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Introduction*
The nature of relationships has one form but an infinity of expression!


This motto above is where I start in this quest to proffer a new physic(k)s. The ‘k’ alerting us to the fact that relationships are both envisaged ontologically and experienced epistemologically, but, as intentional consciousness is constituted as ‘intentional consciousness’, it follows that, for us, there can be no absolute distinction or demarcation between either orientation. Thus, what works in one orientation, in general terms of reference, must also work in its correlative orientation, and v.v! 


However, what is offered is only a general guideline. But, if these principles hold then it would follow that in order to diminish the degree of scandal that is the hallmark of modern physics no form of imputed identity should be conceived of in impossible terms of reference, i.e., in absolute terms of reference. So, e.g., the problem of relating the macrocosmic world of relativity with the microcosmic world of quantum mechanics may well reside in our ability to stand back and look for underlying pre-suppositions common to both field (not that this approach has not already been suggested). One line of approach is offered in this short abbreviated text, namely, an understanding of the relational perspective (by taking a pro-relational stance and attempting to find the ramifications of such an insight). Relationships are holistic, transformational, momentary, chaotically oriented and disseminated in a disseminative-like economy (on par, analogically, with the political or economic forms of dissemination when examined in qualified, non-absolute, ideal terms of reference).


As argued elsewhere, no concept can be absolutely demarcated and differentiated in its context of origination. Likewise, no physical form of identity, such as particles, waves, information, etc., should be so mis-treated. It is only in this dialectical space between non-absolute identity and non-absolute non-identity that significance is generated be that in epistemological terms of reference or in non-epistemological, ontological terms of reference.


Hence this short text to which I have added a very brief commentary (merely sketched out in the form of either argument/s, comments, analogies, observations and/or insights, etc.[with a brief sub-commentary in the form of footnotes]).


Such insights, as an ongoing work in progress, can be surely tested in the course of time and it is my hope that their articulation is a starting point for this type of process. Which insights prove to be insightful I must be thankful for the work done by others, and, as for those ‘insights’ that prove to be defective their error I alone take responsibility for.


Noël Tointon, started on the 24th April and ended on the 24th April, 2016, Sydney. 

*For the latest version of this paper: www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage4.html
A Set of Miscellaneous Proposition for the Re-Ordering of Physic(k)s

With a Parallel Commentary, etc.
1.
That spin is an individual phenomenon and is not seen from the collectively integrated perspective.

A point on the surface of a spinning sphere is not spinning with respect to itself. In a similar manner the universe has no spin from its own perspective which could only be seen in the wider perspective of the/a cosmos (if such wider terms of reference were found available).

2.
That relational space is holistically enstructured chaotically and all else flows from that economy.

That both the essentially active and passive natures of a certain state of affairs are relationally engendered in a holistic manner and are transformed through chaotically oriented re-self-organization. However, despite this transformational uniformity, each point in that relationship has its own distinctive perspective
 and relational (and momentary) granularity (controlled by the nature of that information and its alignment).

3.
That non-virtual relationships are only engendered once engendered, all else being virtual and non-aligned.

Just as information is information once that alignment is realized. Emission of information, its reception, interpretation and comprehension being only pre-conditional. So, the possibility of information that is or was transmitted is only virtual, only current alignment defining the sense of the living-present (when engaged and entertained in the presentedness of current conscious experience as engaged through a representational economy). In general relational terms, what applies to the epistemological applies to the ontological, and v.v., etc.

4.
So, we may speak of a world that is either entangled or not entangled when, in truth, there is only entanglement, or, rather, levels and degrees of relative entanglement/non-entanglement.

We live in one world regardless of whether we speak of one universe or multi-universes (in a multiverse). In this regard one may well declare a person to be an existentialist if they try to become more aligned with such entanglement rather than becoming less aligned (not that absolute alignment is conceivable).
 By such means speaking the truth even if also misrepresenting it at the same time (through that degree that we will remain non-aligned with the non-virtual given our finiteness; i.e., our limited powers of access, representation, interpretation, comprehension and communication with others).

5.
Just as our powers of dissemination is only through others in respect of their institutions for such mutual dissemination and its non-mutual distortion, so, too, all dissemination of force is through the complicity of the world at large; i.e., its re-enstructured fields.

So, forces, can only be identified through a qualified breaking of their disseminative complex of enaction (be that situation more appropriately interpreted in an ontological sphere of operation and/or an epistemological sphere of operation).

6.
Therefore all identity is a retrospective fiction with varying degrees of usefulness/non-usefulness.

All particles, all sense of self, all forms of structure and process are retrospective fictions; i.e., fictitious imputations albeit with varying degrees of usefulness/non-usefulness (whose value of utilization is dependent upon context and it invocation of identities, functions and values).

7.
So, space, e.g., is an imputation wherein imputations are further superimposed, whereas, from a holistic point of view, its true nature is to express a distinctive re-self-organized form of transformational uniformity.

So, all identity is speculative with varying degrees of utility and/or non-utility. To some extent the world of space, etc., could be metaphorically compared to a super-fluid or Bose-Einstein condensate.
 But it is in symmetry breaking that we get the formation of identity be that in ontologically or epistemologically oriented terms of reference, etc. In this light, perhaps, we should re-conceive dark matter and dark energy, as well as everything else, in whatever disciplinary sphere of discursive engagement, in such symmetrical terms of reference first and then in non-symmetrical terms of reference? That, at both quantum distances and cosmological distances, and everywhere else in between, in whatever orientation (towards the ontological and/or epistemological, and v.v.), we should invoke (and embrace) a pro-relational stance first as the basic grounds for that disciplined investigation.
 

8.
Correctly, appreciation of some form of symmetry breaking should proceed through knowing its symmetrical basis, noting the apparent form of breakage and how such re-self-organization can return it (and our understanding) to the former from which it has never absolutely lost its entanglement in the first place.

In terms of ‘spin’, e.g., we find positive and negative forms, as fractions or as integer wholes, or, neutralized, and, the former in either simple or complex forms of expression; i.e., as either non-qubits or as non-qubits.
 Spin can also be seen as a form of symmetry breaking or the reversal of some form of breakage (in its neutralization and or overriding)?

9.
So, the distance between the chaotic and the non-chaotic is not absolute.

A rotating vat of oil into which a drop of dye is added chaotically mixes, but, reverse that rotation and the dye returns to its point of introduction… to then chaotically mix once more. Thence the entangled nature
 of chaotic forms of resolution.

10. 
Information is basically the resolution of this non-absolute contest between symmetry and its relative breaking and in this light can be viewed from within the relational ambit of that relationship in question, outside those terms or in a transcendence of both those perspectives through more basic levels of entanglement.

Ongoing resolution is the continual harmonization of that relatively different, through symmetry breaking, in the context of its non-breaking (regardless of whether we are invoking an ontological or epistemological orientation). In some respects the relational ambit or remit of a relationship is like a blackhole. In that regard information can be viewed outside, within or on its event horizon (in its more basic entanglement with its relational environment).

11.
Through ensuing moments of resolution all resulting information is both preserved and lost in its ongoing resultant.

An appreciation of information is realized through an appreciation of its apparent alignment and to what extent what is not aligned is not aligned. Moreover, such appreciation is an appreciation of the relevant resultant, but, the granularity of that ensuing resultant will determine whether that information is able to be retrieved and extracted in a form that could be read. So, no information is lost, but, for all practical purposes it becomes lost just as the tide washes away our footprints upon the sand.

12.
That what goes for the ontological goes for the epistemological, and v.v., and what goes for the virtual goes for the non-virtual likewise, and v.v., and so on!

Since the nature of relatedness is such that no party in an act of relation can be absolute isolated from its meaning-giving background thence the non-absolute demarcation of the ontological, etc., although, in a relative and limited sense contrast must also be engendered. To mis-paraphrase, we could say, in a similar vein, “as above - so below, and v.v!”. Hence the motto: The nature of relationships has one form but an infinity of expression!

Thus, in this vein, hopefully, we can both reform physics and re-form that discipline (as a discipline, i.e. as a form of ‘physicks’, as treated in an epistemological setting that observes phenomenal-phenomenological modes of investigative examination, etc.
, through a recognition of the intentional constitution of conscious experience, etc.,
 as well as re-constituting a ‘physics’ better able to deal with a host of problems like the unavoidable relationship between quantum fields and relativity; dark matter and dark energy; inflation; entanglement; that ‘everything’ seems to have a spin other than the universe itself; so-called theories of everything; etc.).









           N.T., Sydney, 24.4.16.

� 	How do we explain that everything spins except the universe? I proffer a solution to this apparent conundrum.


� 	Although historically Newton ‘won’ in a debate with Leibnitz retrospectively we should give the award to the latter.


� 	An economy is a dialectically constituted imputation that notes focal points, background fields and fields within which the former can be appreciated (which in an epistemological setting can give us the semblance of intentional subjectivity, etc.).


� 	An economy implies interactions from various relational aspects like fields, focal points, etc., but it also implies a dialectical tension between the spontaneity of alignment and its modes of representative circulation. Alignment can be represented in a representational economy consisting of textual corelations, meta-textual alignments and non-textual existential processes of transformation. In the social sphere the latter is indicative of good faith when potential instances of bad faith (as correlations) find satisfactory forms of ongoing resolution. Therefore, in this light, bad faith is unsatisfactory forms of resolution.


� 	Now alignment is arrived at through direct interaction with that being invoked, namely its representation in a representational economy, and, then, thematized in its refinement of engaged comprehension through ongoing re-alignment and re-de-mis-alignment. Just as when we look at a bowl of apples and wonder if they were edible (or real if we were to think they might be wax or plastic?) by looking again more closely (to that extent we can)? We might like to eat one of those apples and we pick it up and sniff it and find we like the smell as it further suggests it is ripe and ready to eat… a fact confirmed on our first bite. Thence this nature of alignment. Or, we find it is bitter and so become re-aligned in the new direction.


� 	Like fleas having fleas and, in turn, those fleas have fleas, etc. That, at the end of the day, we are left with one holistic enstructured relational sense and semblance of world (although in an open-ended sense). Alignment giving us the simulated simulation of direct connectedness (through the assistance of the tri-modal representational economy (as it mirrors the ongoing overall transcendental suspensions through the balance engendered between presentational, representational and re-presentational modes or moments).


� 	The parallel here is to the dissemination of power which can only be enacted through others (as discussed in recent work in the fields of politics, economic philosophy and the philosophy of the political-economy.	


� 	So, e.g., dark matter, e.g., etc., should not be treated primarily as a particle, etc. Perhaps more as a form of super-fluid? Particulate character only occurs in symmetry breaking with (apparent mono-modal) emissions (bi-modal currents, and, tri-modal fields).


� 	In two senses, namely, in causal continuity, and, in terms of the maintenance of underlying forms of essential configuration upon which transformations are continually exercised in a momentary fashion.


� 	This concept is used as a metaphor. I am suggesting the relational ambit of a relationship is constituted in this manner but quiet apart from any suggestion of needing a temperature and/or molecular arrangement operating at near absolute zero or some igher temperature in a state of superconductivity or the like.


� 	A pro-relational stance has been explored in a number of recent essays, etc. Basically, the relationship from the perspective of its own overall sense of embracement and in whose embracement we can also enter, albeit from our own point/s of view. Embracement, from an experiential perspective, entails embodiment/s, embeddedness/es (with others) and embankment/s (in our environmental relationship with the world at large).


� 	‘Spin’ being treated as a metaphor that helps us to determine phenomenal-phenomenological type and the rules of its interaction in that same regard.


� 	We could say, among other things, that information is generated through the breaking of a symmetry or set of symmetries and then their re-constitution through resolution back within the field of origination. An alignment successfully co-occurring when such a dialectic is representatively paralleled.


� 	This may seem a curious comment to make here. My intuition runs like this: each point of bifurcation can be seen as entangled until that symmetry is broken. So how are we able to go back to those points of entanglement in the reversal of that pot of dye – by virtue of the fact that entanglement itself is entangled, etc., etc. So, we also arrive at one world, namely, an entangled universe (or, more probably, ‘cosmos’ as the background of this universe…?)?


� 	Hence my argument that the relational world is both chaotic, entangled and able to be metaphorically representatively resolved to some extent. Such an argument implies that the world can be both mirrored and directly engaged through such representative alignment, direct, re-directed intentional engagement, etc., through the relational contact of such engagement.


� 	I am also implying that a Copenhagen interpretation of quantum behaviour is externally oriented (with so called talk of observers, wave collapses, etc.) and that we can post two other points of interpretative reference in this regard. Namely, an internal perspective observing a pro-relational stance with the essential holistic commonality of the corresponding sense of relational space therein, or, a multiverse interpretation when we treat relationships on their event horizons (from a certain interpretative perspective and from a momentary, causal like perspective where different chaotic bifurcations are mirrored in so-called other worlds [which then essentially cancel out, when they further bifurcate, to give us this apparent world to hand]). This also implies forms of correlativity when based on the same underlying presuppositional, relational territory, etc. So, it is not impossible that formulae in one field can be found a correlative correspondence in some other parallel field of representation (and by such means getting around difficult computations, removal or bypassing of infinities, etc?)?


� 	The preservation of information is observed, however, it is obvious that our access to most forms of information is not to hand for a variety of reasons. One of those reasons is that it ceases to be to hand in the ongoing reconstitution of the relevant resultant, etc. (which itself needs to be able to be distinctly demarcated in intentional consciousness, etc.)


� 	Implying that our physic(k)s operates primarily in relational terms of reference (and this semblance of a priority should be observed in our investigations be they ontologically and/or epistemologically oriented, etc.).


� 	I.e., also recognizing correlative hermeneutic and existential modes of investigative interpretation. 


� 	Also recognizing that intentional consciousness is pre-intentionally constituted, conditionally constituted in overt chaotic terms of reference, along with judgmental trans-intentional constitution and post-intentional constitution in our appreciation of consequences (be they intended, mis-intended, unintended or must non-intended as examined elsewhere). 





