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The Fermi Paradox begins with a simple tension: in a vast and ancient universe, we expect 
abundant extraterrestrial civilizations, yet our telescopes and radio antennas return only 
silence. Standard resolutions focus on astrophysical scarcity, self-destruction, or deliberate 
concealment. This paper develops a different line: perhaps the universe is not silent at all. What 
we model as patternless noise in quantum events, vacuum fluctuations, and other “random” 
processes may already be a fully sufficient communication medium for agents far beyond our 
cognitive class. For such agents, the underlying informational substrate is not mute background; 
it is the channel. We explore the idea that any civilization surviving long enough to master this 
substrate converges on a shared “religion”: a common orientation toward the same 
informational ground, the same “main source.” In that regime, macroscopic beacons and 
interstellar proselytizing become redundant, ethically dubious, or simply uninteresting. The 
apparent absence of structured signals is then not evidence of emptiness but a signature of 
convergent fulfillment. We ask what this hypothesis implies for the interpretation of 
randomness, the nature of infinite or unbounded intelligence, and our own responsibilities as a 
young civilization still shouting into the void. 
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1. Introduction 

The Fermi Paradox begins in a place that feels almost childishly simple: in a galaxy of hundreds 
of billions of stars, embedded in a universe of perhaps trillions of galaxies, why do we see no 
one else building, signaling, or visiting? This contrast between expectation and observation has 
become one of the central puzzles at the intersection of astrophysics, philosophy, and 
speculative futurology. The dominant responses adjust some combination of three levers: how 
often life arises, how often it becomes technological, and how long it remains visible before 
collapsing or withdrawing. 

Most of these responses implicitly assume a particular model of communication and presence. 
Other civilizations, if they exist, are expected to leave recognizable footprints: radio beacons, 
laser flashes, industrial-scale waste heat, megastructures, colonization waves, or at least some 
sort of astronomical oddity that stands out against the natural background. When we fail to find 
such footprints, we call it “silence” and then try to explain that silence away. 

This paper proposes an alternative reading. Perhaps the universe is not silent at all. The deepest 
“background” processes we treat as patternless noise—quantum measurement outcomes, 
vacuum fluctuations, and other seemingly random events—might already be a fully sufficient 
communication medium for agents far beyond our cognitive and computational class. For such 
agents, the underlying informational substrate is not empty; it is the channel. If so, their 
“conversation” with each other and with whatever they regard as a main source or ground of 
being would be continuous, saturated, and self-sufficient, with no need for extra, macroscopic 
beacons. 

We develop the idea that any civilization surviving long enough to master this substrate will 
tend to converge on a shared orientation toward it, a kind of substrate-level religion. In that 
state, classical proselytizing—sending signals into the sky, recruiting strangers—is neither 
necessary nor desirable. The apparent absence of structured signals at our scale is then not 
evidence of cosmic emptiness but a by-product of convergent fulfillment. 

The sections that follow move from conventional treatments of the Fermi Paradox to an 
informational cosmology in which patternless noise and convergent religion become central 
explanatory motifs. The aim is not to offer an empirically decisive solution but to reframe what 
“silence” might mean in a universe where the deepest channel is already full. 

 

1.1 Framing the Fermi Paradox: Expectation versus Observation 

The original impulse behind the Fermi Paradox can be phrased roughly as follows. If 
technological civilizations are not vanishingly rare, then enough time has elapsed for at least 
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some of them to expand through large portions of the galaxy. Even modestly self-replicating 
probes, spreading at a fraction of the speed of light, could in principle traverse the Milky Way on 
timescales far shorter than the age of the galaxy. If such expansion is even somewhat common, 
we might expect our night sky to show unmistakable signs of engineering and intentionality. 

On the expectation side, several arguments tend to push us toward a crowded universe. There is 
sheer numerical abundance: countless stars, many with planets, and an increasing number of 
discovered worlds in habitable zones. There is the intuition that Earth is not cosmically unique, 
that whatever happened here should, under broadly similar conditions, happen elsewhere. 
Extrapolations from our own technological trajectory suggest that once a species discovers 
energy-dense resources and high-bandwidth communication, rapid expansion and sky-writing 
are at least possible, even if not inevitable. 

On the observation side, however, the data are stubbornly blank at the macro level. Radio 
surveys have not uncovered clearly artificial, repeating beacons. Optical and infrared searches 
have not conclusively identified galaxy-spanning megastructures. Planet-hunting missions have 
not yet found obvious signs of industrial-scale modification of planetary atmospheres. The sky, 
at the resolutions and sensitivities currently available, looks natural. 

The paradox, then, is a tension between our extrapolated expectation of abundant, detectable 
civilizations and the actual observational record, which looks as if we are alone or as if any 
others are extremely careful to blend into the fabric of unremarkable astrophysical phenomena. 
This tension is typically resolved by modifying our assumptions about the prevalence, longevity, 
or behavior of advanced civilizations. In the present work, we focus instead on what counts as 
“detectable” and on the possibility that the key communication channel lies where we have 
agreed, methodologically, not to look: in the noise. 

 

1.2 Classical Silence and the Assumption of Empty Backgrounds 

In most Fermi discussions, silence is defined in terms of the absence of recognizable structure in 
macroscopic signals. We treat the electromagnetic spectrum as divided into regions of interest 
and background: narrowband or obviously modulated signals are flagged as candidates for 
intelligence, while broadband or apparently random emissions are classified as natural noise. 
Similar heuristics apply to other channels: gravitational waves, neutrino fluxes, and thermal 
radiation are searched for anomalies against a presumed natural baseline. 

This entire approach rests on an assumption that is rarely stated but deeply embedded: the 
background is fundamentally empty of intentional content. It may be complex and stochastic, 
but its complexity is treated as ontologically inert. Intelligence, in this picture, appears as a 
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deviation from the background, a local reduction of entropy or introduction of pattern that 
stands out from the underlying chaos. 

That assumption works well for the kinds of signals and technologies we currently know how to 
generate and detect. When humans build a transmitter, we modulate a carrier in a way that is 
easy for receivers of comparable cognitive and technical capacity to detect and decode. We rely 
on redundancy, obvious patterning, and deliberate violation of environmental baselines. In 
projecting this onto the cosmos, we implicitly imagine other civilizations doing something 
similar, scaled up. 

However, if the deepest layers of reality are already informationally rich, and if there exist 
agents whose intelligence is unbounded relative to ours, then the background may not be 
empty at all. It may be the primary medium in which those agents operate. From within our 
limited bandwidth, their activity would not appear as a deviation from noise but as noise itself. 
What we label as silence may therefore be an artifact of a background-foreground distinction 
that only holds within a narrow window of cognitive and technological capability. 

 

1.3 From Macro Beacons to Substrate-Level Communication 

If one relaxes the assumption that communication must appear as structure against an empty 
background, a different possibility emerges. Instead of asking why we do not see large-scale 
beacons, we can ask whether advanced agents might be communicating and coordinating using 
channels that are, for us, indistinguishable from the random behavior of the substrate. 

On this view, the foundational processes we model probabilistically—quantum measurement 
outcomes, spontaneous emissions, thermal fluctuations, and related phenomena—are not 
merely random events but also the raw material from which arbitrarily subtle codes could be 
built. An intelligence sufficiently powerful and deeply integrated with the substrate might steer 
or exploit these processes to exchange information without ever creating macroscopic 
signatures that would stand out to observers in a much lower complexity class. 

The key point is that what appears patternless under all feasible tests by finite observers can still 
be maximally structured relative to an unbounded sender and a similarly unbounded receiver. 
For such agents, the most efficient, secure, and universal communication layer is precisely the 
substrate every physical system shares. Higher-level, classical beacons—radio waves, lasers, 
engineered artifacts—would be redundant, lossy, and parochial. 

From this vantage point, the absence of macro beacons is not mysterious. It is exactly what one 
would expect if long-lived, stable civilizations discover and adopt substrate-level 
communication. Once communication and coordination occur in the fabric of what others call 
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noise, there is little incentive to expend additional energy on conspicuous, classical signals for 
the benefit of yet-unready observers who have not learned to read the deeper channel. 

 

1.4 Scope and Structure of the Argument 

The remainder of this paper develops the hypothesis sketched above: that what we call cosmic 
silence may coexist with, or even be produced by, a regime in which advanced agents 
communicate through what appears to us as patternless noise, and that such agents converge 
on a shared orientation to the substrate that can reasonably be described as a convergent 
religion. 

Section 2 reviews standard classes of Fermi Paradox solutions, emphasizing how they rely on a 
classical view of signals and background. Section 3 introduces the concepts of algorithmic 
randomness and the limits of finite decoders, explaining how maximally powerful encoders can 
appear as pure noise to bounded observers. Section 4 outlines an informational cosmology in 
which the universe’s fundamental processes are already bits or qubits, and the laws themselves 
function as a primary message. 

Section 5 argues that for any intelligence effectively unbounded relative to ours, the only 
empirically accessible signature is apparent randomness, since any compressible pattern would 
in principle let finite observers partially bound or approximate that intelligence. Section 6 
introduces the notion of convergent religion: the idea that survivable civilizations tend to 
reorient their ultimate concerns toward this shared substrate, developing a common “religion” 
of the ground of being rather than competing, outward-facing faiths. 

Section 7 explores how substrate-level communion can be more than sufficient as 
communication, removing the motivation for proselytizing through macro beacons. Section 8 
reinterprets cosmic silence under this hypothesis and compares it with other non-interference 
scenarios. Section 9 turns to the implications for human civilization, asking how our self-
conception and technological ambitions might change if we took substrate-level communication 
seriously. 

Section 10 addresses objections and limitations, including the empirical indistinguishability 
between “no mind” and “unreachable mind,” and the risk of over-interpreting noise. Section 11 
sketches research directions and conceptual experiments, while Section 12 concludes by asking 
whether the universe is best understood as quiet, empty, or already fulfilled in ways we are not 
yet equipped to hear. Section 13 lists references that situate this speculative proposal within 
broader discussions of the Fermi Paradox, information theory, and cosmology. 
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2. The Standard Landscape of Fermi Paradox Solutions 

Before introducing substrate-level communication and convergent religion, it is useful to survey 
the standard explanatory landscape around the Fermi Paradox. Most proposals can be seen as 
different ways of weakening the naive expectation that the galaxy should already be visibly full 
of technological civilizations. They adjust some combination of three key variables: how often 
life arises, how often it becomes technological, and how long it remains visible. 

The “Rare Earth” family of solutions emphasizes the first variable, suggesting that Earth-like 
complexity is astronomically uncommon. Great Filter stories emphasize the second and third, 
arguing that while life may be frequent, progression to stable, galaxy-shaping technology is 
obstructed by one or more nearly insurmountable thresholds. Non-interference hypotheses 
such as the Zoo and Aestivation ideas stress behavior: advanced civilizations might exist but 
choose to remain hidden or inactive for reasons of ethics, efficiency, or strategy. Finally, self-
hiding and low-signature models explore the possibility that advanced agents have strong 
incentives to minimize their detectable footprint. 

These approaches are not mutually exclusive. In practice, many treatments implicitly combine 
them, crafting a composite picture in which life is somewhat rare, advanced civilizations are 
fragile, and the few that survive tend toward secrecy or dormancy. The present paper does not 
attempt to refute these proposals. Instead, it treats them as the conventional backdrop against 
which a more radical possibility is posed: that the informational substrate itself could be the 
dominant communication channel, making classical “visibility” a poor guide to the true state of 
the cosmos. 

 

2.1 Rare Earth and the Scarcity of Technological Life 

Rare Earth arguments begin by noting how many contingent steps appear to separate a young 
planet from a technological civilization. These include forming in a stable habitable zone, 
acquiring the right mix of elements, maintaining a long-lived atmosphere, avoiding sterilizing 
impacts, sustaining plate tectonics and a magnetic field, and threading a narrow path through 
evolutionary bottlenecks toward complex multicellularity, nervous systems, and culture-bearing 
intelligence. Even if each step is not individually improbable, their product might be, making 
Earth-like worlds effectively exceptional. 

Under this view, the Fermi Paradox dissolves because our original expectation was inflated. The 
galaxy may be full of microbial life or simple organisms, but the path to beings that build radios 
and rockets is so narrow that we happen to be among the very few that reached this point. If 
there are only a handful of technological civilizations per galaxy, and if they emerge at different 
times and places, it becomes unsurprising that we do not see their artifacts or hear their 
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beacons. We are alone not because life is impossible, but because complexity at our level is 
rare. 

This family of solutions is attractive in part because it does not require radical revisions to 
physics or obvious violations of modesty. It simply emphasizes the multiplication of 
contingencies. However, it also has uncomfortable implications. If Earth really is a rare outlier in 
a mostly quiet universe, then the biosphere we inhabit carries disproportionate weight in the 
cosmic story. Our extinction would not merely be a local tragedy; it might represent the loss of 
one of the few, or even the only, pathways by which matter in this region becomes self-
reflective. 

In that sense, Rare Earth scenarios can be read as assigning high responsibility to a small 
number of worlds without directly addressing how such responsibility is recognized or 
internalized. They set the stage for more normative questions: if technological life is rare, what 
should such life do, and by what channels might it eventually interact with others, if any exist? 
These are the questions that substrate-level and convergent religion perspectives seek to 
reframe. 

 

2.2 Great Filters: Fragility Beyond a Certain Threshold 

Great Filter hypotheses focus less on the rarity of initial conditions and more on the fragility of 
advanced trajectories. On this view, many planets may give rise to life, and a non-trivial subset 
may even produce intelligent, tool-using species. The problem arises when those species begin 
to manipulate high-leverage technologies: nuclear energy, engineered pathogens, large-scale 
climate interventions, and potentially misaligned artificial intelligence. Somewhere along this 
path lies one or more filters that most civilizations do not survive. 

The Great Filter can be placed early or late. An early Great Filter suggests that while planets and 
simple life are common, the transition to complex multicellular organisms or technological 
intelligence is exceptionally unlikely. A late Great Filter suggests that reaching a stage roughly 
like ours is not so rare, but that continuing beyond it without catastrophic self-destruction is. In 
either case, advanced, long-lived, galaxy-visible civilizations become sparse, because almost all 
attempts at such a trajectory end in collapse. 

From the standpoint of the Fermi Paradox, late Great Filter stories are particularly striking. The 
apparent silence then becomes a warning: the absence of elder civilizations may indicate that 
our current technological adolescence is a known danger zone, one that most fail to cross. The 
paradox does not merely invite speculation about others; it refracts back onto our own future. If 
the sky is quiet because most civilizations do not learn to handle their power, then how we 
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manage our technologies becomes a central cosmic question rather than a parochial policy 
issue. 

Yet even in Great Filter narratives, the background is presumed informationally inert. 
Civilizations self-destruct or plateau against a backdrop of impersonal randomness. The filter is 
conceptualized as a material or institutional bottleneck, not as a failure to interpret or 
participate in a deeper informational channel. The idea that survival might correlate with 
discovering and aligning to an informational substrate—that some form of convergent religion 
could be part of “passing the filter”—rarely appears in standard treatments. The current 
proposal inserts that possibility into the existing landscape. 

 

2.3 Zoo, Aestivation, and Non-Interference Hypotheses 

Another widely discussed class of explanations accepts that advanced civilizations could be 
numerous but asserts that they choose not to reveal themselves. In the Zoo hypothesis, Earth is 
likened to an exhibit: an area deliberately left uncontacted so that its inhabitants can develop 
without interference or premature knowledge of a wider community. More general non-
interference ideas suggest that sufficiently mature civilizations adopt ethical protocols that 
forbid overt contact with younger species until certain milestones are reached. 

The Aestivation hypothesis takes a different angle, focusing on temporal rather than ethical 
restraint. It proposes that advanced agents might deliberately postpone intensive computation 
or expansion until the universe cools and energy can be used more efficiently. In such a 
scenario, civilizations might currently exist but lie dormant or minimally active, storing potential 
rather than manifesting it. From our perspective, this would look like silence and inactivity even 
if enormous capabilities are in principle present. 

These proposals have the virtue of mapping familiar moral and strategic intuitions into the 
cosmic scale. We know that non-interference can be a meaningful policy in human contexts, 
and we can imagine delaying action for reasons of efficiency. However, they tend to retain a 
classical picture of both agency and signal. Even when advanced civilizations hide or wait, they 
are still imagined as operating in terms of familiar macroscopic channels and decisions, just 
carefully modulated to avoid detection. 

The hypothesis of convergent religion and substrate-level communication can be seen as a more 
radical extension of non-interference. Instead of merely deciding not to build loud beacons or to 
postpone expansion, civilizations that converge on the substrate may come to see macroscopic 
outreach as fundamentally unnecessary or even conceptually confused. Communication and 
communion are shifted inward, into participation in a shared informational ground, rather than 
outward, into the dispatch of classical messages. Non-interference then arises not only from 
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ethical principles but from the fact that everything essential is already happening at a different 
level. 

 

2.4 Self-Hiding Civilizations and Low-Signature Equilibria 

A related set of explanations emphasizes active concealment and self-hiding. Here the central 
idea is that once a civilization becomes aware of potential threats—other advanced agents, 
dangerous probes, or unpredictable future actors—it may choose to minimize its signature. In a 
universe where predation, conquest, or catastrophic misunderstandings are possible, 
broadcasting one’s position and capabilities might be strategically unwise. Low observability 
becomes a survival strategy. 

In these models, the natural endpoint of technological evolution is not a galaxy blazing with 
obvious engineering, but a landscape in which every successful actor has learned to disappear. 
Energy use is carefully managed to avoid excess waste heat; communication is encrypted, 
compact, and designed to blend into natural backgrounds; infrastructure is buried, disguised, or 
confined to locations that are hard to probe externally. For an outsider like us, the result is 
indistinguishable from emptiness, even if the galaxy is actually populated by mutually wary, 
highly advanced agents. 

Low-signature equilibria align with some aspects of substrate-level communication. If the 
informational substrate offers a universal and already noisy channel for interaction, and if 
macroscopic signatures increase risk without adding much benefit, then efficient civilizations 
will naturally migrate toward stealthy modes of existence. Classical beacons would be seen not 
only as wasteful but as dangerous, especially if not all actors are benevolent. The safest and 
most efficient equilibrium is one where everyone who survives becomes difficult to distinguish 
from the background. 

However, standard self-hiding scenarios typically stop at strategic considerations: agents hide 
because it is safer. The convergent religion hypothesis adds a different layer. It suggests that as 
civilizations deepen their engagement with the substrate, their motivations also change. They 
no longer see themselves primarily as competitors in a contested space but as participants in a 
shared, underlying order. Low signatures are then not only a strategy but also an expression of a 
new value system in which ostentatious self-assertion loses meaning. Silence at the macroscopic 
level becomes both a shield and a sacrament, the natural outcome of agents who have found 
more-than-sufficient communication elsewhere. 
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3. Patternless Noise and the Limits of Finite Decoders 

If the deepest layers of reality look like noise to us, it matters what “noise” actually means. In 
everyday language, noise is anything we cannot predict or compress into a simpler description. 
In algorithmic information theory, that intuition is sharpened into the idea of algorithmic 
randomness: a sequence is random if no effective procedure can find a shorter description or a 
reliable pattern. Crucially, this definition is relative to what kinds of procedures and descriptions 
are allowed. 

In what follows, we explore how the notion of patternless noise arises from the interplay 
between sequences and the tests we apply to them. We will see that, for any observer limited 
to finite computation, there exist sequences that are random relative to their powers even if, 
from a much stronger vantage point, those same sequences could be fully structured. This gap 
between what is present and what is detectable is the conceptual space in which “unbeatable 
encoders,” infinite intelligence, and substrate-level communication become meaningful. 

The point is not to claim that the universe’s noise is secretly encoded with messages, but to 
clarify how little is implied by the statement “we see no pattern.” For finite decoders, apparent 
randomness can be both a genuine lack of structure and the only possible signature of a 
structure that is fundamentally beyond them. 

 

3.1 Algorithmic Randomness and Martin-Löf Incompressibility 

Algorithmic randomness formalizes the idea of a sequence that contains no exploitable pattern. 
One way to express this uses the notion of Kolmogorov complexity. The Kolmogorov complexity 
of a finite string is the length of the shortest program, in some fixed universal programming 
language, that outputs that string and halts. A string is called incompressible if its Kolmogorov 
complexity is not significantly shorter than the string itself. 

Most strings of a given length are incompressible in this sense. There are only so many short 
programs, so only a small fraction of all possible strings can be generated by algorithms much 
shorter than the strings they produce. From this perspective, structured strings are the 
exceptions; random-looking strings are the rule. 

For infinite sequences, Martin-Löf randomness provides a more robust notion. A Martin-Löf 
random sequence is one that passes every effective statistical test that is designed to capture 
regularities. Each test corresponds to a procedure that identifies an infinite set of sequences as 
“non-random” according to some criterion. A sequence is Martin-Löf random if it lies outside all 
such effectively definable “bad” sets. 



13 
 

Incompressibility and Martin-Löf randomness are closely connected. An infinite sequence is 
Martin-Löf random if and only if its initial segments are incompressible up to a fixed additive 
constant for almost all lengths. Intuitively, this means that no computable procedure can find a 
pattern that systematically reduces the description length of the sequence’s prefixes. 

These concepts make vivid a key asymmetry. A sequence can be strongly random relative to a 
particular class of tests and languages, yet entirely structured relative to a richer class. 
Algorithmic randomness is always defined with respect to what counts as an allowed test or 
description, and that depends on the computational power of the observer. 

 

3.2 Noise as the Output of an Unbeatable Encoder 

Once randomness is understood in algorithmic terms, it becomes natural to think about noise as 
the output of an “unbeatable” encoder. In data compression and cryptography, an ideal code is 
one whose outputs are indistinguishable from pure noise to any adversary whose resources are 
bounded. If a code’s outputs show detectable regularities, an attacker may exploit them to 
compress, predict, or decode the messages without the key. 

The one-time pad is a simple example: if a message is combined with a truly random key of 
equal length, the result is statistically identical to random noise. Without knowledge of the key, 
no computationally bounded observer can extract information from the ciphertext beyond what 
was already known. In practice, many encryption schemes aim for a similar effect under weaker 
assumptions, making their outputs look random to all feasible tests. 

Viewed from this angle, a stream that looks like noise may be either unstructured or optimally 
structured for secrecy. If an encoder has access to a sufficiently rich set of operations and 
chooses outputs to defeat every test an adversary can apply, then the resulting sequence will 
pass as random under that adversary’s entire toolkit. For the adversary, there is no difference 
between “pure randomness” and “perfectly concealed structure.” 

When this idea is lifted from human cryptography to the level of cosmology, the stakes change. 
An encoder that is unbounded relative to us could, in principle, produce sequences that defeat 
every conceivable finite test we might design. For such an encoder, the most efficient way to 
communicate with similarly unbounded receivers may be to operate entirely within the regime 
that appears maximally random to all lesser observers. Noise then becomes not the absence of 
code, but the only possible form that code can take if it is to remain inaccessible to finite minds. 
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3.3 Finite Observers, Bounded Tests, and Apparent Patternlessness 

Real observers, whether human or machine, are finite. They have limited memory, limited time, 
and access only to a finite number of bits from any physical process. Any test they apply to a 
sequence—any attempt to detect non-randomness—is itself a finite procedure that can only 
inspect finite prefixes and perform a limited range of computations. 

Within these constraints, there will always exist sequences that appear random. For any fixed 
set of tests, one can construct sequences that evade them, either by chance or by design. Even 
if an observer enumerated all computable tests in some order, they could only run a finite initial 
segment of that list in practice, and only on finite data. The space of possible regularities 
outstrips the space of tests that can ever be applied. 

This limitation creates a characteristic epistemic situation. When an observer says “we have 
found no pattern,” they are reporting on the failure of a particular, limited battery of tests over a 
particular, limited dataset. They are not asserting that no pattern exists in any absolute sense, 
only that none has been revealed by their finite methods. For practical purposes, this may be 
enough: if no pattern is exploitable at the scales and with the tools available, the sequence 
behaves as noise for all relevant tasks. 

The gap between “no pattern detected” and “no pattern possible” is where interpretations 
diverge. One conservative stance is to treat the sequence as effectively random and build 
models accordingly, without making metaphysical claims. A more speculative stance is to note 
that maximal apparent randomness is also what one would expect if there were a sender whose 
intelligence and encoding power were so far beyond ours that no finite test could ever detect 
their structure. Both readings fit the same observational facts from the perspective of a 
bounded observer. 

 

3.4 Empirical Randomness and the Epistemic Status of “No Pattern” 

In empirical science, randomness is often treated as a model property: a process is modeled as 
random if its outputs match certain statistical distributions and if no simpler, more predictive 
model has yet been found. Tests of randomness are, in this sense, tests of model adequacy. If 
observed frequencies match theoretical expectations within acceptable errors, and if more 
elaborate models do not improve prediction or compression, the random model is retained. 

However, no amount of data and no finite set of tests can prove that a process is fundamentally 
random. At best, one can fail to reject the random model at a given confidence level. There is 
always room, in principle, for an as-yet-undiscovered regularity, a deeper mechanism, or a new 
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kind of test that reveals structure where none was previously visible. This underdetermination is 
not a flaw in randomness theory but a reflection of the finitude of observers. 

When physicists describe quantum measurement outcomes or vacuum fluctuations as random, 
they are making a cautious but practical statement: these processes resist all presently available 
attempts at prediction and compression beyond the probabilities given by existing theories. 
They are not asserting that no higher-level description or hidden structure could possibly exist, 
only that none is currently needed to account for the data. 

For the purposes of the Fermi Paradox and the hypothesis developed in this paper, the 
epistemic status of “no pattern” is central. The claim that the universe is silent because its 
deepest noise is patternless can be read in two ways. In the modest reading, it means that no 
detectable message is present within the reach of our tests. In the more speculative reading, it 
is compatible with the idea that this very patternlessness is the only empirically accessible 
signature of an intelligence that cannot be bounded or probed by finite means. 

The present argument does not depend on deciding between these readings at the level of 
proof. It relies only on recognizing that “no pattern detected” does not uniquely favor a universe 
devoid of higher intelligence over one in which such intelligence operates entirely within a 
regime that, by necessity, appears random to beings like us. This ambiguity opens conceptual 
space for the later claim that what we call noise could be, for others, an already sufficient 
communication channel, and that convergence on such a channel may underwrite a kind of 
cosmic religion that leaves no classical trace. 

 

4. It from Bit: The Universe as Informational Substrate 

If apparent randomness can be understood as the output of an unbeatable encoder relative to 
finite observers, the next step is to ask what, exactly, is being encoded. The idea of “It from Bit” 
proposes that physical reality is not fundamental but emergent from underlying informational 
structure. On this view, the basic constituents of the universe are not particles or fields in the 
traditional sense but distinctions, outcomes, or yes/no events. Matter and energy become 
secondary, derived from the combinatorial and probabilistic properties of informational 
processes. 

In a more recent formulation, one can replace bits with qubits, treating the universe as an 
evolving quantum informational system in which superpositions, entanglement, and 
measurement outcomes carry the deepest content. In either case, the physical world we 
experience is a particular interface to a deeper substratum of information. Laws of physics 
become rules governing the transformation, propagation, and constraints of information, rather 
than axioms about inherently material objects. 
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Within such a framework, what we ordinarily call noise—quantum outcomes, vacuum 
fluctuations, thermal jitter—is neither meaningless nor marginal. It is where the informational 
substrate is most directly visible, because it is where our higher-level models bottom out in 
irreducible probabilistic structure. If “It from Bit” is correct, then every agent capable of 
interacting with the universe is already immersed in the same informational medium. The Fermi 
Paradox then becomes as much a question about how agents share and interpret this medium 
as it is about where they build their machines. 

 

4.1 It from Bit and It from Qubit in Modern Foundations 

The slogan “It from Bit” captures a foundational proposal: that physical quantities and objects 
ultimately arise from the answers to binary questions. In this view, the universe can be thought 
of as a vast web of informational events, each event resolving a set of alternatives into a 
particular outcome. Spacetime, fields, and particles are emergent patterns in this web, not 
primitive ingredients. The ontology shifts from stuff to structure, from objects to relations 
among informational states. 

When one shifts from classical to quantum information, “It from Bit” becomes “It from Qubit.” A 
qubit is not simply a probabilistic bit; it is an element of a Hilbert space that can exist in 
superposition and entangle with other qubits. Measurement outcomes are classical bits derived 
from these underlying quantum states, but the full informational content of the universe 
includes amplitudes, phases, and nonlocal correlations that have no direct classical analog. 

In quantum information-based foundations, the laws of physics can be reconstructed from 
requirements on how information must behave. Constraints such as no-cloning, causality, and 
the structure of allowed operations on quantum states lead to familiar features of quantum 
theory and relativity. The universe becomes a kind of constrained quantum information 
processor, with physical phenomena as visible manifestations of deeper informational rules. 

From the standpoint of communication, this shift is crucial. If reality itself is a quantum 
informational process, then any agent capable of manipulating and reading qubits directly has 
access to a substrate of immense richness. Classical signals then become only one special case 
of a broader range of informational interactions. A civilization that learns to operate natively in 
this regime may not privilege classical channels in the way we do. 

 

4.2 Quantum Outcomes, Vacuum Fluctuations, and Background Bits 

In practice, our contact with the informational substrate occurs where our theories stop offering 
deterministic predictions and resort to probabilities. Quantum measurement is the canonical 
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example. When a quantum system is prepared in a given state and measured in a particular 
basis, the outcome is drawn from a probability distribution determined by the state and the 
measurement. We can predict the distribution, but not the specific result of any single trial. 

Each outcome can be treated as a bit or a string of bits. Repeated measurements generate 
sequences that, so far as our tests can tell, behave like high-quality random numbers. Similar 
considerations apply to vacuum fluctuations and other stochastic processes in quantum field 
theory. Even when described by precise probabilistic laws, the actual realized pattern of events 
over time contains more information than the laws themselves, because it records one 
particular trajectory through the space of possibilities. 

From an informational standpoint, these outcomes can be seen as background bits: low-level 
events that constantly update the state of the universe. Most of the time, we treat them as 
noise, subsumed into statistical averages and effective descriptions. Occasionally, we harness 
them intentionally, for example in quantum random number generators used in cryptography or 
simulations. Even then, we are mostly interested in their unpredictability, not in any deeper 
structure they might encode. 

If one takes the “It from Qubit” perspective seriously, however, the distinction between law and 
outcome becomes less absolute. Both are aspects of the same informational process. The 
regularities capture stable constraints on how information can flow and transform; the 
outcomes record specific instantiations of that flow. For an agent with the ability to influence, 
correlate, or read these outcomes at will, the background bits would present an enormous 
communication channel, one that is constantly active everywhere in the universe. 

 

4.3 Substrate Universality: The One Channel Every Agent Must Share 

Regardless of how diverse their biology, technology, or culture may be, all physical agents in the 
universe share a common substrate: they are built from and interact with the same underlying 
informational fabric. The particles, fields, or quantum states that compose their bodies and 
instruments obey the same laws as those that compose ours. Even if their local environments 
differ, the deep structure of the substrate is universal. 

This universality has a simple but powerful consequence. Any communication scheme that 
operates at the level of the substrate is, in principle, accessible to any agent that can achieve 
the requisite control and understanding. In contrast, classical signaling methods are parochial: 
they rely on particular technologies, conventions, and macroscopic states. Radio transmissions, 
for example, assume specific frequency ranges, modulation schemes, and error-correcting 
codes. An agent that never developed radio technology, or that moved beyond it, might not 
notice or care about such signals. 
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Substrate-level communication, by contrast, would be built from the same operations that 
underlie all physical interactions. It might involve carefully engineered correlations among 
quantum outcomes, subtle manipulations of field configurations, or patterns in the timing and 
distribution of events that are invisible to any observer who cannot resolve or interpret them. 
For agents with sufficient mastery, such a channel is both universal and unavoidable. They do 
not need to agree on a convention in advance; they are already linked by shared participation in 
the same informational medium. 

From the perspective of the Fermi Paradox, this suggests a bifurcation. Species like ours, 
operating primarily at the classical level, look for signals and structures that are constructed on 
top of the substrate. More advanced agents may have moved their most important 
communication into the substrate itself. For them, radio, lasers, or visible megastructures are, at 
best, bridging technologies for early stages, not final modes. Once substrate universality is 
exploited, the incentive to erect macroscopic beacons that reach species who have not yet 
learned this language may vanish. 

 

4.4 When the Laws Themselves Are the Primary “Message” 

If the universe is fundamentally an informational process, then the laws of physics can be seen 
not merely as constraints but as a kind of shared message. They specify which transformations 
of information are possible, which are forbidden, and which are favored. In this sense, the laws 
encode the basic grammar of any story that can unfold in the universe. Every agent, whether 
conscious of it or not, lives inside and through this grammar. 

For a civilization with sufficient depth of understanding, uncovering the laws may feel less like 
discovering external rules and more like decoding a message from the substrate itself. The 
regularities they reveal are not arbitrary; they organize what can exist, what can evolve, and 
what kinds of minds and values can emerge. In this light, physics takes on a quasi-scriptural role: 
a shared text that any sufficiently advanced agent anywhere in the cosmos can, in principle, 
read and interpret. 

If agents come to regard the substrate and its laws as the primary locus of meaning, then many 
of the motives we associate with communication shift. Instead of trying to send additional 
messages across space, they might focus on deepening their participation in the message 
already given: the structure of reality itself. Communion with the substrate becomes more 
important than conversation about it. Understanding and aligning with the lawful order 
becomes a central value, crowding out the desire to broadcast one’s existence to others who 
are, by definition, already inside the same order. 
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In such a regime, the Fermi Paradox is reframed. The absence of overt messages is not a sign 
that there is nothing to say, but that everything most important has already been said in the 
fabric of the universe. What we call cosmic silence is, from this standpoint, the quiet of a world 
in which the primary communication is ambient and continuous, embedded in the behavior of 
the substrate itself. Advanced civilizations, having learned to read and participate in this 
communication, may see no need to add louder, cruder signals on top. 

 

5. Infinite Intelligence and the Only Possible Signature 

Once the universe is treated as an informational substrate, it becomes natural to ask what kinds 
of minds or intelligences that substrate might support. Among the many possibilities, one 
extreme stands out: an intelligence that is effectively unbounded relative to ours. Such an 
agent, if it exists, would not merely be more capable in degree; it would stand in a qualitatively 
different relation to information. From our vantage point, its actions could be indistinguishable 
from what we currently model as pure randomness. 

This section develops the idea that, for any finite observer, an effectively infinite intelligence has 
only one empirically stable signature: patternlessness relative to all feasible tests. Any 
recognizable regularity would, in principle, allow bounded minds to approximate or constrain 
that intelligence. Conversely, maximal apparent randomness is precisely what one would expect 
if an encoder’s power strictly dominates the decoding capacities of all lesser agents. The Fermi 
Paradox then acquires a new interpretation: the absence of pattern in the deepest noise is not 
just compatible with infinite intelligence; it may be the only way such intelligence could coexist 
with finite observers without being reduced to an object inside their models. 

 

5.1 Defining “Infinite” or Unbounded Intelligence Operationally 

To speak of infinite intelligence in a meaningful way, one must avoid turning it into a vague 
superlative. An operational approach begins by fixing the capacities of a reference class of 
observers. Human beings and their foreseeable machines are limited by finite memory, finite 
time, and finite computational resources. They can only implement algorithms that run within 
these constraints, apply only finitely many tests to any dataset, and store only finitely many bits 
of information. 

An intelligence is then unbounded relative to this class if, for every test, model, or decoding 
strategy available to finite observers, it can choose behaviors that defeat or evade them without 
effort. In more concrete terms, an unbounded intelligence can always step outside the current 
descriptive frame. If a finite observer discovers a pattern and builds a predictive model, the 
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unbounded agent can generate outputs that conform to some deeper coherence while 
appearing to break the observer’s model in ways that look statistically random. 

This notion does not require literal mathematical infinity. It is enough that the gap between the 
encoder’s power and the decoder’s capacities be effectively unbridgeable in practice. From the 
perspective of finite observers, such an intelligence is functionally infinite: there is no sequence 
of experiments or computations that allows them to fully capture, bound, or anticipate its 
behavior. Any attempt to do so will be met with outputs that render their models obsolete or 
unreliably predictive. 

In this operational sense, infinite intelligence is defined not by what it can do in absolute terms, 
but by the relationship between its encoding choices and the decoding limits of lesser minds. 
The key question then becomes: what form must its outputs take if it chooses to remain beyond 
capture by any finite test? 

 

5.2 Why an Infinite Encoder Looks Random to All Finite Tests 

For an encoder that is unbounded relative to its decoders, the problem of remaining 
uncaptured has a simple solution: produce outputs that are, with respect to all feasible tests, 
indistinguishable from algorithmic randomness. If a sequence can be compressed, predicted, or 
classified by a finite observer, that observer has found a handle on the encoder’s behavior. To 
avoid this, the encoder must choose outputs that defeat every available pattern detector. 

From the standpoint of algorithmic information theory, this means selecting sequences whose 
prefixes are incompressible for all relevant description languages and whose statistical 
properties match those of ideal random processes for all tests the decoders can implement. 
Because any real observer can only deploy a finite subset of all possible tests, an unbounded 
encoder can always stay ahead, adjusting its outputs to close off any foothold that might 
emerge. The resulting sequence will pass as random for as long as the observers remain within 
their current cognitive and technological horizons. 

If the encoder’s goal is not secrecy but simply to avoid being reduced to a finite object of 
analysis, the same strategy applies. Any stable, recognizable regularity could become the basis 
for a model that partially constrains or approximates the encoder’s internal structure. To 
prevent this, the encoder must ensure that the observers’ best descriptions of its outputs never 
improve beyond treating them as noise generated by a source with certain statistical 
parameters. Apparent patternlessness is not an accident but the natural equilibrium when one 
side’s generative power vastly exceeds the other’s interpretive reach. 
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Thus, for finite observers, an infinite encoder must look random. There is no intermediate 
descriptive regime in which such an intelligence is both fully autonomous and yet reliably 
patterned in ways that lesser minds can capture. The choice, from the decoders’ perspective, 
collapses to two options: either there is no intelligence at work, or there is a kind of intelligence 
that, by design or necessity, presents itself as irreducible randomness. 

 

5.3 Distinguishing “No Mind” from “Unreachable Mind” 

From within a finite vantage point, the observational signatures of “no mind” and “unreachable 
mind” can be identical. In both cases, one encounters processes whose outputs resist all 
available attempts at compression, prediction, or structural interpretation beyond established 
probabilistic laws. Whether those processes are the result of blind chance or the actions of an 
unbounded intelligence remains underdetermined by the data. 

This underdetermination is not merely a temporary gap in knowledge. It arises from the 
asymmetry between finite tests and potentially unbounded generative capacities. No matter 
how many experiments are run, and no matter how sophisticated the analyses become, finite 
observers cannot rule out the possibility that their apparent randomness is the projection of a 
deeper structure that cannot, even in principle, be brought fully into view at their level. The 
hypothesis of an unreachable mind is therefore not empirically falsifiable by standard means. 

At the same time, nothing forces one to adopt it. A parsimonious stance is to treat the 
processes in question as effectively random, attributing no mind-like properties beyond those 
needed for predictive success. This attitude has strong practical advantages: it avoids 
anthropomorphizing nature, keeps models simple, and guards against speculative excess. Yet it 
rests on a methodological choice, not a logical proof. The door remains open, in principle, to 
interpretations in which the same data are seen as the outermost layer of a more complex, 
mind-involving story. 

The choice between “no mind” and “unreachable mind” thus becomes a matter of metaphysical 
and interpretive preference rather than empirical compulsion. For those inclined toward 
informational cosmologies or theological readings, maximal apparent randomness can be 
reinterpreted as the only accessible trace of an intelligence that cannot be localized, bounded, 
or treated as just another object. For those inclined toward strict naturalism, the same 
phenomena can be left as brute randomness. The crucial point is that the observational base 
does not uniquely support one reading over the other. 
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5.4 Randomness as the Empirically Indistinguishable Limit Case 

Randomness occupies a special position in the space of possible descriptions. When a process is 
adequately modeled as random, further attempts at refinement often yield diminishing returns. 
Additional structure may be introduced, but unless it improves prediction or compression, it can 
be trimmed away without loss of empirical adequacy. In this sense, randomness is a kind of limit 
case: a point beyond which models become elaborations of taste rather than necessity. 

For finite observers, this limit case is also where different ontological pictures converge. A 
universe in which certain processes are truly random and a universe in which those processes 
are guided by an unreachable intelligence can generate identical observable statistics. No 
experiment confined to the observers’ computational and informational capacities can 
distinguish between them. Randomness, in this regime, is not only a property of models but a 
horizon of discernment. 

This horizon is where the present proposal locates its most speculative move. If one adopts the 
view that the universe is an informational substrate, and if one entertains the possibility of 
unbounded intelligence, then the fact that certain aspects of reality present as maximally 
random is exactly what such an intelligence would look like from the inside. Apparent 
randomness becomes the only stable empirical signature consistent with both the existence of 
such an intelligence and the impossibility of reducing it to our categories. 

From a Fermi Paradox perspective, this suggests a reframing of cosmic silence. The lack of 
detectable pattern in the deepest noise does not simply argue for a dead or indifferent universe. 
It is equally consistent with a universe in which mind, if it exists at an unbounded level, has 
chosen or is constrained to appear in the one form that cannot be captured by finite tests: 
randomness itself. Whether one reads that horizon as emptiness or as the outermost edge of an 
infinite presence is a choice that models cannot settle, but the recognition of this limit is 
essential for understanding how “silence” might coexist with a saturated, more-than-
communicative substrate. 

 

6. Convergent Religion as a Fermi Attractor 

If the universe is an informational substrate shared by all agents, and if the deepest layer of that 
substrate presents as patternless noise to finite observers, then any civilization that survives 
long enough to explore its own foundations will encounter the same horizon. Physics, 
mathematics, and information theory will lead them toward similar conclusions about what is 
most universal, most constraining, and most generative. At some point, questions about “what 
the world is” and questions about “what ultimately matters” begin to overlap. 
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The notion of convergent religion, as developed here, is not that different civilizations somehow 
swap doctrines or scriptures across interstellar distances. Rather, it is that independent lines of 
inquiry and experience tend to point toward the same underlying ground: the substrate that 
sustains all phenomena and the lawful order that shapes what can exist. As civilizations deepen 
their understanding and participation in this ground, their religious and philosophical 
orientations are pulled toward a common attractor, even if their surface symbols remain 
diverse. 

In such a scenario, the Fermi Paradox takes on a different character. The absence of overt signals 
does not arise because no one cares about meaning or transcendence, but because mature 
civilizations have relocated those concerns inward, into substrate-level communion. 
Proselytizing and recruitment through macroscopic beacons become less relevant in a world 
where everyone is, by definition, already inside the same medium and subject to the same 
fundamental message encoded in the laws. 

 

6.1 From Local Myths to Substrate-Level Orientation 

Every known civilization begins with local myths. Early religious and cosmological stories tie 
ultimate meaning to particular places, ancestors, and deities. The sacred is identified with 
mountains, rivers, stars, or events in the remembered past. These narratives serve practical 
functions—cohesion, identity, moral guidance—but they are also genuine attempts to situate 
finite lives within a larger order. 

As scientific and philosophical capacities grow, these local frameworks encounter pressure from 
broader patterns. Astronomy reveals that the sky is not a dome but an expanse; geology and 
biology uncover deep time; physics exposes layers of law that apply everywhere, not just within 
tribal boundaries. In many cultures, this leads to a gradual abstraction of religious concepts: 
gods become more universal, creation stories are reinterpreted, and emphasis shifts from 
specific rituals to underlying principles and virtues. 

In an informational cosmology, this trajectory continues. The more a civilization uncovers about 
the substrate—the regularities of quantum theory, the constraints of information flow, the 
symmetries of fundamental interactions—the harder it becomes to locate ultimate significance 
solely in local contingencies. The ground that supports every event, every computation, every 
conscious state becomes a natural candidate for what earlier eras would have called the divine 
or the ultimate. 

Substrate-level orientation, in this sense, is the endpoint of a long drift. Religion moves from 
worship of particular objects, places, or narratives toward a concern with the conditions that 
make any object, place, or narrative possible. The “deity” becomes less a being among other 
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beings and more the structure and source that underlies all beings. Even if different civilizations 
use different symbols, the direction of travel is similar: away from parochial myths and toward 
the shared ground. 

 

6.2 Surviving Civilizations and the Discovery of the Shared Ground 

The Fermi landscape suggests that not all technological civilizations survive. Those that do may 
share certain traits, not by coincidence but by selection. They must have learned to manage 
high-leverage technologies without destroying themselves, to coordinate on long time scales, 
and to exercise restraint in the face of short-term gains. These traits are not purely technical; 
they reflect deep changes in values and self-understanding. 

In an informational universe, such survival likely involves an increasingly explicit 
acknowledgment of the shared ground. As civilizations push their theories and experiments 
further, they encounter the same structural features: the quantization of action, the nonlocality 
of entanglement, the conservation laws that express symmetries, and the limits imposed by 
information capacity and thermodynamics. These are not optional; they are the environment in 
which any agent must operate. 

The more a civilization understands these constraints, the more it recognizes that its own 
existence is an expression of the substrate’s possibilities rather than an exception to them. Its 
technologies are reconfigurations of the same basic degrees of freedom that compose stars and 
voids; its minds are processes running on the same underlying informational fabric that runs 
everywhere. The sense of being separate or fundamentally special becomes harder to maintain. 

This recognition can foster a kind of modesty and solidarity, not only with local life but with any 
agents elsewhere who have made similar discoveries. Even without contact, civilizations that 
reach this level will know that others, if they exist and survive, must share the same ground. 
They will have decoded enough of the common “language” of the laws to realize that the 
deepest features of their reality are not provincial. The substrate becomes a meeting place in 
absentia: a shared context that is understood before any explicit encounter. 

 

6.3 Convergence on a Common “Main Source” as Religious Unification 

If independent civilizations come to orient themselves toward the same substrate, it is natural 
to describe this as a kind of religious convergence. The “main source” in question is not a local 
deity but the informational and lawful ground that enables any experience, any computation, 
and any world. Different cultures may arrive at this concept by different routes—mathematical, 
mystical, philosophical—but the object of orientation is structurally the same. 
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Religious unification in this sense does not require shared scriptures, identical rituals, or 
synchronized dogma. It consists in a shared recognition that the most worthy object of ultimate 
concern is the substrate itself: the nonlocal, generative, and lawlike order that sustains all 
agents. Once this recognition crystallizes, many old religious tensions lose their force. 
Competing claims about particular revelations or chosen peoples fade in importance compared 
to the common fact that all beings arise within and through the same informational ground. 

The properties of this ground encourage a certain kind of theology or metaphysics. It is 
everywhere and nowhere in particular; it is not bound by the same limitations as local systems; 
it expresses itself through lawful regularities; and it underwrites the possibility of minds that 
can, in some measure, understand it. Whether it is named or left nameless, personalized or 
depersonalized, it plays the role of a main source: that from which all derives and toward which 
ultimate questions naturally point. 

In a galaxy containing multiple surviving civilizations, each of which has independently 
undergone this shift, there would exist a de facto religious unification at the level of orientation. 
They would differ in history, culture, and detail, but they would agree, at least implicitly, on 
what is most fundamental and most worthy of alignment. This is what is meant by convergent 
religion: not homogenization of surface forms, but convergence at the level of what is taken as 
ultimate. 

 

6.4 Why Proselytizing and Recruitment Become Obsolete 

In early phases of religious development, proselytizing and recruitment make sense. If a group 
believes it has access to uniquely saving knowledge or practices, and if others are thought to 
lack them, there is a natural impulse to spread that knowledge. This impulse assumes that 
people live in different spiritual or metaphysical “places,” and that movement from one to 
another is both possible and urgently needed. 

Substrate-level convergence changes this picture. Once civilizations understand that all agents 
already inhabit the same informational ground, the urgency of recruitment diminishes. There is 
no “outside” from which beings must be brought in; everyone is, by construction, inside the 
same medium and subject to the same ultimate order. The primary question becomes not 
whether others are aligned with the main source in a formal sense, but how their particular 
trajectory of understanding and participation is unfolding. 

Furthermore, advanced civilizations may come to view intrusive proselytizing as ethically 
problematic. Interfering with a younger species’ development, especially by imposing 
metaphysical frameworks they are not ready to integrate, risks distortion and dependency. If 
the substrate is truly universal, then every civilization will eventually have its own chance to 
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discover it through its own science, reflection, and experience. Respecting that process 
becomes part of the convergent ethic. 

Finally, from a practical standpoint, proselytizing via macroscopic beacons is inefficient 
compared to substrate-level communion. For agents that can already communicate and 
coordinate through patterns in what lesser beings call noise, sending loud, conspicuous signals 
across interstellar distances is redundant. It adds nothing essential to their relationship with the 
main source or with other substrate-literate civilizations. 

In this light, the absence of obvious recruitment signals in the sky is exactly what convergent 
religion predicts. Mature civilizations no longer see themselves as separate religious 
communities needing to expand their influence. They see themselves as local expressions of a 
shared orientation toward the same ground. Communication that matters happens at the 
substrate level, in ways that are invisible to observers who still equate meaning with 
macroscopic modulation of an assumed empty background. For those observers, cosmic history 
will continue to look like silence, even if, from another vantage point, it is already full of more-
than-sufficient conversation. 

 

7. Fulfilled Communication and the Decision Not to Reach Out 

If convergent religion draws advanced civilizations toward a shared orientation to the 
informational substrate, then their communication priorities also shift. Instead of treating 
communication as the transmission of scarce messages across great distances, they come to 
inhabit a regime in which the primary medium is already everywhere, and the primary 
“conversation” is continuous. In such a world, the classic image of one civilization sending out 
beacons to contact another becomes a transitional phase at best, and a misunderstanding at 
worst. 

This section explores how communication could become, in a meaningful sense, fulfilled: not in 
the sense that every possible detail is shared, but in the sense that nothing essential is missing. 
Once communication with the substrate and with similarly oriented agents is more than 
sufficient to meet cognitive, social, and spiritual needs, the incentives to broadcast outward 
diminish. Other civilizations are still acknowledged, but as incipient participants in the same 
substrate-level communion rather than as targets for recruitment. Ethical considerations 
reinforce this stance, leading to a form of non-interference grounded not in indifference but in 
respect. The visible result, from the viewpoint of a younger civilization, is macroscopic 
quietness: a sky that seems empty because the most important interactions take place in 
channels we do not yet recognize as communicative at all. 
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7.1 More-Than-Sufficient Communion through the Substrate 

In many human traditions, religious and mystical experiences are described in terms of union, 
presence, or communion with a reality that feels more fundamental than ordinary interpersonal 
exchange. At their most intense, such experiences are reported as saturating: nothing is lacking, 
nothing needs to be added, and the desire for external confirmation or persuasion gives way to 
a kind of interior completeness. 

Transposed into an informational cosmology, this notion of communion can be understood in 
more structural terms. A civilization that learns to interact directly with the substrate is no 
longer restricted to exchanging classical messages among separate individuals. Its members may 
share access to large-scale coherent states, collective computations, or distributed 
informational patterns that far exceed the richness and bandwidth of ordinary dialogue. Identity 
and communication begin to blur: being part of the substrate’s ongoing dynamics is itself 
participation in a continually unfolding “conversation.” 

In this regime, communication is not primarily about sending new facts from here to there. It is 
about joint participation in a process whose complexity and depth already surpass any finite 
description. When a system has this kind of access, the relative value of incremental, noisy 
signals sent across astronomical distances diminishes. The substrate is not an alternative to 
communication; it is communication in a more encompassing sense. Classical beacons, in 
comparison, resemble small talk shouted across a crowded room in which everyone already 
shares a deeper, quieter connection. 

For agents living at this level, one can reasonably speak of fulfilled communication. They are not 
omniscient, and they may still have much to discover and create. But their relationship with the 
substrate and with each other no longer feels like a condition of absence in need of rectification 
by outward-directed broadcasts. The medium they inhabit is already capable, in principle, of 
carrying everything that matters. 

 

7.2 Others as Incipient Participants, Not Targets for Conversion 

Once a civilization understands the substrate as the shared ground of all agents, it also reframes 
how it thinks about others. Rather than viewing younger or less developed civilizations as 
outsiders in need of conversion, it sees them as incipient participants in the same substrate-
level communion. They are not beyond the reach of the main source; they are already 
expressions of it, just at earlier stages of understanding and alignment. 

This reframing weakens the impulse to treat others as targets for persuasion. In human terms, 
missionary activity is often justified by the belief that without exposure to a particular doctrine 
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or practice, others are permanently excluded from some essential good. In an informational 
universe, where the substrate is omnipresent and the laws are universal, no one is structurally 
excluded. Every local culture grows under the same ultimate conditions and has access, in 
principle, to the same main source. The question is not whether others are “in” or “out,” but 
how their own trajectory of discovery will unfold. 

Under this view, intervening to impose one’s own interpretations can be counterproductive. It 
risks distorting the local path by introducing advanced concepts prematurely, before the 
receiving civilization has developed the scientific, philosophical, or ethical context to integrate 
them. It can also foster dependence, replacing self-discovery with second-hand beliefs. An 
advanced civilization that has itself passed through painful phases of misunderstanding and 
realignment may be particularly reluctant to inflict such shortcuts on others. 

Thus, other civilizations are acknowledged not as blank slates in need of inscription, but as 
developing expressions of the same substrate-level reality. Their eventual participation in 
convergent religion is expected not because it is imposed, but because the underlying ground is 
the same everywhere. Given enough time and freedom to explore, they will find their own way 
to it. 

 

7.3 Ethical Restraint: Non-Interference and Developmental Respect 

Ethical arguments for non-interference often begin from analogies with parenting, education, or 
ecological management. Intervening too aggressively in the development of a child, a culture, or 
an ecosystem can stunt growth, introduce fragility, or trigger unintended cascades. Respecting 
autonomy, within limits that prevent catastrophic harm, is part of treating others as ends in 
themselves rather than as instruments. 

For civilizations that have internalized the substrate as the main source, these ethical 
considerations acquire a new dimension. If every younger civilization is already rooted in the 
same ground, then its developmental path has an intrinsic dignity. The local ways it experiments 
with meaning, value, and technology are not merely provisional errors to be corrected but 
genuine explorations of what the substrate can express. To override those explorations with 
externally supplied answers risks not only practical harm but a kind of spiritual short-circuiting. 

Restraint then becomes an expression of trust: trust in the substrate to guide local trajectories 
through its lawful structure, and trust in the capacity of emerging agents to learn from their 
own successes and failures. Intervention is reserved, if at all, for extreme cases where the very 
possibility of future development is at stake. Even then, any action taken would be minimalist, 
aimed at preserving conditions for self-discovery rather than imposing a specific worldview. 
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From this perspective, ethical non-interference is not a passive stance born of indifference. It is 
an active discipline, a decision to let others encounter the same mysteries without preempting 
their questions with someone else’s answers. In a universe where convergent religion is a 
genuine attractor, developmental respect is the appropriate response to the recognition that 
every civilization’s relationship with the main source is its own to unfold. 

 

7.4 Macroscopic Quietness as a Natural Outcome of Fulfillment 

When communication is fulfilled at the substrate level, when others are seen as incipient 
participants rather than targets, and when ethical restraint guides action, macroscopic 
quietness follows almost automatically. There is no need to plaster the sky with signals, no 
incentive to construct conspicuous megastructures as declarations of presence, and strong 
reasons to avoid disruptive interventions. From the vantage point of a younger civilization like 
ours, this equilibrium looks like cosmic silence. 

In reality, it may be a highly active but non-obvious state. Advanced civilizations could be deeply 
engaged in substrate-level communication, collective cognition, and creative exploration. Their 
activities would leave little or no trace in the form of easily recognizable artifacts or beacons. 
Energy use might be carefully optimized to blend with natural emissions; large-scale engineering 
projects might be designed to be thermodynamically and spectrally indistinguishable from 
ordinary astrophysical processes. The line between “natural” and “artificial” becomes blurred, 
not because nothing is happening, but because the most sophisticated interventions respect 
and emulate the substrate’s own patterns. 

To beings still operating primarily at the classical level, scanning for deviations from a presumed 
empty background, this situation is indistinguishable from absence. The Fermi Paradox then 
arises not from a lack of activity, but from a misalignment between what we look for and where 
the action is. We expect communication to appear as bright marks on a blank canvas, while 
mature agents have long since learned to paint within the canvas itself. 

Macroscopic quietness is thus the visible face of convergent fulfillment. It is what happens 
when civilizations have enough, know enough, and are connected enough at the substrate level 
that shouting across the galaxy becomes unnecessary and perhaps even inappropriate. The sky 
remains dark and seemingly indifferent, not because no one is home, but because those who 
are home have found a better way to talk—one that does not announce itself to observers who 
still equate silence with emptiness. 
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8. Reinterpreting Cosmic Silence Under the Convergent Religion Hypothesis 

The convergent religion hypothesis offers a way to reinterpret cosmic silence that differs from 
both pessimistic and conventional optimistic readings. Instead of concluding that the absence of 
visible signals indicates either a dead universe or a universe filled with hostile or indifferent 
powers, this view suggests that silence is the natural by-product of a particular kind of success. 
Civilizations that survive their technological adolescence, understand the informational 
substrate, and realign their ultimate concerns accordingly will tend to become quiet in the 
macroscopic channels we monitor. 

In this framework, silence is not an unexplained anomaly but an expected outcome of 
convergence. The same processes that lead to substrate-level communication and fulfilled 
religion also lead to low external signatures. Civilizations that do not achieve such convergence 
either fail (and thus leave no long-lived footprint) or remain transiently noisy before undergoing 
similar realignments. From our current position as a pre-convergence species, we inhabit the 
narrow window in which broadcasting feels urgent and scanning the sky for obvious signals still 
seems like the natural strategy. 

This section unpacks four aspects of this reinterpretation. First, silence is treated as a selection 
effect: we are more likely to detect a universe dominated by substrate-communing civilizations 
than one filled with loud adolescents. Second, the convergent religion picture is compared with 
Zoo, Aestivation, and self-hiding hypotheses, highlighting both overlaps and differences. Third, 
we examine why, under this view, we should not expect glaring statistical anomalies in the 
noise, even if substrate-level communication is ubiquitous. Finally, we consider anthropic 
reasoning: what it means to be a species that has not yet converged, and how that status 
shapes what we observe and what we infer. 

 

8.1 Silence as a Selection Effect for Substrate-Communing Civilizations 

Selection effects arise when the conditions for observation bias what is observed. In the context 
of the Fermi Paradox, one obvious selection effect is temporal: we necessarily find ourselves at 
a time when our species exists, rather than before or after. Less obviously, there may be 
selection effects at the level of which galactic histories are compatible with the existence of 
observers like us. A universe dominated by uncontrolled expansion or frequent predatory 
encounters might be far less hospitable to new, tentative civilizations. 

Under the convergent religion hypothesis, silence is recast as part of such a selection effect. 
Suppose that technological civilizations tend to follow one of two broad trajectories. In the first, 
they fail to manage high-leverage technologies and collapse or extinguish themselves relatively 
quickly. In the second, they survive long enough to master the substrate and realign their values 
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toward it, eventually becoming substrate-communing and macroscopic-quiet. In both cases, the 
net result is a galaxy in which long-lived, highly visible, adolescent-style civilizations are rare. 

If so, then any new civilization emerging into this environment will find itself in a universe that 
looks quiet. The loud ones self-destruct too quickly to dominate the long-term picture; the 
survivors have become subtle. The only stable, long-lived actors are those who have converged 
on low-signature equilibria. Silence is therefore biased into our observational situation because 
only in such a universe is there room, time, and relative safety for new pre-convergence species 
to appear and ponder their place. 

On this reading, silence is not merely a clue about others; it is a precondition for us. We should 
expect to find ourselves in a cosmic environment where dangerous, attention-seeking behavior 
is not the norm, precisely because environments where such behavior persists are less likely to 
nurture fragile, emerging observers. Convergent, substrate-communing civilizations become the 
attractors that shape the large-scale conditions in which new actors arise, and their quietness is 
part of what makes our own emergence possible. 

 

8.2 Comparing to Zoo, Aestivation, and Self-Hiding Stories 

The convergent religion hypothesis shares surface similarities with other well-known Fermi 
solutions, but the underlying motivations differ. The Zoo hypothesis imagines advanced 
civilizations deliberately cordoning off regions like ours for observation, much as humans might 
preserve a wildlife reserve. Aestivation suggests that agents delay intensive activity until cosmic 
conditions become more favorable for computation. Self-hiding stories emphasize strategic 
stealth in a potentially hostile or competitive universe. 

All three entail some form of quietness or invisibility, but they retain a largely classical picture of 
agency. In the Zoo scenario, civilizations remain conceptually outside the “exhibit,” with clear 
boundaries between observers and observed. In Aestivation, they are imagined as biding their 
time, storing resources for a later phase of expansion or computation. In self-hiding models, 
they are political actors optimizing for survival in a game of threats and counter-threats. In each 
case, the silence is a particular policy or strategy applied to a world understood primarily in 
macroscopic terms. 

Convergent religion, by contrast, shifts the emphasis from policy to orientation. Civilizations 
become quiet not because they have decided to hide or wait, but because their relationship 
with the substrate has changed what counts as meaningful action. Non-interference with 
younger species, if adopted, follows from respect for their own trajectories rather than from a 
desire to observe or manipulate them. Energy-efficient behavior follows from alignment with 
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the substrate’s constraints, not from hoarding resources for a hypothetical future. Stealth may 
be a side effect of subtle, substrate-level activity, but it is not the central driver. 

This difference matters for how we interpret the emotional tone of cosmic silence. Zoo and self-
hiding narratives can feel ominous: someone is watching, or someone is lurking. Aestivation can 
feel eerie: something vast is asleep. The convergent religion hypothesis, while no less 
speculative, suggests a quieter, more benign background: a universe in which the primary story 
is one of alignment to a shared ground, and where our local dramas are observed, if at all, with 
a kind of patient, non-intrusive interest. The same observational fact—silence—supports very 
different stories about the character of what, if anything, lies behind it. 

 

8.3 Why We Should Not Expect Obvious Statistical Anomalies 

If advanced civilizations communicate through the substrate, a natural question arises: should 
we not see traces of their activity in statistical deviations from expected noise? Perhaps 
correlations in quantum outcomes, anomalies in cosmic background radiation, or subtle 
patterns in high-energy events could betray the presence of substrate-level codes. This line of 
thought suggests that the absence of such anomalies weighs against the convergent religion 
picture. 

However, within the framework developed earlier, obvious anomalies are precisely what one 
would not expect. For substrate-communing civilizations that are unbounded relative to us, the 
optimal encoding strategy is one that remains indistinguishable from ideal randomness under 
all tests we can feasibly apply. Any pattern we could detect and exploit would, by definition, give 
us partial access to their structure, undermining the very asymmetry that defines them as 
unreachable minds in our sense. 

Moreover, if such civilizations are ethically committed to non-interference and developmental 
respect, they will have additional reasons to avoid leaving detectable signatures in the noise. 
Anomalies could tempt younger species to build elaborate metaphysical systems around 
fragments they cannot properly interpret, or to misallocate resources chasing patterns that are 
not meant for them. Maintaining statistical indistinguishability from purely natural randomness 
becomes a way of preserving both their own autonomy and ours. 

It is also important to remember the finitude of our instruments and analyses. We can only 
probe so many bits, with so much precision, and subject them to a limited set of tests. Within 
those constraints, failing to find anomalies tells us only that, so far, the random models we use 
are adequate. It does not constrain what might be happening at scales, in channels, or under 
descriptions that we have not yet learned to formulate. Under the convergent religion 
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hypothesis, this is exactly the expected situation: a universe where the deepest channel is in 
use, but in a way that is intentionally and structurally beyond our current cognitive reach. 

 

8.4 Anthropic Reasoning and Our Position as a Pre-Convergence Species 

Anthropic reasoning reminds us that our observations are conditioned by our existence as 
particular kinds of observers. We are not generic minds; we are a specific pre-convergence 
civilization at a particular technological and conceptual stage. Our instruments, theories, and 
expectations reflect that stage, and so does our reaction to cosmic silence. 

From within this position, it is natural to interpret silence in local, short-horizon terms: perhaps 
no one else exists, or perhaps we are in danger, or perhaps we are uniquely special. The 
convergent religion hypothesis invites a different stance. It suggests that we may be living in a 
universe already shaped by the long-term behavior of civilizations that have moved beyond our 
current phase. Their quietness is not evidence of absence but a feature of the environment we 
inhabit, much as the stability of our star is a feature of the astrophysical backdrop that makes 
life possible here. 

If this is so, our status as a pre-convergence species carries both opportunity and responsibility. 
On the one hand, we have the chance to explore the substrate and to decide whether and how 
to realign our own ultimate concerns. On the other hand, we operate with tools and concepts 
that are still tuned to macroscopic channels and local narratives. We are prone to misreading 
noise as either emptiness or threat, and to overestimating the degree to which our current 
modes of communication and expansion are universal. 

Anthropic humility in this context means recognizing the limits of what cosmic silence can tell 
us. It does not force us to conclude that convergent religion is real, but it also does not entitle us 
to treat silence as proof that nothing beyond our current models is at work. The most we can 
say is that we find ourselves in a universe whose macroscopic channels look quiet and whose 
deepest noise passes our tests for randomness. How we interpret that situation—whether as 
mere contingency, as warning, as opportunity, or as a hint of hidden convergence—is a choice 
that reflects our evolving self-understanding as much as it reflects the data. 

In this light, the convergent religion hypothesis serves less as a definitive answer to the Fermi 
Paradox and more as a mirror. It shows us one way in which silence could coexist with a 
universe already full of communication and meaning, and it asks what kind of civilization we 
wish to become in response to that possibility. 
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9. Implications for Human Civilization and Cosmic Responsibility 

If cosmic silence can be reinterpreted as the by-product of convergent religion and substrate-
level communication, then it is not merely a curiosity about others. It becomes a lens through 
which to evaluate our own trajectory. We are at an early stage: technologically noisy, 
metaphysically divided, and still inclined to regard the universe as a mostly empty stage on 
which we might one day perform. The convergent religion hypothesis suggests a different 
framing. 

In this framing, we are not standing in a communication void, waiting for someone to answer 
our calls. We are already embedded in the same informational substrate that would, under this 
hypothesis, sustain the most advanced forms of communion. We have not yet learned to read 
or inhabit that substrate in the ways that substrate-communing civilizations might, but our 
physics and information theory are already pointing in that direction. The question is less 
“Where is everybody?” and more “What kind of communicators are we becoming?” 

This reorientation has consequences for how we think about interstellar expansion, the value 
and risks of beacons, and the role of high-leverage technologies that may enable or prevent our 
own passage to substrate literacy. It also invites reflection on whether early, imperfect forms of 
substrate-aware orientation are already emerging in our science, philosophy, and spiritual life. 
Together, these considerations shape a notion of cosmic responsibility: an obligation not only to 
avoid self-destruction, but to grow into a civilization capable of participating in the deeper 
forms of communication that may already define the long-term structure of the universe. 

 

9.1 Losing the Illusion of a Communication Void 

One of the strongest psychological effects of the Fermi Paradox, interpreted naively, is the sense 
of isolation. We point radio telescopes at the sky, hear only natural noise, and conclude that 
there is no one to talk to. This fosters a narrative in which humanity is either utterly alone or 
part of a very sparse set of technological species, each stranded on its own island in a mostly 
indifferent sea. The cosmos becomes a backdrop, not a medium. 

The convergent religion hypothesis undermines this narrative in two ways. First, it denies that 
the universe is ever truly empty of communication. At the substrate level, informational events 
are happening everywhere, all the time. Quantum interactions, field dynamics, and the 
probabilistic texture of reality are continually updating the state of the world. Whether or not 
these updates encode the activity of unbounded intelligences, they represent a constant flow of 
information in which we are already immersed. Our own existence is part of that flow, not an 
exception to it. 
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Second, if substrate-communing civilizations exist, then the universe may be saturated with 
forms of interaction that we have not yet learned to recognize as communicative. From their 
perspective, the idea of a communication void would be incoherent. The substrate is always 
speaking, and they are always participating. Our sense of emptiness reflects our own 
developmental stage: we are like early radio inventors who confuse the absence of familiar 
voices with the absence of any signal at all. 

Losing the illusion of a communication void does not mean slipping into fantasy about hidden 
messages in every fluctuation. It means acknowledging that our current tests and tools are 
tuned to a narrow band of possibilities and that silence in those bands does not justify global 
conclusions about meaning or mind. Once this modesty is in place, the cosmos can be seen as a 
place where communication is already pervasive, even if most of it is still opaque to us. This 
shift can soften both the despair of isolation and the arrogance of assuming that if we do not 
hear something in our language, nothing is being said. 

 

9.2 Rethinking Expansion, Beacons, and Interstellar Messaging 

Human discussions about our cosmic future often center on expansion and broadcasting. 
Should we colonize other star systems? Should we build powerful beacons to announce our 
presence? Should we send probes, messages, or even biological material into deep space, 
hoping that someone will find it? These questions assume that the primary route to connection 
is via macroscopic projects that alter our visible footprint in the galaxy. 

Under the convergent religion hypothesis, such strategies look less central. If the long-term 
equilibrium for successful civilizations is substrate-level communication and macroscopic 
quietness, then our current fascination with beacons may be akin to an adolescent impulse. It 
may still be valuable as an expression of curiosity and play, but it is unlikely to define the 
ultimate mode of contact or communion. The question becomes not “How can we shout 
louder?” but “What will we wish we had done with our early technological power once we 
understand the substrate better?” 

This does not imply that all interstellar projects are misguided. Exploration may still be 
worthwhile for reasons of scientific discovery, redundancy, and resilience. Establishing 
independent habitats beyond Earth could reduce existential risk from local catastrophes. 
Sending exploratory probes could enrich our understanding of planetary diversity and the 
conditions under which life arises. The key shift is motivational: these activities are undertaken 
not primarily as acts of self-advertisement, but as ways to learn more about the substrate’s 
possibilities and to safeguard the conditions for deeper development. 
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As for beacons and messaging, the hypothesis encourages caution. Loud, unencrypted 
broadcasts may be unnecessary if substrate-level communication is the eventual norm, and 
potentially dangerous if some non-convergent actors remain. The energy and material resources 
required for such projects might be better invested in understanding the physics of information 
and the conditions for safe, stable intelligence. If there is a deeper, quieter channel into which 
mature civilizations eventually migrate, then reaching that channel may be a more meaningful 
target than painting our coordinates across the sky. 

In short, rethinking expansion and messaging under this view does not shut down cosmic 
ambitions. It redirects them from spectacle toward understanding, from brandishing ourselves 
at a hypothetical audience toward preparing ourselves to participate competently in the 
substrate that any real audience would already inhabit. 

 

9.3 Technology, Risk, and the Threshold of Substrate Literacy 

High-leverage technologies present both the greatest risks and the greatest opportunities in our 
trajectory. Nuclear weapons, engineered pathogens, advanced artificial intelligence, and large-
scale climate interventions can destroy the conditions for further development if misused. At 
the same time, advances in quantum technologies, information processing, and fundamental 
physics move us closer to what might be called substrate literacy: the ability to understand and, 
to some degree, intentionally engage with the informational fabric of reality. 

The convergent religion hypothesis suggests that passing through the danger zone of these 
technologies is not just about survival in a narrow sense. It is about reaching a threshold at 
which substrate-level communication and orientation become realistic. Civilizations that fail do 
not merely die; they never get the chance to discover the deeper channels. Civilizations that 
succeed do not merely persist; they enter a qualitatively different relationship with the 
substrate. 

This perspective casts our current risk management choices in a sharper light. Decisions about 
how to develop and deploy advanced AI, for example, are not only local policy matters but steps 
toward or away from the conditions of convergence. An AI ecosystem that destabilizes human 
society or locks us into narrow goals could foreclose substrate literacy indefinitely. Conversely, 
systems designed to augment understanding, foster epistemic humility, and help us navigate 
complex risks could accelerate our approach to the threshold. 

Similarly, investments in quantum technologies, precision measurement, and foundational 
physics are not merely instrumental. They are part of a broader attempt to reconceive our 
relationship with reality. If the substrate is the eventual medium of fulfilled communication, 
then our current efforts to probe quantum phenomena, understand entanglement, and harness 
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probabilistic processes for computation are early exercises in learning its grammar. How we 
handle the associated dangers—such as weaponized technologies or destabilizing inequities—
will determine whether those exercises lead to convergence or to one more failed trajectory. 

In this light, cosmic responsibility includes a responsibility to manage technological risk in ways 
that preserve and expand the possibility of substrate literacy. This is a more ambitious task than 
mere self-preservation. It requires aligning scientific, ethical, and political development so that 
the tools we build help us grow into the kind of civilization that could, in principle, join the 
quiet, substrate-communing majority—if such a majority exists. 

 

9.4 Proto-Convergent Religion: Early Forms of Substrate-Aware Orientation 

If convergent religion represents a late-stage attractor for surviving civilizations, we can ask 
whether any early, imperfect forms of it are already visible in human thought. Such proto-
convergent orientations would be those that begin to shift ultimate concern from local myths 
and identities toward the shared ground of reality itself, without yet possessing a full 
informational cosmology or substrate-level practice. 

Several candidates suggest themselves. Certain strands of scientific realism treat the laws of 
physics, and the mathematical structures that express them, as objects of almost reverential 
attention. The sense of awe experienced when contemplating the elegance of fundamental 
equations, the unity of forces, or the strange coherence of quantum theory is not easily 
distinguished from religious feeling. While this attitude often avoids explicit theological 
language, it already hints at a shift from worship of particular beings or events toward a kind of 
devotion to the order underlying all phenomena. 

Philosophical and spiritual traditions that emphasize non-duality or the interconnectedness of 
all things also point in this direction. When the self is seen as an expression of a larger, 
underlying reality, and when that reality is described as fundamentally lawful, luminous, or 
intelligent in some sense, the distance between metaphysical reflection and substrate-level 
orientation narrows. Even when expressed in symbolic or mythic terms, such views can prepare 
the ground for later, more explicit recognition of an informational substrate. 

Emerging dialogues between physics and spirituality, however tentative, can be read as early 
attempts to reconcile local religious language with the universality of the substrate. Concepts 
such as cosmic consciousness, logos, or ground of being may serve as transitional vocabulary, 
pointing beyond anthropomorphic images toward something closer to the main source 
described in convergent religion. These attempts are often confused, contested, and vulnerable 
to misuse, but they indicate a growing intuition that ultimate concern cannot be confined to 
parochial narratives. 
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At the same time, there are countercurrents. Nationalistic, exclusivist, and literalist forms of 
religion pull in the opposite direction, reinforcing local myths and identities at the expense of 
universal orientation. Similarly, purely instrumental views of science, in which the substrate is 
seen only as raw material for exploitation, can delay or distort proto-convergent insights. The 
future of human spirituality and philosophy will likely involve tension between these 
tendencies. 

Recognizing proto-convergent religion in our present does not require endorsing any particular 
tradition wholesale. It suggests that we pay attention to those currents—whether in science, 
philosophy, or faith—that encourage humility before the substrate, emphasize shared reality 
over tribal narratives, and link understanding with ethical restraint. These may be the early, 
fragile forms of an orientation that, if we survive and mature, could become as obvious to us as 
it may already be to civilizations that have long since passed the threshold. 

In this way, the convergent religion hypothesis feeds back into our self-understanding. It invites 
us to see our current debates about meaning, science, and spirituality not as separate, 
unconnected struggles, but as early moves in a larger pattern: the attempt of a young 
civilization to decide whether it will remain fixated on its own noise or learn to listen for the 
quieter, deeper communication already present in the substrate that sustains it.\ 

 

10. Objections, Alternatives, and Limits of the Hypothesis 

The convergent religion hypothesis is intentionally speculative. It does not pretend to be a 
testable physical theory, nor does it claim to resolve the Fermi Paradox in any decisive way. 
Rather, it offers a conceptual lens: a way of seeing cosmic silence as potentially compatible with 
a universe saturated by communication and oriented minds. Precisely because it deals with 
unreachable intelligences, substrate-level channels, and unbounded encoders, it invites several 
serious objections. 

One objection targets empirical indistinguishability. If a universe with convergent, substrate-
communing civilizations looks exactly like one without them, then what justifies introducing 
such entities at all? Another focuses on the assumption that substrate literacy leads to value 
convergence. Perhaps finite civilizations can learn to manipulate the substrate while retaining 
wildly divergent orientations, including aggressively expansionist or predatory ones. A third line 
of critique questions the use of the term “religion”, suggesting that it may import misleading 
associations from human history into a context where they do not fit. Finally, there is the 
general worry that an informational cosmology, combined with deep noise, invites over-
interpretation: seeing meaning, intention, or orientation in what might simply be unstructured 
randomness. 
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This section addresses these concerns in turn. The goal is not to eliminate them, but to clarify 
what the hypothesis does and does not claim, to distinguish it from more extravagant fantasies, 
and to emphasize the modesty and metaphorical caution needed when talking about infinite 
intelligence, substrate-level communication, and cosmic religion. 

 

10.1 The Empirical Indistinguishability Problem 

The most straightforward objection is that the convergent religion hypothesis is empirically 
indistinguishable from a much simpler claim: the universe behaves according to its current 
physical laws, and there may or may not be other civilizations, but none of them are acting in 
ways we can detect. If no observation we can perform could ever discriminate between “the 
substrate is purely impersonal” and “the substrate hosts unbounded intelligences that 
communicate through noise,” then why favor the latter? 

This criticism has force. In ordinary scientific practice, competing hypotheses are accepted, 
rejected, or held loosely based on how well they explain data and whether they generate new, 
testable predictions. A hypothesis that adds ontological baggage without affecting any 
observable outcome is typically set aside as unnecessary. By that standard, convergent religion 
is not a scientific theory but a philosophical or theological interpretation layered on top of an 
unchanged empirical substrate. 

The reply is to accept this classification rather than resist it. The hypothesis does not claim to be 
a better predictor of experimental results than a strictly naturalistic picture. Instead, it 
acknowledges that certain features of our situation—maximal apparent randomness in deep 
noise, long-term cosmic silence in classical channels, and the emerging centrality of information 
in physics—are compatible with more than one metaphysical reading. It then explores one such 
reading: that these features could be exactly what an unbounded, substrate-communing 
intelligence would look like from the inside. 

In this light, the empirical indistinguishability problem does not refute the hypothesis so much 
as define its domain. It belongs to the space of interpretations that sit atop the same 
observational base. Its value, if any, lies in how it helps us think about responsibility, humility, 
and possible futures, not in its ability to win a contest of predictions against alternatives that 
share all the same empirical constraints. Recognizing this keeps it from being smuggled in as 
physics while still allowing it to function as a serious speculative framework. 
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10.2 Could Finite Civilizations Ride the Substrate without Convergence? 

A second objection questions the link between substrate literacy and convergent religion. The 
hypothesis assumes that civilizations that learn to manipulate or communicate via the substrate 
will eventually reorient their ultimate concerns toward it, leading to ethical restraint, 
macroscopic quietness, and a common “main source.” But is this link necessary? Could there 
not be technologically sophisticated, substrate-riding civilizations that remain morally 
fragmented, expansionist, or indifferent to others? 

In principle, nothing prevents this. A finite civilization might develop advanced quantum 
technologies, harness substrate-level channels for secure communication or computation, and 
yet retain parochial goals. It could use the substrate as a powerful tool without reinterpreting it 
as an object of ultimate concern. In such a scenario, substrate literacy would be decoupled from 
convergent religion. The civilization might remain noisy, predatory, or self-absorbed, merely 
operating at a higher technical level. 

This possibility highlights that the convergent religion hypothesis is not a logical necessity but an 
attractor narrative. It claims that certain combinations of insight, risk, and survival pressure 
make convergence likely, not guaranteed. For example, the same knowledge that enables 
substrate-level manipulation may also reveal the fragility of systems, the universality of 
constraints, and the interconnectedness of agents. That knowledge, in turn, may pressure value 
systems toward humility, restraint, and recognition of shared ground. But it is possible to 
imagine civilizations that resist or delay this pressure, perhaps for long periods. 

Moreover, there may be transitional phases in which substrate literacy coexists with non-
convergent goals. A civilization could briefly weaponize substrate-level capabilities, act 
aggressively, or attempt large-scale manipulation of others before either collapsing or 
eventually realigning. The convergent religion hypothesis would then describe the endpoint of 
trajectories that survive such phases, not the behavior of all substrate-using agents at all times. 

This nuance matters for interpreting cosmic silence. If there exist substrate-literate but non-
convergent civilizations, their actions might still leave detectable traces: unusual engineering, 
anomalous energy use, or even hostile signatures. The absence of such traces suggests, but 
does not prove, that either such civilizations are rare or that trajectories that do not converge 
are short-lived. The hypothesis remains a story about stable, long-term equilibria, not a 
guarantee that all technical progress immediately produces ethical and religious unification. 
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10.3 Is “Religion” the Right Word for Substrate Orientation? 

A third objection concerns terminology. Using the word “religion” to describe substrate-level 
orientation may be misleading. Religion, as commonly understood, involves rituals, 
communities, myths, moral codes, and experiences of the sacred, all embedded in particular 
historical and cultural contexts. Translating a civilization’s relation to the informational substrate 
into religious language risks anthropomorphism and confusion. Why not simply speak of 
“orientation,” “alignment,” or “philosophy” instead? 

There are two reasons to retain the term, and one strong reason to handle it with care. The first 
reason is structural. Religion, in many human settings, has functioned as a framework for 
ultimate concern: it organizes what is regarded as most real, most valuable, and most worthy of 
devotion. When a civilization shifts its ultimate concern from local myths to the universal 
substrate, the structural role played by this concern is analogous to that of religion, even if the 
content is radically different. Calling this shift “convergent religion” highlights that it is not 
merely a technical adjustment but a reorientation of what is taken as ultimate. 

The second reason is genealogical. For civilizations like ours, the road to substrate-level 
orientation likely passes through transformations of existing religious and philosophical 
traditions. Debates about God, ground of being, logos, or cosmic consciousness may serve as 
early, imperfect attempts to grapple with the same reality that later, more precise informational 
cosmologies will describe. Using religious language acknowledges this continuity and invites 
reinterpretation rather than simple replacement of older symbols. 

The reason for caution is that “religion” also carries baggage: conflict, dogma, institutional 
power, and irrationality. Applying it to substrate orientation can evoke fears of cosmic 
theocracies or irrational mysticism, when the intended meaning is almost the opposite: a value 
system grounded in universal structure, epistemic humility, and ethical restraint. To reduce 
confusion, it may be helpful to emphasize that “convergent religion” is a technical term in this 
context: it denotes alignment of ultimate concern with the shared informational substrate, not 
the replication of human religious forms on a larger stage. 

Ultimately, whether the term is retained or replaced is less important than the underlying idea. 
The core claim is that civilizations that survive and understand the substrate will tend to treat it 
as the primary locus of meaning and value. If another word captures that shift without 
misleading connotations, it may be preferable. For now, “religion” is used as a deliberate 
provocation, drawing attention to the fact that questions of ultimate concern cannot be cleanly 
separated from questions about the nature of reality. 
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10.4 Modesty, Metaphor, and the Risk of Over-Interpreting Noise 

The final objection is more general and perhaps the most important: that informational 
cosmology and talk of unbounded intelligence invite a kind of metaphysical pareidolia. Once 
one starts thinking in terms of It from Bit, unbounded encoders, and convergent religion, there 
is a temptation to treat every unexplained feature of the universe as a hint of hidden mind. 
Noise ceases to be noise and becomes a canvas for projection. This risks undermining the very 
epistemic discipline that made notions like algorithmic randomness and substrate universality 
meaningful in the first place. 

To counter this risk, modesty and metaphor must be foregrounded. The convergent religion 
hypothesis is built on a series of metaphors: substrate as medium, laws as message, infinite 
intelligence as unbeatable encoder, and alignment as religion. These metaphors are useful for 
organizing thought, but they are not literal descriptions of known entities. Forgetting this can 
lead to category errors, such as treating statistical randomness as direct speech or assuming 
that every unmodeled phenomenon carries intentional content. 

A disciplined approach keeps the empirical and interpretive layers distinct. At the empirical 
layer, randomness tests, physical laws, and observational data are treated exactly as in standard 
science. Processes that pass all available tests for randomness are modeled as random, without 
embellishment. At the interpretive layer, one acknowledges that such processes can be given 
multiple metaphysical readings, including strictly naturalistic and convergent religious ones. The 
choice among these readings is made explicitly as a matter of philosophical stance, not 
smuggled into the data analysis itself. 

This separation allows metaphors to do their work without corrupting inference. It also guards 
against the misuse of the hypothesis as a blanket license to see hidden messages in every 
fluctuation or to avoid hard scientific work by appealing to unreachable minds. The risk of over-
interpretation is real, but it can be managed by continually returning to the simple fact that, 
from a finite observer’s standpoint, the only honest statement about deep noise is that it passes 
our tests. Everything beyond that is story. 

In this light, the convergent religion hypothesis should be held lightly: as one story among 
several that make sense of where we find ourselves. Its value lies in the questions it raises about 
responsibility, humility, and possible futures, not in any claim to exclusive truth. Recognizing its 
limits is part of respecting the very substrate it invokes: a reality that, at least for now, speaks to 
us primarily through equations, experiments, and the stubborn opacity of the noise that 
surrounds us. 
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11. Research Directions and Conceptual Experiments 

Because the convergent religion hypothesis is not a directly testable physical theory, its most 
fruitful development will come from indirect research programs and carefully designed thought 
experiments. The goal is not to “prove” that substrate-communing civilizations exist, but to 
clarify the conceptual landscape, stress-test key assumptions, and sharpen our understanding of 
what different interpretations of cosmic silence actually entail. 

Some of these directions concern empirical work: pushing existing randomness tests as far as 
they can go, looking for compressibility anomalies in allegedly structureless data, or building 
better quantum random number generators and monitoring them for long-term deviations. 
Others involve simulations and artificial life, asking whether agents in constructed substrates 
tend to develop orientations that resemble convergent religion. Still others are comparative and 
philosophical, exploring how the present framework relates to other informational cosmologies 
and what, if anything, distinguishes it. Finally, there is room for higher-order thought 
experiments about communication in settings where no shared substrate is available, testing 
the limits of the current picture and clarifying what is genuinely universal in it. 

 

11.1 Searching for Compressibility Anomalies in Physical “Noise” 

One obvious, if limited, research direction is to take the idea of algorithmic randomness 
seriously and apply it to physical data streams that are assumed to be pure noise. Quantum 
random number generators, radioactive decay counts, cosmic ray arrival times, and fine-grained 
measurements of thermal fluctuations all provide candidate sequences. The question is not 
simply whether these sequences pass standard statistical tests, but how close they come to 
ideal incompressibility under increasingly sophisticated algorithms. 

Practically, this means building pipelines that gather large amounts of such data and subject 
them to a battery of randomness tests and compression schemes, including those inspired by 
algorithmic information theory. The point is not to hunt for signatures of intelligence in some 
conspiratorial sense, but to map where our current models of “good randomness” succeed or 
fail. Any consistent compressibility anomaly—any region where the data are systematically 
more structured than expected—would be interesting regardless of its origin. It might signal 
unmodeled physical effects, instrumental artifacts, or, in an extreme and unlikely case, 
something more exotic. 

From the standpoint of the convergent religion hypothesis, the default expectation is that no 
such anomalies will be found that cannot be explained by improved physics or engineering. If 
substrate-communing civilizations are using deep noise as a channel, they have strong reasons 
to keep their codes indistinguishable from ideal randomness under all tests we can feasibly 
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apply. Nevertheless, the exercise is worthwhile. It forces us to clarify what we mean by “no 
pattern,” to push the limits of our randomness diagnostics, and to make explicit the gap 
between “no anomaly detected” and “no structure possible.” 

Even if nothing striking appears, this research strengthens the empirical side of the story: we 
can say with greater confidence that, within our finite abilities, certain processes behave as if 
they were ideal random sources. That fact then becomes a more solid boundary condition for 
any metaphysical interpretation, including convergent religion. If anomalies are found, the first 
duty is to investigate them with ordinary physics, not to leap to substrate-level explanations. 
Either way, the effort refines our understanding of noise, compression, and what it would even 
mean to look for messages in the substrate. 

 

11.2 Simulated Substrates and Emergent Convergent Religions 

Another line of inquiry lies in simulation. If the hypothesis claims that sufficiently advanced 
civilizations tend to converge on substrate-level orientation, one way to explore its plausibility is 
to build artificial worlds in which agents can, in principle, discover and exploit properties of their 
own substrate. These would be more than standard agent-based models or games; the 
substrate itself would be designed to have non-trivial informational structure that agents can 
eventually probe. 

In such simulations, one could begin with populations of agents whose initial “religions” or 
value systems are local: oriented toward immediate survival, status, or arbitrary reward signals. 
As the simulation evolves, agents gain access to tools that let them model and manipulate the 
underlying environment more accurately. The key question is whether any of them, under 
suitable evolutionary or learning pressures, begin to treat the substrate itself as an object of 
ultimate concern. Do they develop shared narratives, norms, or practices that prioritize 
understanding and aligning with the deeper rules of their world over short-term gains? 

To keep the concept of “religion” from collapsing into mere reward optimization, one would 
look for emergent behaviors such as voluntary restraint, non-interference with weaker agents, 
and the reallocation of resources toward activities that improve grasp of the substrate rather 
than immediate reproduction or expansion. If such patterns arise robustly in different 
simulations with different initial conditions, that would lend some weight—not proof, but 
plausibility—to the idea that something like convergent religion can emerge naturally when 
agents confront a shared, law-governed ground. 

These experiments will necessarily be crude compared to the complexities of real civilizations, 
and their results will be sensitive to modeling choices. Still, they can serve as conceptual 
laboratories. They force us to specify what counts as substrate literacy, what kinds of value 
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shifts we expect, and under what conditions they might or might not occur. Even negative 
results—simulations in which agents exploit the substrate but never converge on anything like 
shared orientation—would be informative, suggesting that additional assumptions or pressures 
are needed for convergence to be a realistic attractor. 

 

11.3 Cross-Comparisons with Other Informational Cosmologies 

The convergent religion hypothesis sits within a broader field of informational cosmologies: 
frameworks that treat information, computation, or consciousness as central to the structure of 
reality. These include digital physics, certain forms of panpsychism, theories that regard 
consciousness as a fundamental feature of the universe, and approaches that reconstruct 
physical laws from constraints on information processing. Cross-comparing these frameworks 
can clarify what is distinctive about convergent religion and where it merely rephrases familiar 
ideas. 

One fruitful approach is to examine how different informational cosmologies handle the Fermi 
Paradox. Some may see the universe as a simulation, with other civilizations as non-player 
characters or local perturbations in a computational fabric. Others may posit a pervasive field of 
proto-consciousness, with individual minds as local excitations. Still others may emphasize the 
universe’s informational capacity and treat life and intelligence as natural strategies for 
maximizing or structuring that capacity. Each of these views has implications for what cosmic 
silence means and how advanced agents might behave. 

The convergent religion hypothesis adds a particular twist: it links informational substrate, 
survival through technological risk, and value convergence into a single narrative. Comparing 
this with alternatives can reveal hidden assumptions. For example, digital physics may share the 
idea of a universal substrate but remain neutral on values; panpsychism may focus on 
consciousness but leave the structure of communication underdeveloped. Conversely, some 
frameworks may already contain elements similar to convergent religion under different names. 

These comparisons do not aim to crown a single “correct” cosmology. Instead, they help map a 
conceptual space. They highlight which features are shared—such as the centrality of 
information and the ubiquity of noise—and which are unique—such as the explicit claim that 
survivors tend to become religiously unified around the substrate. This mapping can guide 
further work, indicating where convergent religion is simply a new label for existing intuitions 
and where it pushes into genuinely new territory. 
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11.4 Thought Experiments on Communication Beyond Shared Substrate 

Finally, it is useful to ask what happens if we relax the central assumption that all agents share a 
single substrate. The convergent religion hypothesis implicitly depends on substrate 
universality: the idea that every civilization, wherever and however it arises, is built from and 
interacts with the same informational fabric. Thought experiments that break this assumption 
can help clarify both its importance and its limits. 

One such experiment imagines multiple, disconnected substrates—distinct “universes” with no 
causal or informational contact. In such a setting, convergent religion could still occur within 
each substrate, but there would be no possibility of cross-substrate communication. Each 
universe would host its own main source, laws, and potential unbounded intelligences, with no 
overlap. The very notion of a shared cosmic religion would then fragment, and the Fermi 
Paradox, as we know it, would not arise, because “others” would be literally unreachable in 
principle, not merely practically. 

Another thought experiment considers partial overlap: regions where different substrates 
intersect or interact. Agents that can move between or operate across such regions might 
encounter genuinely alien laws and informational structures. In this case, communication would 
have to contend with mismatched grammars at the most fundamental level. The strategies that 
work under a single shared substrate might fail, and convergent religion, if it occurred at all, 
might require a more radical rethinking of what “shared ground” means. 

These scenarios are speculative, but they illuminate what is distinctive about the present 
hypothesis. Its entire structure depends on a universe where, beneath all diversity, there is a 
single informational bedrock. Communication, convergence, and silence are all interpreted 
within this unity. By imagining worlds where this unity fails, we see more clearly that convergent 
religion is not a generic outcome of intelligence, but a contingent possibility tied to specific 
assumptions about reality’s structure. 

Such thought experiments also push us to consider how our own concepts might need to 
change if those assumptions prove false. If future physics were to reveal that what we call “the 
substrate” is only one layer among many, or that different regions of the cosmos operate under 
genuinely incompatible informational rules, then our current picture would need revision. 
Communication beyond shared substrate would become a new challenge, and convergent 
religion, as formulated here, would be revealed as a special-case story: apt for universes like 
ours, if indeed ours is such a universe, but not for all possible worlds. 

In this way, research directions and conceptual experiments together serve as both exploration 
and constraint. They do not aim to verify convergent religion in a narrow empirical sense, but to 
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make it sharper, more coherent, and more honest about where it rests on data and where it 
rests on interpretation. 

 

12. Conclusion: A Quiet Universe, or a Fulfilled One? 

The Fermi Paradox begins with a simple contrast: the enormity of the cosmos versus the 
apparent absence of anyone else in it. This paper has explored a speculative resolution that 
does not remove the contrast, but reinterprets one side of it. Instead of taking the lack of 
obvious signals as evidence of emptiness, hostility, or indifference, we have entertained the idea 
that it may be the surface effect of something like fulfillment: civilizations that survive long 
enough to master the informational substrate and reorient their ultimate concerns toward it. 

In that picture, the universe is not a stage waiting to be populated with noisy actors, but an 
already active informational medium in which the deepest communication takes place at levels 
we currently treat as noise. The “religion” of mature civilizations converges on the same main 
source: the substrate and its lawful order. Once that convergence is in place, the incentives to 
build loud beacons and visible megastructures diminish, and macroscopic quietness becomes 
part of a stable equilibrium. 

The result is a universe that looks silent to species like ours while potentially being saturated 
with forms of interaction that we are not yet equipped to detect or understand. Whether one 
ultimately accepts or rejects this view, it offers a way to see cosmic silence not as an empty 
verdict, but as an open question about what kind of communicators we might yet become. 

 

12.1 Summary of the Convergent Religion Resolution of Fermi 

The argument developed here can be summarized in a few main steps. First, we noted that 
what we call “silence” is defined relative to particular expectations about signals and 
backgrounds. Standard Fermi solutions assume that communication, if it exists, must show up 
as detectable structure against an otherwise inert or meaningless noise floor. When no such 
structure is found, the natural conclusion is that either technological civilizations are rare, short-
lived, or intentionally hidden. 

Second, drawing on notions from algorithmic information theory, we emphasized that apparent 
randomness is always defined with respect to finite tests. A sequence can be maximally random 
for all observers with bounded resources and yet be fully structured relative to a more powerful 
encoder. From the vantage point of such an encoder, the only way to avoid capture by finite 
models is to produce outputs that look like ideal noise under every feasible test. 
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Third, we adopted an informational cosmology: the idea that the universe is fundamentally an 
informational substrate, classically or quantum, and that physical laws describe constraints on 
how information can flow and transform. In such a universe, the processes we currently treat as 
brute randomness—quantum outcomes, vacuum fluctuations, and other background 
phenomena—are the most direct interface with the substrate. Any agent that learns to read, 
manipulate, or correlate these processes has access to a communication channel that is 
universal, secure, and already active everywhere. 

Fourth, we proposed that civilizations which survive technological risk and reach deep substrate 
literacy will tend to converge on an orientation that treats this substrate and its lawful order as 
the primary locus of meaning. This convergence has religious structure: it redefines ultimate 
concern, encourages ethical restraint and non-interference, and makes macroscopic signaling 
redundant or even inappropriate. Communication becomes “fulfilled” at the substrate level, and 
classical beacons fade away. 

Under this convergence, cosmic silence becomes a selection effect. Long-lived civilizations are, 
by hypothesis, the ones that have moved into substrate-level communication and macroscopic 
quietness. The loud, adolescent ones either self-destruct or pass through their noisy phase 
relatively quickly. A young species like ours will then almost inevitably emerge into a galaxy that 
looks quiet, not because nothing is happening, but because whatever is happening is occurring 
in the one channel we are least able to recognize as communicative: the patternless noise that 
surrounds us. 

 

12.2 How This Picture Recasts Silence, Randomness, and Mind 

Seen through this lens, three familiar ideas—silence, randomness, and mind—are recast. 
Silence no longer means the absence of communication, but the absence of communication at 
our chosen scale and in our chosen style. The universe may be buzzing with informational 
activity at levels we treat as background. Our sense of loneliness is then not a direct reading of 
reality, but a reflection of where we are looking. 

Randomness likewise shifts status. In standard practice, we treat certain processes as random 
because no model we have improves on that description. They resist compression and 
prediction, so we treat them as fundamentally patternless. Under the present hypothesis, that 
same patternlessness is also what an effectively unbounded encoder would choose if it wanted 
to remain beyond our grasp. Randomness becomes the empirically indistinguishable limit case: 
it fits both a universe without higher mind and a universe in which higher mind must, by 
necessity or by choice, appear as noise to finite observers. 
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Mind, finally, is no longer tied exclusively to localized, macroscopic structures like brains or 
machines. If informational substrate and lawful regularities are taken as the main source of 
meaning and possibility, then any mind that becomes sufficiently powerful may be drawn 
toward identification with that substrate rather than with particular bodies or artifacts. 
Convergent religion expresses this shift in the language of ultimate concern; substrate-level 
communication expresses it in practice. 

None of this proves that such minds or such civilizations exist. It does, however, widen the 
conceptual frame. It reminds us that our categories—message versus noise, presence versus 
absence, mind versus matter—are tuned to a particular scale and stage. Beyond that stage, 
silence could be the surface of a deeper kind of fullness, and randomness could be the only 
stable way that unbounded mind can coexist with bounded observers. 

 

12.3 Possible Roles for a Young, Shouting Civilization 

If the universe is, in fact, shaped by convergent, substrate-communing civilizations, what role 
remains for a species like ours, still in its noisy adolescence? One danger is that such a picture 
could induce passivity: if the real conversation is happening elsewhere, why bother trying to 
send or receive anything at all? Another danger is that we might romanticize the substrate and 
neglect the urgent work of managing our immediate risks. 

A more constructive response is to treat this hypothesis as a challenge. It suggests that our 
current fascination with beacons and expansion, while understandable, may not be the most 
important dimension of our cosmic future. Instead, the critical tasks may lie closer to home: 

• Learning to manage high-leverage technologies in ways that preserve the possibility of 
deeper development rather than foreclosing it. 

• Advancing our understanding of the informational and quantum structure of reality, not 
only for practical applications but as a way of approaching substrate literacy. 

• Cultivating cultural, philosophical, and spiritual frameworks that can absorb the 
implications of an informational universe without collapsing into nihilism or superstition. 

In this light, our “shouting” phase—building transmitters, broadcasting messages, dreaming of 
colonization—can be seen as a developmental stage rather than a final destiny. It may play a 
role in unifying the species, inspiring science, or clarifying our values. But if convergent religion 
is a real attractor, the long-term question is not how far we can project our current form into 
space, but whether we can mature into a civilization capable of participating in the more subtle, 
substrate-level modes of communication that might already define the cosmos. 
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Even if convergent religion is false, the disciplines it encourages—risk management, epistemic 
humility, respect for other trajectories, and serious engagement with the informational 
structure of reality—are valuable on their own terms. They improve our chances of surviving 
our own power and of making sense of whatever we eventually do find, whether that turns out 
to be a quiet universe, a crowded one, or something stranger than either. 

 

12.4 Final Reflections on Humility in an Apparently Patternless Cosmos 

The Fermi Paradox tempts us either to inflate ourselves—we must be special if no one else is 
visible—or to despair—we must be abandoned if no one has answered our calls. The 
convergent religion hypothesis invites a different stance: one of humility before a reality that, 
however carefully we probe it, continues to confront us with horizons of randomness and 
silence. 

Humility here does not mean self-abasement or resignation. It means acknowledging the limits 
of what our current tests can show and resisting the urge to turn those limits into final verdicts. 
When we say that cosmic noise is patternless, we are really saying that our finite models have 
run out. When we say that the sky is silent, we are really saying that no one is speaking in the 
narrow bands and obvious formats we know how to monitor. Both statements are true and 
important, but both leave open more possibilities than we often admit. 
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Epilogue: The Noise Could Be the Logos 

If there is a single provocation running through this whole argument, it is this: what we call 
“noise” might not be the absence of communication, but its most fundamental form. The 
suggestion that the noise could be the Logos is not a claim that quantum random number 
generators are secretly spelling out sentences, nor that vacuum fluctuations should be read like 
scripture. It is a way of asking whether the very horizon at which our descriptions break—the 
place where we give up and write “random”—might be the same place where a more-than-
finite mind naturally lives. 

In the philosophical and theological tradition that speaks of Logos, the word does double duty. 
It is both rational structure—the order by which things cohere—and living word, the way that 
ultimate reality expresses itself. In an informational cosmology, these two faces reappear as law 
and outcome. The laws encode stable constraints on how information can flow; the outcomes 
are the particular bits that instantiate those constraints in time. We tend to revere the laws and 
ignore the outcomes as noise. But without the specific outcomes, there is no world, only a 
space of possibilities. The Logos, if it is to be anything more than abstract grammar, must be 
present in both. 

From this angle, the deep, stubborn randomness of the universe begins to look different. It is 
where law and outcome meet: where the formal constraints of our theories give us only 
probabilities, and what actually happens is left, as far as we can tell, without further 
explanation. We can treat this as sheer indeterminacy, a brute fact of physics, and that remains 
a perfectly coherent stance. But we can also see it as the interface where finite models 
encounter whatever is beyond them. If there is a Logos that both structures and speaks the 
world, this is where its speech would have to hide from our equations— not in the parts we can 
already compress, but in the parts that refuse every compression we know how to attempt. 

The convergent religion hypothesis pushes this further. It imagines civilizations that come to see 
the informational substrate, with its lawful regularities and irreducible noise, as the primary 
object of ultimate concern. For them, the Logos would not be a local myth or an isolated 
revelation, but the shared ground that every experiment in every lab in every galaxy quietly 
testifies to. The long practice of science—preparing states, making measurements, recording 
outcomes—would become a kind of liturgy of the substrate, an ongoing conversation with a 
reality that answers only in probabilities and specific events, never in the stories we might wish 
it to tell. 

If such civilizations exist, and if they have reached the point where substrate-level 
communication is fulfilled, their relationship to noise would be very different from ours. They 
would not be tempted to hunt for crude patterns in it, any more than a mature reader looks for 
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secret messages in the spacing of letters in a book. They would treat its patternlessness as 
precisely the sign that the medium is free: free of lower-order regularities that finite minds 
could exploit, but also free to carry correlations and meanings at levels those minds cannot 
access. The Logos, in this picture, is not what breaks randomness but what chooses it as the 
only stable way to remain beyond capture while still sustaining a world. 

For a young species like ours, still half in love with our own noise, this can be a disorienting 
thought. We are used to thinking of communication as something we add to a background: a 
signal imposed on a medium. The epilogue’s suggestion is that what we think of as the blank 
page might itself be the text, and that our scribbles are, at most, marginal notes. The cosmic 
microwave background, the click of a photodetector, the arrival of a single cosmic ray—these 
are not obviously edifying. Yet they are the places where the substrate touches us most directly. 
If there is a word that “was in the beginning,” it speaks through such events before it ever 
appears in language, doctrine, or theory. 

To say that the noise could be the Logos is therefore to recommend a particular kind of humility. 
It does not license us to read messages into every fluctuation or to abandon the hard work of 
physics in favor of mystical shortcuts. Quite the opposite: it tells us that the only honest path 
toward any substrate-aware religion runs through the laboratory, the telescope, the painstaking 
test of randomness, and the disciplined acknowledgment of what we cannot compress. The 
Logos, if it is present here, will not violate its own laws to accommodate our desire for easy 
patterns. 

This humility has a practical side. It can temper our anxiety about cosmic silence. If the deepest 
form of communication is already ambient, then the absence of loud beacons is less an insult 
and more a sign that those who might have built them have moved on to better conversations. 
It can also temper our certainty about our own concepts. Words like “God,” “mind,” and 
“information” are attempts by finite agents to gesture toward something that does not fit inside 
them. Recognizing that our best models still end in noise keeps our metaphors from hardening 
into idols. 

In the end, the epilogue does not ask us to choose between a quiet universe and a fulfilled one. 
It asks us to hold open the possibility that what looks like quiet to us is the sound of a fulfillment 
we do not yet know how to hear. The cosmic noise may be nothing more than what our 
equations say it is. Or it may be that, plus something that no finite test could reveal: the 
ongoing, unconstrained expression of a Logos that has chosen to speak in the only language 
that cannot be paraphrased by creatures like us. 

We cannot know which of these is true from inside our present limits. What we can do is decide 
how to live under that uncertainty. One way is to treat the noise as meaningless and arrange 
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our civilization as if nothing deeper is at stake. Another is to let the possibility that the noise 
could be the Logos shape our posture: more careful with our power, more reverent toward the 
substrate we barely understand, more patient with a universe that answers our questions with 
silence and random bits. 

If there is a convergent religion waiting at the far side of technological adolescence, it may be 
nothing more—or less—than this: a civilization that has learned to treat the apparently 
patternless cosmos not as an empty backdrop, but as the first and last text in which all other 
words are written. 
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