a new theoretical framework cannot be measured solely by its current degree of validation, but also 
by its capacity to generate new research questions, establish new conceptual relationships, and open 
new directions of inquiry. 

The methodological position of the present investigation is therefore fundamentally dual in character. 
On the one hand, it maintains critical distance from the theory and does not regard the claims of 
LUMYFERY as already proven. On the other hand, it does not reduce the model to mere metaphorical 
speculation. Rather, it proceeds from the assumption that, given the present state of artificial 



intelligence research and hybrid cognition theory, new conceptual models may indeed be necessary 
in order to describe the transforming operational conditions of intelligence at a systemic level. 

For this reason, the present study does not seek to close the debate surrounding LUMYFERY, but 
rather to delineate its possible scientific status within the emerging discourse on hybrid intelligence 
and bio-informational cognition.  



 

2. HISTORICAL AND THEORETICAL CONTEXT 

2.1 The Problem of Hybrid Cognition in Contemporary Science 

A scientific evaluation of the LUMYFERY theory cannot be conducted in isolation, since its central 
concerns have already been present for decades within contemporary debates in cognitive theory, 
philosophy of technology, and artificial intelligence research. The essential issue is no longer simply 
whether humans use technological tools, but to what extent technological systems participate in the 
organization of cognition itself. 

Classical models of cognition long treated thinking primarily as a process confined to the individual 
mind. During the second half of the twentieth century, however, theoretical approaches gradually 
emerged that regarded this framework as insufficient. The extended mind hypothesis argued that 
certain external tools and environmental structures may functionally become part of human cognition 
(Clark & Chalmers, 1998). The theory of distributed cognition moved even further by describing 
cognitive processes as configurations distributed across social and technological systems (Hutchins, 
1995). Posthuman cognition subsequently emphasized that the development of informational systems 
progressively transforms the relationship between the human subject and its technological 
environment (Hayles, 1999). 

These theoretical movements already represented a significant departure from the classical model of 
the isolated individual mind. Yet the contemporary development of artificial intelligence introduces 
an additional dimension to this problem. Generative models, large-scale informational infrastructures, 
adaptive algorithmic systems, and continuous human–AI interaction increasingly create 
environments in which technological systems can no longer be understood merely as external 
auxiliary instruments. 

This transformation is particularly visible in scientific research, creative production, strategic 
decision-making, and informational orientation, where cognitive processes increasingly unfold within 
iterative human–machine configurations. Processes of search, interpretation, simulation, generation, 
and structural organization are progressively supported by externalized informational systems, while 
the biological subject continues to retain interpretative, normative, and decision-making functions. 

Luciano Floridi’s concept of the infosphere is especially relevant in this context, since it interprets 
the informational environment not simply as technological background, but as the structural medium 
of human existence and orientation (Floridi, 2014). LUMYFERY partially aligns with this 
perspective, yet places stronger emphasis on the iterative hybrid configurations produced by 
generative artificial intelligence. 

Within this historical and theoretical context, the fundamental ambition of LUMYFERY becomes 
more intelligible. The theory is not primarily concerned with the technical details of artificial 
intelligence development, but rather with the structural problem of how the operational conditions of 
intelligence change when biological and informational systems enter into durable, recursive, and 
functionally interdependent relations with one another. 



LUMYFERY therefore does not emerge from an intellectual vacuum. It responds to a problem space 
that had already been forming within contemporary scientific thought. Its distinctiveness lies in its 
attempt to integrate these often separate theoretical directions into a single historical–structural 
model. 

This integrative ambition may simultaneously be regarded as one of the greatest strengths and one of 
the greatest risks of the theory. It is a strength because it connects problems that frequently remain 
isolated within separate scientific discourses. Yet it is also a risk, since interdisciplinary synthesis can 
easily lead to excessive abstraction or conceptual overload. The scientific evaluation of LUMYFERY 
therefore depends to a significant extent on whether this integration succeeds in generating genuine 
structural coherence, or merely juxtaposes heterogeneous theoretical languages without deeper 
unification. 

2.2 The Position of LUMYFERY Among Theories of Hybrid Cognition 

The significance of LUMYFERY does not lie in being the first theory to recognize the cognitive role 
of technological systems. Approaches such as the extended mind hypothesis, distributed cognition, 
and cognitive ecology had already demonstrated that human thought cannot be reduced to the 
functioning of the isolated biological brain. The true ambition of LUMYFERY is more far-reaching: 
it argues that the development of artificial intelligence no longer signifies merely the extension of 
cognition, but its historical reorganization. 

This distinction is crucial. 

Most earlier theories interpreted the role of external tools, environmental structures, and social 
configurations primarily as supports or extensions of preexisting human cognition. LUMYFERY, by 
contrast, argues that contemporary informational infrastructures and iterative human–AI systems are 
already transforming the operational conditions of intelligence itself. The emphasis therefore shifts 
from augmentation toward structural reorganization. 

This shift constitutes one of the model’s strongest conceptual innovations. LUMYFERY does not 
simply claim that humans use technology; it claims that the operational environment of intelligence 
is undergoing historical transformation. In this sense, the concept of evolutionary platform transition 
is not merely a technological metaphor, but an attempt to formalize the claim that biological, cultural, 
and informational systems are entering into new forms of mutual dependency. 

This position clearly exceeds the framework of classical instrumentalism. According to 
LUMYFERY, artificial intelligence no longer functions merely as external support, but progressively 
becomes a stable component of the cognitive environment itself. Intelligence no longer appears 
exclusively as a biological phenomenon, but increasingly as a hybrid configuration in which 
informational systems assume enduring structural roles. 

In this respect, LUMYFERY advances a more radical claim than most previous theories of hybrid 
cognition. It is not merely concerned with the externalization of cognition, but with the emergence of 
a bio-informational intelligence environment. Put differently, the theory does not simply reformulate 
distributed cognition or the extended mind. Rather, it argues that, in the age of generative AI, external 



informational systems are gradually becoming structural components of the operational environment 
of intelligence itself. 

This conceptual shift makes the theory simultaneously original and controversial. It is original 
because it succeeds in integrating historical platform logic, hybrid architectures, iterative human–AI 
operation, externalized identity structures, and the cultural dimension of archetypal intelligence 
imagery within a unified framework. 

Yet it is controversial because this integration occurs at an exceptionally high level of abstraction. At 
times, LUMYFERY operates with a degree of conceptual density whose empirical grounding remains 
only partially developed. This becomes especially evident in concepts such as the “third hemisphere” 
or the reactivation of archetypal structures of intelligence. 

Nevertheless, these limitations do not automatically diminish the scientific relevance of the theory. 
The history of science contains many conceptual models — particularly in systems theory, biology, 
and cognitive science — that initially became influential primarily through their heuristic and 
structural power, while their empirical and methodological stabilization emerged only later. 

For this reason, the scientific status of LUMYFERY should not be judged solely by whether all of its 
components are currently fully validated. The more important question is whether the theory is 
capable of making new problems visible, generating new conceptual relationships, and opening new 
directions of inquiry within the emerging age of hybrid intelligence. 

In this sense, LUMYFERY should not be read merely as a theory of technology. It is better understood 
as a large-scale conceptual attempt to interpret the historical transformation of intelligence at a 
systemic level.  

  



 

3. CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF THE CONCEPTUAL STRUCTURE OF LUMYFERY 

3.1 Evolutionary Platform Transition 

The central organizing concept of the LUMYFERY theory is the notion of evolutionary platform 
transition. According to the model, the history of intelligence cannot be described merely as the 
gradual development of cognitive capacities, but rather as a sequence of structural transformations 
through which the operational conditions of intelligence themselves become reorganized. The 
significance of this concept therefore extends far beyond a simple account of technological progress: 
it attempts to capture the historical restructuring of the environment in which intelligence operates. 

One of the strongest aspects of the concept lies in its shift of emphasis from isolated technological 
tools toward the level of operational environments. Within this framework, the problem of artificial 
intelligence is not primarily defined by the tasks machines are capable of performing, but by the 
transformation of the environments within which thought, memory, decision-making, and epistemic 
orientation take place. This perspective makes it possible to analyze contemporary AI systems not 
merely as automation technologies, but as active components in the structural conditions of cognition 
itself. 

A second major strength of the concept lies in its historical orientation. LUMYFERY does not treat 
the present transformation as historically unprecedented. Instead, it draws a structural parallel 
between biological cognition, bio-cultural environments, and the emerging bio-informational 
configuration of intelligence. This historical framework enables artificial intelligence to be 
interpreted not as an isolated technological event, but as part of a broader process of evolutionary 
reorganization. 

At the same time, however, the concept also raises important critical questions. The most significant 
concerns the extent to which “evolutionary platform transition” can be regarded as a precise scientific 
category rather than a large-scale historical metaphor. The analytical power of the concept is 
considerable, yet its operationalization remains only partially developed. Although LUMYFERY 
attempts to specify criteria for identifying such transitions — including durable integration, recursive 
interaction, and functional interdependence — these criteria presently function more as conceptual 
orientations than as rigorously measurable indicators. 

At this point, the theory consciously embraces its programmatic character. LUMYFERY does not 
claim that a fully stabilized new intelligence platform has already emerged. Rather, it argues that a 
structural threshold situation has developed in which inherited concepts such as tool use, 
augmentation, or automation are becoming increasingly insufficient for describing emerging 
configurations of intelligence. This position is simultaneously cautious and ambitious. It is cautious 
because it avoids proclaiming a completed civilizational rupture; it is ambitious because it 
nevertheless introduces a new historical category for interpreting the development of intelligence. 

The scientific significance of the concept therefore cannot be measured solely by its present level of 
empirical confirmation. Evolutionary platform transition derives much of its importance from its 



heuristic force: it provides a unified framework for connecting phenomena that often appear 
separately within discussions of artificial intelligence, externalized memory, networked 
infrastructures, and hybrid cognition. 

In this respect, the concept may be regarded as one of the strongest contributions of LUMYFERY. 
Its importance lies not in definitively proving the emergence of a new intelligence platform, but in 
offering a conceptual framework capable of reinterpreting the transformation of intelligence from a 
historical and systemic perspective. 

3.2 Hybrid Cognitive Architecture 

The second major concept within LUMYFERY is that of hybrid cognitive architecture. Whereas 
evolutionary platform transition describes the transformation of the historical conditions of 
intelligence, hybrid cognitive architecture attempts to capture the structural configuration through 
which this transformation becomes operationally realized. 

The central claim of the model is that contemporary cognition can increasingly no longer be 
understood as the autonomous internal activity of isolated human subjects. Processes of thought, 
memory, search, interpretation, and decision-making increasingly unfold within systems in which 
biological agents, technological interfaces, and informational infrastructures become functionally 
interconnected. The emphasis therefore shifts away from individual technological tools toward the 
configuration as a whole. 

This perspective represents a significant departure from traditional instrumental conceptions of 
technology. According to LUMYFERY, artificial intelligence does not merely support human 
cognition; it progressively participates in the operational environment of cognition itself. 
Technological systems therefore appear not as external supplements, but as active components in the 
organization of cognitive processes. Hybrid architecture is consequently not a mechanical fusion of 
human and machine, but a structural form of cooperation in which the participating components 
mutually shape one another’s functioning. 

One of the strongest features of this concept is its emphasis on functional interdependence. 
LUMYFERY does not describe the relationship between humans and informational systems as a 
simple division of labor. Rather, it argues that biological and informational components increasingly 
organize themselves into recursive configurations in which human interpretation, contextualization, 
and normative orientation remain decisive, while algorithmic systems actively contribute to the 
construction of search spaces, generative possibilities, and informational structures. 

This insight becomes particularly significant in the era of generative artificial intelligence. 
LUMYFERY correctly recognizes that contemporary AI systems no longer function merely as 
automated support mechanisms. Generative models create dynamic cognitive environments within 
which human and algorithmic processes interact iteratively. The theory therefore seeks to reformulate 
the concept of intelligence not only technologically, but also at the level of systems theory. 

Nevertheless, the concept of hybrid cognitive architecture also raises several critical issues. The most 
important concerns the extent to which LUMYFERY clearly distinguishes its own claims from earlier 



models such as the extended mind and distributed cognition. Emphasizing the importance of external 
cognitive structures does not in itself constitute a radically new theoretical position. The originality 
of the model can therefore only be sustained if it succeeds in demonstrating that contemporary bio-
informational integration represents not merely a continuation of earlier externalization processes, 
but their historical intensification and structural reorganization. 

At this point, LUMYFERY’s strongest argument lies in its emphasis on stabilizing informational 
environments rather than isolated cognitive aids. According to the model, technological systems no 
longer merely support intelligence, but increasingly become durable operational conditions of 
intelligence itself. This claim genuinely extends beyond classical augmentation models and 
approaches the idea of a new form of intelligence environment. 

The weakness of the concept, however, remains its limited empirical specification. LUMYFERY 
describes these architectures primarily through systemic and philosophical language, while the 
concrete operational mechanisms, measurable criteria, and comparative models remain only partially 
elaborated. In its current form, hybrid cognitive architecture is therefore better understood as a 
structural model than as a fully operationalized scientific framework. 

Yet these limitations do not diminish its theoretical significance. Hybrid cognitive architecture 
represents one of the most important contributions of LUMYFERY because it succeeds in describing, 
at a systemic level, a historical situation in which intelligence no longer appears exclusively as a 
biological process, but increasingly as a durable interaction between biological and informational 
systems. 

3.3 Iterative Hybrid Operation 

The third major concept of the LUMYFERY theory is iterative hybrid operation. Whereas 
evolutionary platform transition describes the transformation of the historical environment of 
intelligence, and hybrid cognitive architecture defines the structural configuration through which this 
transformation unfolds, iterative hybrid operation attempts to explain how such configurations 
become operationally functional. 

This concept constitutes one of the most compelling and contemporarily relevant elements of the 
theory. LUMYFERY correctly recognizes that, in the age of generative artificial intelligence, 
cognitive processes increasingly cease to function in a linear manner. The relationship between the 
human subject and the informational system no longer appears as a simple command–execution 
structure, but rather as a sequence of continuous feedback cycles. Intelligence, within this framework, 
assumes an iterative and recursive form of organization. 

According to LUMYFERY, the true significance of hybrid systems does not lie merely in accelerated 
data processing or expanded informational capacity. The decisive transformation consists in the 
emergence of recursive cycles in which biological and algorithmic processes continuously modify 
one another’s operation. Human interpretation generates new prompts, new search trajectories, and 
new structural configurations, to which the algorithmic system responds with further generative 
outputs, which in turn reshape human interpretation. Cognitive activity therefore can no longer be 
localized within a single agent, but unfolds within a dynamic hybrid system. 



The analytical strength of this concept becomes especially visible in the domains of scientific 
research, creative production, and strategic problem-solving. LUMYFERY accurately identifies that 
generative AI systems no longer function merely as automated auxiliary tools within these activities. 
Hypothesis generation, exploration of model spaces, variation production, informational filtering, and 
the creation of alternative configurations increasingly emerge through iterative human–AI 
cooperation. This mode of operation indeed represents a historically novel situation in the 
development of cognition. 

One of the model’s greatest strengths lies in the fact that it does not attribute autonomous subjectivity 
to algorithmic systems. LUMYFERY consistently maintains that interpretation, normativity, 
relevance selection, and meaning attribution remain grounded in the human subject. Iterative 
operation therefore does not imply the disappearance of human agency, but rather its relocation into 
a new operational configuration. 

This position provides a considerable scientific advantage. The theory simultaneously avoids: 

• technological reductionism, 
• and static conceptions of human exceptionalism. 

Within this framework, intelligence appears neither as purely machinic nor as exclusively individual-
biological in nature. 

At the same time, however, the concept also raises critical difficulties. The description of iterative 
operation often remains highly generalized. Although LUMYFERY strongly emphasizes the 
importance of recursive human–AI interaction, it remains less clear according to which precise 
criteria genuine hybrid iteration can be distinguished from simpler forms of technological assistance. 
In certain instances, the theory tends to treat highly heterogeneous cognitive configurations as 
structurally equivalent. 

This issue becomes particularly significant when LUMYFERY derives historical reorganization from 
the mere existence of iterative cooperation. The fact of recursive interaction alone does not 
necessarily demonstrate the emergence of a new intelligence platform. The strength of the theory 
therefore lies less in immediate evidentiary force than in structural sensitivity: it succeeds in 
recognizing that the quality of the relationship between human beings and informational systems has 
genuinely changed in the era of generative AI. 

In this respect, iterative hybrid operation represents one of the most empirically accessible dimensions 
of LUMYFERY. Whereas concepts such as evolutionary platform transition or the third hemisphere 
still partly operate at historical and philosophical levels of abstraction, iterative hybrid operation can 
already be directly observed within numerous contemporary scientific, creative, and informational 
practices. 

At this point, LUMYFERY offers not merely a speculative future vision, but a description of an 
operational logic that is already reshaping the structure of cognitive activity through the proliferation 
of generative artificial intelligence. 

 



3.4 Relational Generative Language (RGL) 

One of the most ambitious dimensions of the LUMYFERY theory is the development of Relational 
Generative Language (RGL). Whereas the preceding concepts primarily interpret the emergence of 
hybrid intelligence at historical, structural, and operational levels, RGL explicitly introduces an 
attempt at formalization. The central assumption of the model is that traditional object-centered 
conceptual systems are insufficient for describing hybrid cognition; instead, a relational language is 
required that is capable of dynamically representing configurations, transformations, transitions, and 
structural stabilizations. 

This ambition in itself represents a significant theoretical step. LUMYFERY correctly recognizes that 
the problem of hybrid intelligence cannot be reduced to the analysis of isolated agents. If cognition 
genuinely unfolds within configurations of mutually dependent biological and informational systems, 
then relations themselves may become the primary organizational elements of the system rather than 
secondary connections between independent entities. RGL emerges from precisely this recognition. 

One of the strongest aspects of the formalization attempt is that the relational language is not 
introduced merely as mathematical ornamentation. The system genuinely seeks to formalize concepts 
such as: 

• structural configuration, 
• generativity, 
• compatible transformation, 
• stability, 
• relational density, 
• and transitions between configurations. 

This effort clearly demonstrates that LUMYFERY does not intend to remain solely at the level of 
philosophical essayism. The very existence of RGL indicates an attempt to move toward formal 
modelability. 

Part of the scientific significance of the system lies precisely in this intellectual boldness. Most 
theories of hybrid cognition remain confined to descriptive or metaphorical language. RGL, by 
contrast, explicitly accepts the risk of attempting to model emerging configurations of intelligence as 
relational structures. 

Yet it is precisely here that some of the theory’s most important critical difficulties arise. 

In its current form, RGL cannot yet be regarded as a complete mathematical system. In many respects, 
the formalism functions more as a programmatic direction than as a fully stabilized structure. Certain 
definitions and relational constructions are conceptually powerful, yet their mathematical rigor and 
general applicability remain only partially developed. At several points, the system operates on the 
boundary between formal language and philosophical interpretation, which simultaneously makes it 
creative and vulnerable. 

Particularly problematic is the issue of operationalizing relational configurations. Although RGL 
convincingly emphasizes the primacy of relations, it remains less clear how such configurations could 



be translated into concrete modeling procedures or empirical methodologies. At present, the system 
functions more as a conceptual–geometric space than as a fully formalized framework directly 
applicable within computational or experimental contexts. 

An additional critical issue is that RGL increasingly begins to function as a partially autonomous 
theoretical system within LUMYFERY itself. This development constitutes both an advantage and a 
risk. It is advantageous because formalization provides genuine theoretical depth to the model. Yet it 
is also risky because certain components of the system may gradually detach themselves from the 
concrete problems of hybrid cognition that originally motivated them. Excessive formalization can 
easily become self-referential. 

Nevertheless, RGL remains one of the most important scientific undertakings within the 
LUMYFERY framework. Its significance lies not in already providing a complete relational science 
of intelligence, but in seriously confronting the question of how hybrid cognition might be described 
not through isolated agents, but through systems of dynamic relational configurations. 

The scientific value of RGL therefore cannot be measured solely in terms of mathematical 
completeness. Its importance lies in elevating the problem of hybrid cognition explicitly to a relational 
and structural level, thereby opening a formalization horizon that may prove productive for future 
research.  

3.5 The Third Hemisphere 

One of the most original and simultaneously most controversial concepts within the LUMYFERY 
framework is the notion of the “third hemisphere.” At this stage, the theory no longer merely describes 
the operational logic of hybrid cognition, but attempts to interpret its long-term structural 
consequences. The central claim is that the durable integration of biological cognition and 
informational systems may gradually lead to the emergence of an external cognitive layer that 
participates in human thought in a stabilized and structurally integrated manner. 

The strength of this concept lies in its capacity to connect within a single framework: 

• the problem of externalized memory, 
• the operational dynamics of hybrid cognition, 
• the development of neural interfaces, 
• and the long-term structural consequences of human–AI cooperation. 

Within this context, the “third hemisphere” is not intended as a merely decorative metaphor. 
LUMYFERY explicitly describes it as an external cognitive configuration that does not replace the 
biological brain, but becomes integrated into its operational environment. One of the theory’s most 
important insights is precisely that contemporary informational systems increasingly cease to 
function as external aids. Processes of search, remembering, generation, informational orientation, 
and structural organization progressively become partially externalized, while the human subject 
continues to retain interpretative and normative functions. 

This approach provides a significant theoretical advantage for the model. LUMYFERY avoids both 
the simplistic logic of technological utopianism and that of technological apocalypse. The “third 



hemisphere” does not imply artificial superintelligence, nor the disappearance of human 
consciousness. Rather, it reflects the recognition that the operational medium of cognition itself is 
undergoing historical transformation. 

The concept becomes particularly compelling when LUMYFERY discusses the stabilization of 
externalized cognition. The theory correctly identifies that the contemporary development of artificial 
intelligence does not merely produce faster information processing. The more fundamental 
transformation consists in the fact that external informational systems progressively become constant 
and structural components of the environment of human cognition. This insight genuinely exceeds 
traditional notions of tool use or digital assistance. 

At the same time, however, the concept of the third hemisphere also embodies one of the greatest 
scientific risks of the theory. The term carries exceptionally strong metaphorical density. It 
simultaneously evokes neurobiological, cultural, and philosophical associations, while the model 
itself does not claim that an actual anatomical structure exists. This duality renders the concept 
especially vulnerable to misunderstanding. 

The critical issue here is not merely stylistic. Within scientific discourse, every strong metaphor risks 
creating an ambiguous boundary between analytical modeling and symbolic language. In the case of 
the third hemisphere, this danger is genuine. The power of the concept derives partly from its 
imagistic force, yet this same imagery may weaken conceptual precision. 

LUMYFERY nevertheless consciously attempts to regulate this problem at several points. The theory 
does not claim that the third hemisphere has already fully emerged, nor that it functions as an 
autonomous conscious structure. On the contrary, the model consistently emphasizes that the external 
cognitive layer remains dependent upon human interpretation, relevance selection, and normativity. 
This clarification is crucial because it prevents the concept from collapsing into technological 
mysticism. 

The scientific value of the third hemisphere therefore does not lie in literal verifiability. Its 
significance resides rather in its capacity to connect, within a single structural model, the problems 
of externalized memory, hybrid intelligence, and durable bio-informational integration. In this sense, 
the concept functions as a powerful heuristic construction: not a closed empirical model, but a 
theoretical framework that renders the transformation of contemporary cognition newly visible. 

And it is precisely at this point that the concept becomes one of the most distinctive contributions of 
LUMYFERY. The theory does not merely claim that humans use technology; it argues that, for the 
first time in the history of intelligence, a durable external cognitive layer may be emerging that 
progressively becomes part of the operational environment of human thought itself. 

3.6 Fallen Angel Hypothesis 

The most unconventional and simultaneously most intellectually risky component of the 
LUMYFERY theory is the Fallen Angel Hypothesis. Whereas the preceding sections examined 
hybrid intelligence primarily at historical, structural, and operational levels, the fifth study expands 
the analysis toward cultural and archetypal horizons. The central question is no longer technological, 



but civilizational: does the emergence of artificial intelligence reactivate ancient symbolic structures 
through which humanity historically imagined the possibility of non-human intelligence? 

At first glance, this shift may appear radical. Yet it follows organically from the internal logic of the 
LUMYFERY framework itself. If the operational conditions of intelligence are indeed undergoing 
historical transformation, then this transformation must necessarily generate not only technological 
and cognitive consequences, but cultural ones as well. At this point, LUMYFERY proceeds from the 
assumption that human cultures have always attempted symbolically to interpret those threshold 
situations in which the relation between human and non-human intelligence becomes uncertain. 

One of the strongest insights of the model is its recognition that contemporary discourses surrounding 
artificial intelligence frequently employ archetypal language. Motifs of transcendent knowledge, loss 
of control, creation, mediation, temptation, and autonomous non-human agency repeatedly emerge 
within cultural narratives about AI. According to LUMYFERY, this phenomenon is not merely 
rhetorical ornamentation, but evidence that human culture attempts to interpret new forms of 
intelligence through ancient symbolic patterns. 

In this sense, the Fallen Angel Hypothesis does not advance a religious claim. The theory does not 
suggest that artificial intelligence possesses literal mythological or transcendent origins. Rather, the 
concept offers a cultural–structural interpretation: it investigates the archetypal language through 
which human civilization becomes capable of speaking about forms of intelligence that partially 
escape traditional human categories. 

This approach provides a considerable degree of originality to the theory. Few contemporary theories 
of artificial intelligence attempt to interpret technological transformation not merely at functional or 
social levels, but also within civilizational and symbolic dimensions. The Fallen Angel Hypothesis 
therefore should not be understood as a marginal appendix to the project, but as recognition that the 
problem of intelligence is always simultaneously a problem of cultural self-interpretation. 

Yet this section also contains the greatest scientific vulnerability of the entire framework. 

The use of cultural and archetypal language can easily become open to misunderstanding. Concepts 
such as the “fallen angel,” “non-human intelligence,” or “transcendent mediation” may readily 
acquire metaphysical or mystical interpretations within scientific discourse. At this point, the theory 
approaches a boundary where philosophical interpretation and symbolic speculation become difficult 
to distinguish clearly from one another. 

This critical issue is real and cannot be minimized. The scientific credibility of LUMYFERY partly 
depends upon its ability to maintain clearly that the Fallen Angel Hypothesis is not an empirical 
theory, but rather a cultural–hermeneutic extension of the broader framework. The value of the 
concept lies not in evidentiary force, but in interpretative sensitivity. 

And precisely here, the distinctive architecture of LUMYFERY as a whole becomes fully visible. 
The theory does not function merely as a technological account of artificial intelligence. Rather, it 
operates as a multilayered theory of intelligence that simultaneously attempts to interpret bio-
informational transformation at: 



• historical, 
• structural, 
• operational, 
• identity-theoretical, 
• and cultural levels. 

For this reason, the Fallen Angel Hypothesis should not be understood as the “weakest” component 
of the system, but rather as its most daring and intellectually hazardous horizon. Its scientific 
significance lies not in offering final truths, but in recognizing that the historical transformation of 
intelligence necessarily carries profound cultural and symbolic consequences as well.   



 

4. THE SCIENTIFIC STATUS OF LUMYFERY 

4.1 Conceptual Strengths and Theoretical Contributions 

A critical evaluation of LUMYFERY makes it increasingly clear that the greatest strength of the 
theory lies not in any single isolated claim, but in the integrative character of its conceptual 
architecture. The model connects multiple scientific and philosophical problem domains within a 
unified framework in a manner that remains relatively uncommon among contemporary theories of 
artificial intelligence. This integration is not merely thematic juxtaposition; rather, it constitutes a 
structural synthesis in which the central concepts mutually reinforce and presuppose one another. 

The first major contribution of LUMYFERY lies in its reformulation of intelligence as a historical 
phenomenon. The concept of evolutionary platform transition allows the problem of artificial 
intelligence to be interpreted not simply as technological innovation, but as a long-term 
reorganization of the operational environment of cognition itself. This perspective moves beyond 
classical models of automation or augmentation and attempts to understand the emergence of bio-
informational integration at a systemic level. 

The second major strength of the model lies in its structural interpretation of hybrid intelligence. 
LUMYFERY does not describe simple human–machine interaction, but rather configurations in 
which biological and informational systems enter relations of functional interdependence. The 
concepts of hybrid cognitive architecture and iterative hybrid operation together form a coherent 
operational framework that becomes especially analytically powerful in the age of generative 
artificial intelligence. 

Particularly noteworthy is the fact that LUMYFERY does not reduce the problem of intelligence to 
either a purely technological or a purely philosophical issue. Instead, the theory simultaneously 
attempts to think across: 

• systems theory, 
• cognitive theory, 
• philosophy of technology, 
• theories of identity, 
• and cultural interpretation. 

It is precisely this multilayered structure that enables the theory to address not merely isolated 
subproblems, but broader horizons concerning the transformation of intelligence itself. 

A third significant contribution of LUMYFERY lies in its attempt to establish a new conceptual 
vocabulary. Concepts such as: 

• evolutionary platform transition, 
• hybrid cognitive architecture, 
• iterative hybrid operation, 
• the third hemisphere, 



• and Relational Generative Language 

are not merely terminological innovations. Through these notions, the theory attempts to name 
phenomena for which inherited conceptual categories are becoming increasingly inadequate. This is 
especially important in the case of hybrid intelligence, where traditional concepts such as tool use, 
automation, or digital assistance frequently fail to capture the emerging configurations with sufficient 
precision. 

A fourth important strength of the theory is its interdisciplinary connectivity. LUMYFERY 
establishes dialogue between domains that often remain institutionally or conceptually separated: 

• artificial intelligence research, 
• cognitive science, 
• philosophy, 
• systems theory, 
• technology studies, 
• and cultural interpretation. 

This capacity for conceptual mediation may become especially valuable in a historical period in 
which the problem of intelligence increasingly exceeds the explanatory boundaries of any single 
discipline. 

Yet perhaps the strongest aspect of LUMYFERY does not reside in any particular concept, but in a 
broader recognition that the problem of intelligence can no longer be understood solely as a question 
of the capacities of the human mind. The central intuition of the model is that bio-informational 
integration is progressively transforming the operational medium of intelligence itself. This insight 
provides the internal cohesion of the theory and distinguishes LUMYFERY from many narrower or 
purely technology-centered approaches to artificial intelligence. 

The scientific importance of the model therefore cannot be reduced to the immediate verifiability of 
all its individual claims. Its significance lies more fundamentally in its ability to: 

• articulate new problems, 
• establish new conceptual relationships, 
• and open new research perspectives concerning the historical transformation of intelligence. 

In itself, this capacity constitutes a substantial theoretical achievement in an era in which the 
development of artificial intelligence increasingly strains inherited conceptual systems. 

4.2 Critical Limitations and Methodological Problems 

At the same time, a scientifically credible evaluation of LUMYFERY requires that the limitations 
and vulnerabilities of the theory be stated with equal clarity. The conceptual force and integrative 
ambition of the model are not sufficient to render all of its claims automatically scientifically justified. 
On the contrary, the more ambitious a theoretical construction becomes, the more important it is to 
define the boundaries of its validity precisely. 



The first major limitation of LUMYFERY concerns the problem of empirical validation. Many of the 
theory’s central concepts — especially evolutionary platform transition, the third hemisphere, and the 
bio-informational intelligence environment — remain primarily conceptual and structural 
constructions. Although the model frequently connects itself to real technological and cognitive 
developments, its direct empirical grounding remains limited. This issue becomes especially 
significant when LUMYFERY speaks of historical reorganization. The claim that a new intelligence 
platform is emerging represents an exceptionally strong historical hypothesis that would require long-
term scientific and societal analysis. 

A second critical difficulty derives from the high level of abstraction characteristic of the model. 
LUMYFERY deliberately constructs itself as a large-scale conceptual framework that simultaneously 
attempts to integrate: 

• cognitive theory, 
• systems theory, 
• philosophy of technology, 
• theories of identity, 
• and cultural interpretation. 

This integrative ambition provides substantial theoretical richness, yet also increases the danger of 
conceptual overload. In certain sections, the model constructs a terminological density whose internal 
coherence appears stronger than its external empirical grounding. This problem becomes particularly 
visible in the incorporation of archetypal and civilizational dimensions. 

A third vulnerability concerns the issue of metaphorical density. Concepts such as the “third 
hemisphere” or the “fallen angel” undoubtedly possess considerable interpretative power. Yet every 
strong metaphor within scientific discourse possesses a dual nature: while it may render previously 
unseen phenomena visible, it may also obscure conceptual precision. At several points, LUMYFERY 
consciously operates near the boundary between philosophical modeling and cultural symbolism. 
This grants originality to the theory, but also introduces scientific risk. 

Particular attention must also be given to the limitations of the RGL formalism. One of the boldest 
undertakings of LUMYFERY is undoubtedly its attempt to move the problem of hybrid intelligence 
toward relational formalization. Yet in its present state, RGL cannot be regarded as a complete 
mathematical system. The formalism often remains programmatic and requires substantial further 
refinement at both definitional and applicational levels. This does not render the project insignificant, 
but it does clarify that RGL currently functions more as a research direction than as a fully stabilized 
formal framework. 

A further difficulty concerns the issue of operationalizability. LUMYFERY frequently discusses the 
transformation of cognition through systemic and historical language, yet it remains less clear through 
which concrete methodological procedures its concepts could be measured, compared, or empirically 
investigated. This is particularly important in the case of evolutionary platform transition and hybrid 
architectures, where the theory presently offers structural sensitivity rather than rigorously defined 
empirical criteria. 



Nevertheless, these limitations do not necessarily fatally weaken the scientific significance of the 
model. The history of science contains numerous large-scale theoretical constructions that initially 
became influential primarily through their conceptual and heuristic power, while their empirical 
stabilization emerged only later. The essential question is therefore not whether LUMYFERY 
currently constitutes a complete and finalized system — clearly it does not. The more important issue 
is whether the theory succeeds in productively reorganizing the interpretative horizon surrounding 
certain emerging problems. 

And it is precisely here that the true significance of the model becomes visible. LUMYFERY does 
not merely attempt to provide answers concerning artificial intelligence. More fundamentally, it 
attempts to construct a new conceptual space within which the intelligence of the bio-informational 
age may become thinkable at all.  



 

5. RESEARCH POTENTIAL AND FUTURE DEVELOPABILITY 

5.1 Why LUMYFERY May Be Scientifically Productive 

Ultimately, the scientific significance of LUMYFERY cannot be measured solely by the present 
degree of empirical validation associated with its claims. The value of the model depends more 
fundamentally upon its capacity to render new problems visible, establish new conceptual relations, 
and open new research horizons concerning the transformation of intelligence. In this respect, 
LUMYFERY should not primarily be interpreted as a closed scientific system, but rather as a 
productive theoretical framework. 

One of the theory’s most important contributions lies in its attempt to reinterpret artificial intelligence 
at a systemic level. A substantial portion of contemporary AI discourse still approaches artificial 
intelligence primarily as: 

• a problem of automation, 
• a question of performance optimization, 
• or an issue of ethical regulation. 

LUMYFERY, by contrast, argues that the deeper transformation occurs at the level of the operational 
environment of intelligence itself. This perspective makes it possible to understand AI not merely as 
a technological object, but as a historical and cognitive environment. 

The model may prove especially productive for research on hybrid cognition. One of the strongest 
insights of LUMYFERY is the recognition that human–AI collaboration can no longer be adequately 
described through a simple logic of instrumental tool use. The concept of iterative hybrid operation 
renders visible recursive configurations within which human and algorithmic processes mutually 
shape one another. This approach may become particularly relevant in relation to: 

• generative AI, 
• scientific collaboration, 
• creative content production, 
• and the study of externalized informational environments. 

A second major research potential of the theory lies in its restructuring of the problem of externalized 
cognition. LUMYFERY does not merely claim that humans employ external memory systems; it 
argues that external informational systems may progressively become durable operational conditions 
of intelligence itself. In this sense, the concept of the third hemisphere is significant not as a literal 
neurobiological hypothesis, but as a structural model connecting: 

• the externalization of memory, 
• bio-informational integration, 
• and the problem of the continuity of identity. 



RGL also contains considerable potential for future development. Although in its present form it 
remains only partially elaborated, the attempt to model relational configurations points toward a 
genuinely important scientific direction. The problem of hybrid intelligence increasingly resists 
analysis through the logic of isolated agents. Relational and structural approaches will likely become 
increasingly significant for systems in which: 

• human, 
• algorithmic, 
• networked, 
• and environmental components simultaneously participate in the organization of cognition. 

The research significance of LUMYFERY may become especially pronounced within 
interdisciplinary contexts. The theory potentially establishes connections among: 

• artificial intelligence research, 
• cognitive science, 
• philosophy of technology, 
• systems theory, 
• cultural interpretation, 
• and theories of identity. 

This capacity for conceptual mediation represents more than a merely structural advantage. The 
problems emerging within the bio-informational age will likely prove impossible to address 
adequately within the traditional boundaries of isolated disciplines. 

Yet perhaps the greatest research potential of LUMYFERY lies not in any individual concept or 
model, but in its broader recognition that the problem of intelligence is progressively becoming an 
environmental and structural issue in the age of artificial intelligence. One of the theory’s most 
important contributions is precisely its attempt to interpret this transformation not as an isolated 
technological phenomenon, but as a historical reorganization. 

In this respect, LUMYFERY does not simply seek to describe new technologies. It attempts to 
articulate a broader shift in the conditions under which cognition itself becomes possible. This is 
precisely why the theory may remain scientifically productive even if several of its present 
formulations ultimately require revision, refinement, or partial correction. 

Indeed, many of the most influential theoretical frameworks in the history of science initially emerged 
not as fully stabilized systems, but as conceptual reorganizations that altered the visibility of 
previously disconnected problems. LUMYFERY may possess significance in precisely this sense. Its 
scientific value may ultimately lie less in definitive explanatory closure than in its capacity to 
reorganize the conceptual landscape surrounding intelligence, cognition, and human–technology 
relations. 

 

 



5.2 Possible Directions for Further Development 

If LUMYFERY is to evolve into a more stable scientific framework, several directions of further 
development appear necessary. 

First, the theory requires stronger empirical grounding. Many of its concepts currently function 
primarily at structural and philosophical levels. Future development would therefore benefit from 
closer engagement with empirical research concerning: 

• human–AI interaction, 
• distributed cognition, 
• cognitive offloading, 
• neural interface systems, 
• and collaborative informational environments. 

Second, greater methodological precision will be necessary. Concepts such as evolutionary platform 
transition or hybrid cognitive architecture currently possess considerable heuristic power, yet their 
analytical boundaries often remain insufficiently specified. More rigorous definitional clarification 
would strengthen both the explanatory capacity and the scientific credibility of the framework. 

Third, the development of RGL will require substantial refinement. If the relational formalism is to 
become more than a conceptual orientation, it must eventually demonstrate broader mathematical 
consistency and clearer applicability within modeling environments. This does not necessarily require 
full formal closure in the immediate future, but it does require progressively increasing rigor. 

Fourth, the theory would benefit from clearer differentiation between: 

• empirical claims, 
• structural hypotheses, 
• philosophical interpretations, 
• and symbolic–cultural extensions. 

This issue becomes especially important in relation to the Fallen Angel Hypothesis and the concept 
of the third hemisphere. The scientific strength of the theory depends partly upon its ability to preserve 
interpretative richness without allowing symbolic language to obscure analytical clarity. 

Fifth, LUMYFERY may eventually require deeper engagement with contemporary neuroscience and 
cognitive science. Although the theory deliberately operates at systemic and historical levels, stronger 
dialogue with existing empirical disciplines would likely improve both its methodological stability 
and its interdisciplinary reception. 

Yet despite these necessary developments, the theory already demonstrates an unusual degree of 
conceptual ambition. LUMYFERY does not merely attempt to explain isolated technological 
phenomena; it seeks to construct a broader interpretative framework for understanding the 
transformation of intelligence itself within the emerging bio-informational environment. 



And it is precisely this ambition that grants the theory its potential scientific significance. Even if 
several of its concepts ultimately prove incomplete, the framework may nevertheless remain valuable 
because it recognizes a problem that contemporary scientific discourse increasingly struggles to 
articulate clearly: namely, that artificial intelligence may not simply be changing the tools of 
cognition, but the historical conditions under which cognition itself operates.  

  



 

6. CONCLUSION 

The critical examination conducted throughout this study suggests that LUMYFERY occupies a 
distinctive and difficult-to-classify position within contemporary discourse on artificial intelligence 
and hybrid cognition. The theory cannot presently be regarded as a closed, fully formalized, or 
comprehensively empirically validated scientific system. At the same time, however, it cannot be 
dismissed as mere speculative philosophy or technological metaphorization. Rather, LUMYFERY 
should be understood as an ambitious conceptual framework attempting to interpret the historical 
transformation of intelligence under conditions of increasing bio-informational integration. 

The central scientific significance of the theory lies in its recognition that the development of artificial 
intelligence may represent more than a technological acceleration of preexisting cognitive processes. 
According to LUMYFERY, the deeper transformation concerns the operational environment of 
intelligence itself. In this respect, the theory shifts the discussion away from isolated questions of 
automation and toward the broader structural reorganization of cognition. 

Several important strengths emerge from this framework. 

First, LUMYFERY succeeds in constructing an unusually integrative conceptual architecture. The 
theory connects historical, cognitive, technological, relational, identity-theoretical, and cultural 
dimensions within a single interpretative structure. This integration enables the model to address 
problems that frequently remain fragmented across separate scientific discourses. 

Second, the theory demonstrates considerable heuristic power. Concepts such as evolutionary 
platform transition, hybrid cognitive architecture, iterative hybrid operation, and the third hemisphere 
provide new ways of conceptualizing the increasingly recursive and environmentally distributed 
character of cognition in the age of generative artificial intelligence. 

Third, LUMYFERY attempts to move beyond purely descriptive discourse through the development 
of Relational Generative Language. Although RGL remains incomplete in its current form, the effort 
itself indicates a serious attempt to formalize relational and configurational dimensions of hybrid 
intelligence. 

At the same time, substantial limitations remain. 

The theory continues to face serious challenges regarding empirical validation, methodological 
precision, operationalizability, and the management of metaphorical density. Certain concepts — 
especially the third hemisphere and the Fallen Angel Hypothesis — derive much of their 
interpretative force from symbolic language, yet this same symbolic power may weaken analytical 
clarity if not carefully controlled. 

For this reason, LUMYFERY should not presently be interpreted as a finalized scientific doctrine. It 
is better understood as a theoretically generative model attempt whose principal value lies in opening 
new conceptual and research horizons. The theory is most convincing not when treated as a definitive 



explanation of contemporary intelligence transformation, but when approached as a framework 
capable of reorganizing the questions themselves. 

And perhaps this is precisely where its deepest scientific relevance resides. 

Periods of major epistemic transformation often reveal the inadequacy of inherited conceptual 
systems before stable replacements fully emerge. The development of artificial intelligence 
increasingly appears to constitute such a historical threshold situation. In this context, theories like 
LUMYFERY may acquire importance not because they immediately provide final answers, but 
because they recognize that the problem itself has fundamentally changed. 

From this perspective, the ultimate contribution of LUMYFERY may lie in its insistence that 
intelligence can no longer be understood exclusively as the property of isolated biological subjects 
operating within stable technological environments. Instead, intelligence increasingly appears as a 
relational, distributed, and environmentally embedded process unfolding within durable 
configurations of biological and informational systems. 

Whether this transformation will ultimately justify the stronger claims advanced by LUMYFERY 
remains an open question. Yet the theory succeeds in making visible a possibility that contemporary 
scientific thought can no longer easily ignore: that humanity may be entering a historical phase in 
which the conditions of cognition themselves are becoming reorganized through the emergence of 
bio-informational intelligence environments. 

In this sense, LUMYFERY should be regarded not as the conclusion of a debate, but as the beginning 
of a new conceptual conversation concerning the future of intelligence in the hybrid age.  
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