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Reading this paper I had the feeling that section 6 “Observer and Reality” and other ideas are written by myself! 
It seems that Alyushin (Department of Philosophy, Higher School of Economics, Moscow, Russia) is specialized in brain/self and temporal scale. In section 6, however, the first paragraph informs us that 

I will present now in the more abstract view my understanding of how an observer and the observed are interrelated. The starting point for me is that reality does exist by itself, i.e. independently of existence or non-existence of an observer within it. Outside an observer, or irrespective of its viewpoint, reality is an all-containing entity. (p. 451)

This idea mirrors exactly my framework of EDWs! Moreover, Alyushin continues with: “A certain temporal scale of observation corresponds to a certain temporal contour of the objective reality.” (idem) We have already one of my main notion “corresponds” having the same meaning! But this meaning requires the EDWs. The same observation is true for another sentence from the next page: “With a different temporal scale of observation you have a different ontological picture of reality.” (p. 452) This “different ontological picture of reality” is either my EDWs or an ontological contradiction.

We can find another essential notion from my EDWs perspective in this paper: “interactions”! Let me introduce other paragraphs from this paper that seems to be taken from one of my books/papers:

How these stratified and temporally coherent conjunctions of matter occur? I assert that only those material entities would belong to a certain objective temporal structure and be involved in a temporal contour, which are influencing and determining each other, i.e. which mutually interact. By their interaction, a certain self-sustained and self-referential material framework is formed, with its inherent order and shared temporality. (p. 452)
This paragraph introduces the notion of “interaction” having exactly my meaning! But the similarities of next paragraphs shocked me!
In a sense, material entities by their interacting do ‘notice’ and ‘observe’ each other, and in this way mutually confirm each other’s existence and the ‘membership’ in some common ordered structure. I have said that an observer selects, or discerns from reality as a whole a contour that corresponds to, or falls within the limits of, its own temporal scale of perception and bodily action. So we had a situation of an observer interacting with the reality. If we take now a situation of a material entity interacting with a material entity, we can follow the same line of argumentation. Namely, that a material entity selects from the total multitude of material entities those and only those, which it is able to interact with. (p. 452)

Exactly as in my papers (2002, 2005), my PhD thesis (2007) and my book (2008), we can see the equivalence between “interact” and “observe”!! I introduced this meaning for the first time in the history of human thinking and a Russian philosopher discovers himself this equivalence! What a wonderful coincidence! But wait to see the next paragraph;
So, material entities, mutually cutting themselves out of the total mass of irrelevant physical tissue, behave as ‘observers’ to each other. As an illustration, let us take two colliding billiard-balls. Roughly, there are two levels of interaction in their case. The first is the atoms and molecules interactions, keeping the ball together as a conjunct solid body unit. The second is the balls, which strike each other and roll aside. Of course we can say that the surface atoms of both balls come in touch with each other. But it would be just irrelevant to say that atoms of one ball have interacted with the second ball. Atoms cannot recognize ball as a ball, they only recognize other atoms. It’s not for them the entity to interact with. Atoms ‘choose’ to interact with atoms, balls ‘choose’ to interact with balls. Atoms, although constituting the rolling ball, keep on moving within the ball in their own atomic tempo. (542-3)

These paragraphs are incredible similar to my ideas, word by word: “Two levels of interaction”, balls and their microparticles (atoms)! “Atoms cannot recognize ball as a ball, they only recognize other atoms.”!!! And “Atoms ‘choose’ to interact with atoms, balls ‘choose’ to interact with balls.” And we have another essential notion from my EDWs perspective: “constituting” with the same meaning!!! It seems that my EDWs perspective is something in human genes: everybody can write about this perspective without being accused of plagiarizing my ideas!

Other paragraphs having exactly my ideas: 

Speaking of scales, we have to distinguish a) a scale from which we observe, and b) a scale of what is observed. Observing reality in a different scale would mean both… To attenuate the difference between the subjective and the objective, it is convenient to call the scale of observation—a scale proper, and a scale of existence—a level. (p. 453)
I want to stress that going under the discernibility threshold, that is, quantum level in its relative sense, is not only the matter of observation, but of material interaction. The distinction of events as events is not absolute and is not conditioned by a level itself, rather, by the levels that are boundary to it from below and from above. By ‘abstaining’ from interaction with improper, higher or lower, material units, the unit designates, ‘settles down’ its own field of interaction and of events. In this way it calibrates its proper grain of events and the thresholds under and over which events become states. (p. 454)

The author applied the same ideas to quantum mechanics ending that section with this paragraph:

Sound is only an explanative example here; I mean abstractly any quality that potentially exists on and for an ontological level before and irrespective to our having climbed to it. For the entire reality, all the qualities are given simultaneously. It is an observer who climbs or descends to a level and thus educes this or that quality. To ask: ‘what is reality?’ without mentioning: to whom, is as meaningless as to ask how one hand claps. The clap is made only by two hands, although one is right, the other left. (p. 459)

Does the reader needs more identical ideas and notions to realize the incredible similarity between my ideas (2002, 2005, 2007, 2008) and Alyushin’s ideas (2010)???

� I draw the attention that a professor from USA quoted my book 2014 in his book 2015!
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