
#1... 

 
Autumn Leaves  

10/28/05 
Random Thoughts in the Arts and Sciences,  

Roy  Lisker    
I.  Humanities  

  (a)  Those who claim that f iction is about "content" are in 

error. Those who claim that i t is about "form" are also incorrect. 

Content is always important, but what distinguishes "f iction" f rom 

"non-f iction" is that content in f iction is just  another one of the 

elements of form  , sharing place wi th style, structure and above al l , 

language. 

 Narrati ve relates more to the history of  narrative, and 

contemporary fashions in narrati ve, than i t does to "real  l i fe". This 

does not mean that l i fe ( psychology, historical events, data, moral 

messages ) is unimportant, but i t is a curious observation, which 

I 've also made wi th respect to my own wri ting, that those works 

which appear to have the greatest "verisimi l i tude", are those in 

which the author was primari ly occupied w i th translating the 

"language of  verisimi l i tude" onto the page.  

    ÔDon QuixoteÕ is so real to us that we can laugh and commiserate 

wi th ÔhisÕ foibles 400 years after he saw the l ight of  day. The strong 

impression of  realism conveyed by Cervantes' novel is due largely 

to his appropriation of , and farcical treatment of  the high-f lown 

language of  the ever-popular  chival ri c romance of  knights, 

dragons and damsels in distress. 
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 In the same way, ÔHamletÕ, wri tten about the same time, 

continues to feel real to us, (to the extent that many  people  believe 

that Hamlet  was a real person l iving in the 17th century) because, 

among other things, Shakespeare was appropriating, sati rizing  and 

enriching the stage and l inguistic vocabularies of  the "Revenge 

Tragedy", the El izabethan equivalent of  the B-movie  that 

captivates audiences today.  

 The concept of  Form is large enough to include  Content,  

Structure  and Language. Al l  three must be present in thei r total i ty 

for  a work of  f iction to succeed in i ts aims. Even pol i tical 

messages, morals and dry factual information can legi timately 

inform the content of  a novel  or story and succeed as fict ion , i f  

these elements are treated as components of  the formal whole.  

❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆  

 (b)  Hamlet , Act  I I I , scene v. 

  The only way to reconci le  the impossible  series of   

si tuations portrayed in this scene , is to place the Ghost's 

reappearance before  i t  , that is to say, between   the time Hamlet 

leaves the Chapel  and  his entrance into his mother's bedchamber.  

 The Ghost is indeed, stern,  f i l led wi th rage and admoni tion, 

though  not    because Hamlet didn't k i l l  his uncle in the Chapel  . 

I t's because his unwholesome presence can't  enter  the sanctuary of  

the chapel  to exercise his demands upon his son. Chagrined by his 

own impotence, he blames his son for the undeniable truth that 

only a total vi l l ain can murder anyone whi le at prayer in a holy 

precinct, even a complete vi l lain.  
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 In my version, Gertrude comes running out into the corridor. 

Hamlet points to the Ghost: "Don't you see him?" Gertrude is 

horri f ied: "No ... etc.Ó Then ,to herself  : Ò(my son is mad)! "  

 Then   Hamlet enters the bedchamber. I t all  makes sense!  

Hamlet, shamed by his father, strikes out rashly at the presence 

behind the arras, k i l l ing Polonius. Then he turns to the "shriving" 

of  his mother, etc...  

 The standard version, which puts the re-appearance of  the 

Ghost mid-way through this scene, makes no sense whatsoever. In 

all  productions I  have seen, when Hamlet, at the prodding of  his 

father, says to his mother, "What is i t wi th you, madame?" one is 

struck w i th the ludicrous nature  of  the juxtaposi tion.  

❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆  

 (c)  I t wi l l  probably be forever impossible to change the 

"mind-set" of  elementary education, which is based on the 

principle that chi ldren must be given "facts" and "answers" unti l  

they reach col lege, at which time  they are, in theory at least,  

encouraged to develop inquiring minds.  

 Because of  this tradi tion , there w i l l  be no  teaching of  

phi losophy or the history of  phi losophy in secondary education. 

This is very unfortunate as i t is the only proper solution to the 

whole issue of  "Intel l igent Design" and the pseudo-conf l ict wi th 

Evolution. 

 Considered as a phi losophical  posi tion , Intell igent Design 

has a long and respectable history. Plato's dialogue , the  Timaeus   

is the very prototype of  an intell igent design theory. There are also 

Aristotle's Prime Mo ver; Kant's synthetic apriori  ; Hegel's dialectic 
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process; various doctrines that go under the heading of  

"Personalism" (Royce, Peirce, Berdyaev) ; Whi tehead'sÓ Process and 

Reali tyÓ, even PaleyÕs Òwatch metaphorÓ  

      . Nor should one forget Einstein's of t-repeated insistence that 

"God does not play dice wi th the universe", or "The Lord may be 

subtle but he is not malicious."  

 These are not    scienti f ic ideas, although they w i l l  certainly  

inf luence the daily practice of  science. Rather they are 

phi losophical cosmologies. Neither they, nor the dogmatism of  

"Creationism" should be permi tted to usurp the status  of  Evolution 

as a well -establ ished theory of  modern science.  

 However they all  have a legi timate place in a course in 

phi losophy. I f  such courses were of fered or required in high school  

education, the so-cal led "Intell igent Design" debate would fall  f lat 

on i ts face. There could even be a place for discussing the dogmas 

of  ÒCreationismÓ. What could be more appropriate to a phi losophy 

course at the high school  level  than to open up a serious dialogue 

on all  theories of  creation of  the universe through divine 

intervention? The Bible, the Ti tans of  Greek mythology,  the 

Poopul  VuhÉ. .  

 However, as I 've said, there is very l i ttle chance that 

phi losophy wi l l  ever be taught as a high school  subject. Science 

sets out to solve problems  ; i t compi les "facts", or raw data. Both 

Science and Religion give "answers", via hypothesis, theory, 

experiment, etc.  Phi losophy is all  about ask ing questions, and 

elementary school  teachers and administrators would be disturbed 
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indeed i f  one were to suggest that the "art of  asking questions" be 

included in the basic curriculum.  

❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆  

 (d) On the absurd claim  of molecular biologists, that  they are   

on the threshold of creat ing l i fe in a test -tube.  

 The f i rst objection that one can make i s that Biology  doesnÕt  

study l i fe. What i t studies  are the machines that house l i fe. The 

general  procedure in most cases is to k i l l  the l i fe of  a creature 

before examining i ts body. Sometimes the creature is tortured as 

well . So far in this f rom an understanding of  the connection 

between l i fe, l iving machines and matter, that they haven't got the 

least notion that such behavior carries a karmic debt that must be 

paid in terms of  personal suf fering in this l i fe or future l ives. 

Mo rali ty and Truth really are inseparable, and i f  one seeks 

knowledge by immoral means, the resul t is bound to be failure.   

 This possibi l i ty  doesn't occur to them because they're not  the 

least  interested in what  makes a l i ving creature l ive  . Were they to 

be asked to treat human beings, in particular those persons close to 

them, in the same way, they would instantly recognize that when 

one tortures and k i l ls l iving beings to learn about the nature of  l i fe, 

one is doing something akin to  insani ty. 

 The next objection one can raise, is that every scienti f ic 

observation since antiqui ty has shown that the distinction between 

a l iving mind and a piece of  inanimate matter is at least as great as 

the distinction between space and time, or two dimensions and 

three dimensions. Perhaps these molecular biologists bel ieve that i t 
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might be possible to "create time" by boxing of f  space in a certain 

way.( Of  course one would have to wai t awhi le for the effect!) 

 Likewise couldn't one "bui ld" a 4th , 5th, or nth spatial 

dimension by doing the same thing? Granted that some of  the 

bui lding blocks would be oddly shaped.   

 Wi th respect to the creation of  l i fe: does anyone have any 

evidence whatsoever that molecules have sensations? Can one 

insti l l   "hope " and "fear " into a batch of  chemicals i f  the potential  

for them did not exist beforehand?  

 Like space, time and matter, i t is undeniable that the l iving 

and the dead are closely entangled. As the Christian phi losopher, 

Paul  says, ÒIn the midsts of  l i fe we are in death.Ó But Li fe  and 

Death   are principles, not attributes, and , as Aristotle would argue, 

they cannot act on each other as principles .  As attributes of  a body 

they can alternate, so that the body which is alive today is dead 

tomorrow; and that dead body can serve as a meal to keep another 

body alive for a stretch of  time.  

  Li fe per se, as principle, apart f rom the bodies in which i t 

chooses or ends up inhabi ting, is as indestructible as Space, Time, 

Mat ter, Energy and Radiation. I t cannot be k i l led, in the same way 

that demol ishing a bui lding does not have any effect on the space i t 

f i l led, or the quanti ty of  matter in the rubble. 

 What is most intriguing for me is the origins of  this 

Frankenstein monster mental i ty. A l l  the science magazines, 

journals and many textbooks take i t for granted that "l i fe" is just a 

combination of  chemicals. Science demands data, that is to say, 
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evidence, and I 've yet to see any evidence that a chemical  has 

understanding or, as Husserl  would say, "intentionali ty".  

 Here is my view on the source of  this strange dogma, as 

pecul iar in i ts own way as those of  the Creationists: 

 For 2 mi l lennia European science was crippled by fanatical  

and dogmatic religion and supersti tion. The unbel ievably arduous 

task, since the Renaissance,  of  throwing of f  the yoke of  ignorance,  

has resul ted in a si tuation in which scientists go too far in the 

opposi te di rection. This has resul ted, in all  too many quarters, in a 

self -righteously amoral science. We are all  the recipients of  the 

terrible harm that this has brought upon us. 

 I t is this smug, self -serving and arrogant doctrine of  the 

amorali ty of  science that has led some  particularl y confused 

religious groups to advocate Creationism or the  thinly veiled 

substi tute labeled  Intell igent Design.  

  My  belief that Truth and M orali ty are inseparable may be 

taken as  an article of  "faith". This may be interpreted as a religious 

bias, but i t is far f rom being a supersti tion or a dogma. Despi te 

assertions to the contrary, the physics communi ty has been deeply 

wounded by i ts role, (indi rect and no so indi rect) in the creation of  

the nuclear bombs. And the  notion  that torturing and murdering 

an animal w i l l  have no psychological  effects on the person who 

does i t, because he is a truth-seeker trying to  understand the nature 

of   "l i fe",  is as ignorant in i ts own way  as the belief that an old 

man in a whi te beard cried "Shazam!!",  

 and the universe came to be.  

❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆  



#8... 

II.  Physics 
 (a) By vi rtue of  Relati vi ty's  Light Principle the tradi tional  

roles of  "Time" and "Space" have been reversed: we now measure 

distances in terms of  uni ts of  time . 

      Long distances are measured by l ight years. Even the length of   

the standard meter at the Parisian Bureau of  Standards is 

determined by lasers and atomic clocks. Thus, the most basic 

measurements wi th rulers are based on uni ts of  time. 

 ÒTimeÓ is measured by clocks. I t appears that the  "standard 

clock" is generall y taken to be the  caesium atom, the vibrations of  

which are  calculated by quantum principles. Therefore al l    spat io-

temporal   measurement    today,  even the most elementary,  

depends equally  on Relativi ty and Quantum Theory: Relativi ty for 

the Light-Principle, and Quantum Theory for the theory of  discrete 

energy levels and quantum jumps.  

 (b)  Given  the Light Postulate and the Relati vi ty Postulate, i t 

becomes possible to  compare time measurements by translating 

time into distance. That there exist two distinct ways of  doing so 

suggests the possibi l i ty of  the existence of  two distinct  time 

dimensions. 

 Method I :  Fix a standard length L in the universe, a k ind of  

"great ruler". Then the standard uni t of  time wi l l  be the amount of  

time in which a l i ght photon goes between the terminal  points of  

the ruler. As l ight "escapes" into the universe and indeed cannot be 

recaptured, we may call  this the "l i near" measure.  
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 Method 2:   A photon is already a clock. I t "pulses" at a 

f requency which is di rectly proportional to i ts energy. This 

"pulsation time" is intrinsic in some sense. 

 Thus, "Linear Time" is Relativistic Time; "Pulsation Time" is 

Quantum Time. One can ask i f  these two methods of  time-keeping 

give the same answer.   

      Imagine an experiment in which a photon is reflected back and 

forth between mirrors set a large distance away f rom each other. A 

coherent l i ght beam of , say, ul tra-violet l ight can go back and forth 

between these two mirrors indefini tely. The time of  a complete 

trajectory gives the relati vistic measure; the f requency of  the 

ul traviolet gives the quantum theoreti c measure.  

 (c) Owing to the absolute value of  the speed of  l ight in all  

reference f rames one can express time intervals in terms of  length, 

and vice versa.  We restrict the k inds of  measuring instruments to 

clocks and rulers  

 Type-1 clocks  : One decides on a standard uni t, say  a notch 

on the ruler. The "uni t" can be very large, l ike  the distance 

between Earth and C,  a nearby star.  

     The time i t takes for a ray of  l ight to make a round-trip  f rom 

Earth to C can be taken as  the standard uni t of  time. Subdivisions 

along the straight l i ne between Earth and C allow one to measure 

any subdivision   of  that uni t of  time. 

 This is not enough: one also needs a clock  wi th which to do 

the measuring. This can be constructed f rom a col lection of  mirrors 

between Earth and the designated subdivisions.  This "mirror 

reflect ion clock  " is derived f rom Special Relati vi ty. 
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 Type-2 clocks  are based on Quantum Theory:  

 Since l ight is both a wave and particle phenomenon, one may 

treat the vibration  of  a photon at a given energy as the standard 

clock. The translation f rom "energy" to "f requency " is as di rect as 

that f rom "length" to "time " : E = h!    .  

 In this case, i f   the f requency of  a certain k ind of  l i ght is 

accepted as the "standard", the photons at this  f requency w i l l  beat 

out the uni ts of  the standard clock.  

      However, type-2 time cannot be subdivided, as I  show in my 

paper Time, Eucl idean Geomet ry and Relat ivi ty: 

 <http://phi lsci -archive.pi tt.edu/archive/00001290>  

     Taking  the vibrations  of  the caesium atom as the standard, one 

cannot bisect   this minimum time uni t by any method other than by 

f inding another  system that "happens" to pulse  at exactly double 

the rate of  the caesium atom.  

 I t is intriguing to speculate how these two forms of  "absolute 

time reckoning", one of  them based on Relativi ty, the other on 

Quantum Theory, happen to tie up wi th the two k inds of  time in 

the universe, the "local  time" of  the PoincarŽ group, and the "cosmic 

time" of  the Hubble Expansion Field. Observe that we actually use 

a Type-2 clock calculation when employing the red-shi f t to 

calculate distances in the universe. This is based on a theoretical 

assumption that the Hubble constant i s uni form throughout the 

enti re cosmos. Therefore an association of  the form: 

Local  Time --->Inert ial  Frame ->Relat i vi ty Type- 1 Clock;  

Cosmic Time --> Quantum Theory--> Hubble Field--> Type 2 Clock 

  may be too simple , but i t's a beginning.  
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❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆  

(d) Observat ions on the age of the universe 

( Thoughts inspi red by  l istening to  ast ronomers  in a PBS 

NOVA program about  the expanding universe)  

 I t appears that  astronomers themselves are confused about the 

defini tion of  the word "universe".  

 Here is the problem  : Let us say that we are col lecting 

information f rom l ight that (using Hubble's constant and the 

theory of  red-shi f ts) is believed to have been traveling for 14 

bi l l i on years before reaching us. One wi l l  f ind them saying, 

loosely, that i ts source is "14 bi l l ion years distant". But there is 

something wrong w i th this, since according to the theory of  the Big 

Bang, this source was very close to ÒusÓ, (wherever that was)  at the 

time of  the beginning of  the universe. 

 Then there is some vague talk of  the "stretching of  space", as 

i f  space i tself  were expanding, rather than a si tuation in which stars 

and galaxies are just f lying apart. At the same time, there was 

another astronomer on that program who said, "The universe is 

basical ly inf ini te"! 

 What one has to do is start wi th something much simpler: The 

l ight  has been t ravel ing for 14 bi l l i on years . wi thout any 

speculations as to where i ts source was when i ts journey began, or 

where i t is now. This makes t ime   the principal  quanti f i able 

dimension. Around this one can bui ld whatever universe model  is 

consistent wi th this fact. 

 The impl ications of  making time the principal , and only real 

dimension of  the external world, and treating 1,2 or  3 of  the spatial  
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dimensions as derived "i l lusions" are intriguing . I t makes sense 

however once one accepts the thesis that the only way we really 

have of  measuring distance is through the amount of  time i t takes 

for a signal to pass between two points.  

❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆  

 (d) The standard physicist's cl ichŽ that Aspect's Experiment 

negates EPR and vindicates Quantum Theory is incorrect. What 

happens is that Quantum Theory makes a prediction which, when 

conf i rmed, undermines i ts own credibi l i ty! 

 The formalisms of  Quantum Theory are unequivocal l y  based 

on a temporal asymmetry of  "before and after". The "U" process is 

"before. The "R" process is "after". This is the "col lapse of  the wave 

packet", which is not bi -di rectional in time. Uncertainty exists after 

a measurement, not before. 

  Bell 's Theorems and Aspect's Experiments imply non-

local i t y . Non-Local i ty is a spatial connection that is instantaneous 

and somehow acausal . I t cannot even be considered a form of  

motion, as this would violate Relativi ty. 

 At the same time, both SR and GR maintain that time is 

effectively  just  another a spatial dimension. A veloci ty   is a 

rotation in  a special  vector space, the Mi nkowski  geometry. 

Therefore, i f space is non-local , t ime must  also be non-local   ,  

 This impl ies that,  contrary to the inherent asymmetry of  the 

"R" process of  quantum theory,  there exist universal correlations in 

time:   
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<−−γ1             Source               γ2 −−>  
                    L1>-----------     ----------->L2 

v-- 
                    

 Measuring instruments are placed at L1 and L2. The pointer 

at L2 is shi f ted, causing a correlation change of  spins of  streams of  

particles  γ1 , γ2  . The instruments are moving relative to the 

source f rom left to right wi th veloci ty v. Since the stream γ1 adds 

i ts veloci ties to v, whi le the stream veloci ty of    γ2   is subtracted , 

the Lorentz contraction wi l l  be greater for  γ1 than  of   γ2 . Thus the 

observer w i l l  "see" that the spins of  the particles at L1 are 

"correlated" at a later time, w i th those of  L2  This would appear to 

violate causali ty. Af ter all  i t was the instrument at  L2   which 

changed the di rection of  i ts pointer, although the staggering in time 

of  the  correlation impl ies that the cause was at L1 and the effect at 

L2.  

❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆❆  

 

 

  

 

 
 

 


