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7L. A Series of Currently Unprofitable Pragmatic Reflections 

On a Variety of Scientific Concepts and Their Possible Interrelation*

0. Pre-Introduction and Introduction



Let me be bold and argue that every discipline has its own set of disciplinary scandals to deal with, and, that the most central of which is that type of scandal where there appears to be a profound inability to clearly and comprehensively, coherently and non-paradoxically articulate the functions of that same discipline. I.e., an inability to properly entertain
 how to phenomenologically describe the semantic nature of its encountered content, hermeneutically prescribe an appropriate recognition and uptake of meta-textual genres, etc., and existentially proscribe and engage an apposite appreciation of the relational limitations that are and should be imposed upon the exercise of that discipline in question, and so on.
 I have nominated this as ‘the pragmatic scandal’ where those of a certain disciplinary orientation appear to be unable to consistently carve out with a proportionate degree of clarity both the nature and working extent of their disciplinary prospect as viewed through a requisite sense of the ‘pragmatic’ (and that this same inability applies equally to all pragmatists, neo-pragmatists, and qualified anti-representational pragmatists as well).
 We have only to witness the scandal in philosophy where we forever have a choir of voices that cannot even sing together whilst still professing that they all belong to the same academy or some breakaway alternative of the same. But, the most perfect exemplification of this observation must surely belong to the fraternity of scientists, especially physicists, where the latter can only pin down less than five percent of their topic and even then they make a complete mess of that given that they cannot get their left hands, in a microcosmic world, to shake with their right hands, in a macroscopic world, and, alas, many statements pronounced as ‘true’ must also be treated with great degrees of well-warranted skepticism and suspicion. And that despite such obvious disfunction, even here, we have this ‘pragmatic scandal’ that, despite such ideological professions of nonsense, we have ‘a well-functioning discipline’ able to put people on the moon, have workers able to stay home in this pandemic by having them work through their computers, and where we can all enjoy the freedoms extended to us through the many benefits of owning a mobile or cellphone, and so on and so forth… (0)


Now, in any unruly garden, we will need to weed the same, and then, water and feed what we wish to tender in this labour of such ‘concern and care’. Recognizing a third very important element, namely, that of patience, since no plant ever grows in the space of a single day. In this essay, I will explore a number of concepts in physics, keeping these gardening injunctions in mind, namely, which aspects might need to be weeded, and which aspects might need to be watered and better fed, and, just what degree of patience might also need to be taken on board in order to better deal with such research. (1)

1. A Series of Currently Unprofitable Reflections


Now, where to begin? Or, for that matter, just where we do we have no need to start given the current perfection of our topic, this science of physics, which admittedly, on numerous occasions, can make very accurate measurements, proffer reliable predictions and form the former support the advancement of some very elegant and beautiful modeling of our universe? (2)


In these reflections, with no particular sense of method, I will wander from one topic to the next and, hopefully, towards, the end, find some overall form of consensus as to how this type of research might be better engaged. These topics to be noted, in their approximate order, will be: 

Constants [paragraphs 4-15],

Quantum measurement and constants [12-15],

Demands for theoretical ‘beauty’, constants [16],

Incommensurabilities/commensurabilities [17-35, etc.],

Mass versus energy [36-39],

The economics of space and the economics of time, etc. [40-44],

Gravitation possibly derived through a variable speed of light [45],


Chaotic Bifurcation and Emergence, Entanglements and Superimpositions [46],

Malacena duality and trimodal correlativities [47],

Forces of nature [48]… (3)


It is my perception that constants, in the mathematization of physics, are ever a problem for a variety of reasons. For a start, it is an apparent historical observation, that can be confirmed through historical research, that, generally, when a new and more successful theory comes along one or more constants in the older scheme will drop by the wayside. Such a replacement of an older form of modeling, by a more successful approach, can be seen as ‘revolutionary’. However, this must be viewed in relative terms of reference and not in such a manner where these two systems be then viewed as absolutistically incommensurable given the presence of some underlying aspects of continuity between these relatively systematic formulations. Innovations arise through an economy of ongoing re(-)formulation which is incremental and never takes place as a total replacement of one theoretical domain with another despite such replacements being able to radically reconfigure that re(-)constructed theoretical context. We could view this removal of older constants as an indicator of having made ‘progress’ in this same regard. Unfortunately, new constants may also appear on the scene, and, where, hopefully, their imminent demise will also be soon forthcoming… (4) 


But, we have the following philosophical problem to contend with. Is there such a thing as an economy of constants? And, if so, could we run such an economy, in whatever revolutionary mode it might appear, in the mathematical re(-)treatment of the original physical theory in question, in such an ensuing manner so as to subvert and reduce such an ‘economy’, say, to either two constants or just one remaining constant. Obviously, if such an economy should exist, it could not be reduced to either two members or just one given the perceived demand that all economies are trimodal in their constitution (and that the same must also apply in the economics of their situational contextualization as well?). But, then, it would be apposite to ask ‘could there be such an economy of constants in the first place?’ Might not ‘constants’ be more ‘artefacts’ of the logical system in place and then only as ‘non-arbitrary numbers defined merely by the physical parameters to be discovered in the specification of that system as a theoretical domain’. I am leaning more to the view that constants may well be only the artefacts of both the system as it is known and, also, as indicators of the fact that we do not have a comprehensive understanding of what is actually taking place in both mathematical and physical terms of reference vis-à-vis the exploration of this topic as realized through reflections upon the lived-experience of this overall vision of the life-world? (5)


Another annoying feature of constants is their so-called ‘constancy’. If they were mathematical artefacts of the system currently in use, then we might overlook such features as both arbitrary and merely dictated by the mathematics of that perhaps poorly understood system in place. On the other hand, with ever more accurate measurements they seem to go from strength to strength. How might we re-envisualize such ‘artefacts’? (6)


Why should protons, e.g., have precisely the comparative weight they do have over the precise weight of the electron?
 Or, that the speed of light is c? Or, why have no protons been observed decaying? And, in the same vein, how is it the case that the intense collisions of protons inevitably produce more protons or neutrons and never the complete conversion to just pure forms of energy at the level of mere photons, etc?
 Then, what do we make of the Planck constant that has interchangeable forms like the Planck moment, or its interpretation as a Planck distance, or a Planck volume, etc? (7)


Are such constants actually constant? The speed of light, itself, e.g., is not actually constant and more represents an ideal limit in the concept of its speed through an ideal vacuum that, in modern physics, is not actually contemplated as such given its conception as an arena swarming with virtual particle in a pattern of momentary formation that deconstructs the classical notion of an empty space that is entirely void, say, of everything including space itself. So, in this light we might view one variety of this general concept of a constant as that tending towards a definitive sense of a limit that can never be completely attained, and, to some extent, indicates the boundaries of an apparent incommensurability that cannot be crossed (by that logical subject or set of such subjects in the form as currently configured
). (8)


Or, a second variety might be discerned when we note a specific ratio as having a constant value. But, here, we might be tempted to view this variety as more the artificial mathematical artefacts of a certain system currently in use? (9)


A third variety might be delineated in a recognition of those entities that do not seem to change or be mutable to the comparative degree thought necessary, or in accordance with expectations, and so on. So, the proton does not seem to decay when every other particle either decays or is able to be transformed into some other entity preserving the same overall symmetries, etc. So, e.g., the neutron has a half life of about elven minutes or so. So, e.g., the electron, within the orbits of an atom can change its status by either absorbing radiation and taking a higher energy level or descend to a lower energy level and release the difference in energy of that same wavelength, or, in a collision, form a more energetic ensemble of lesser particles in terms of mass, or mass-lessness (in the form of photons, e.g.). Of course, the question then becomes, why do electrons have the distinctive phenomenology that they inevitably do seem to have and where all other particles, however tenuous their physical expression, also seem to well maintain a certain degree of a similar distinctive phenomenal identification and existence in identity that allows us to automatically designate them as this type of ‘particle’ or that type of ‘particle’, etc. Given such observations, it well behooves physicists, therefore, to ponder how such distinctive phenomenologies are actually constituted in theoretical terms of reference? In the light of such theoretical possibilities, perhaps, such demands will one day be hopefully met in a form that dissolves the need for an excess quota of constants? (10)


A fourth variety of constant might well be termed an ‘economic constant’; taking up a form that just cannot be removed until that economy, itself, is reconstituted in more broad and much deeper terms of economic reference. Perhaps clearly noting how all paradigmatic shifts operate in an accordance with that theoretical form of transformational revision? E.g., if pursued here as a hypothetical thought experiment, given that ‘G’, the constant of gravity can be rewritten in terms of c, the speed of light, etc., and that we are left with h, the Planck constant, we might wonder just what (so-called) ‘third constant’ should be invoked under the ensuing restrictions that could be envisaged in the relative simplicity of this contrived form of situatedness?
 To some extent, reviewing these constants as more limits that distinctly circumscribe just how fast is ‘fast’ with respect to the speed of light, and, how small is ‘small’ in regard to the Planck constant. That, in such a context, we might then like to proffer the provisional constant that notes the relatively incommensurable limits between the relativistic world of the macrocosmic and the quantum world of the microcosmic? I.e., that point that demarcates the relatively non-chaotic from the relatively chaotic, etc. A tentative earmarking of a so-called constant that directly demarcates the world of quantum non-measurement from the world of quantum measurement, in a pragmatic sense. In effect, that which distinctly divides a world of decoherence from a world of coherence. Illuminating, hopefully, the theoretical mechanisms needed to compute such a calculation that divides us from our being in this world of measurement from this quantum world that functions without measurement until there is some form of an intervention or self-intervention, along with the imputed ‘collapse’ of the so-called putative wave-function, etc? Such a hypothetical constant, say ‘I’ (degree of integrity or integration present, given either a differential trend towards coherence or towards decoherence) being seen to measure this division between the continuing coherencies of non-measurement versus the ‘problematic’ imposition of some form of quantum decoherence as is produced in and through either the actual process of measurement, or the act of intervention itself, or similar? (11)


Taking a somewhat neutral overview, I am now more leaning towards considering ‘constants’ as ‘artefacts of a system that note the limits involved in delineating the situatedness in question, be that from either a microcosmic, macrocosmic, or inter-micro-macrocosmic point of view. That what is being delineated in this process is either the potential absence or presence of an act of an anticipated measurement, or similar, that relatively grounds the virtual nature of the mathematical modeling brought to bear on the physics of a relatively non-virtual, distinctively specific sense and semblance of a world, hopefully, more the ideality of this world (in its apparent worldlihoodness when suitably represented). Although, to be honest, just what is involved in an act of measurement, or non-measurement, is something that also needs to be resolved (from a relatively envisaged quantum point of view
).
 (12)


To some extent, the problem of just what is a constant can also morph into the problem of measurement. Then, too, we have the allied problem of just how do we measure things when the relations under consideration are between relatively incommensurable fields.
 E.g., as might be engendered in a problematic integration of space and time when studying motion, or conducting considerations of an historical nature, or, identification, concepts of complex forms of transformation (as explored in my philosophy of transformational retreatment
), and so on. (13)


Another way of seeing constants is as indictive of anomalies that imply theoretical frames of reference that are neither properly formulated nor resolved (given that in the profitable and revolutionary re-construction of theoretical frameworks such anomalous indicators are more inclined to disappear to some extent or other
). (14)


However, as an unintended tautology, in the meantime, constants are here to stay until such a point in time is reached when they can be meaningfully removed through ensuing patterns of relative simplification arising from an apposite process of successful de-anomalization. (15)

Now, should we treat such simplicity as a form of beauty? Here I would tender a Delphic “‘yes’ and ‘no’.” Given that ‘de-anomalization’ is a ‘process of resolution’, and ‘resolution’ is central to ‘processes of harmonization’ we must say that in a qualified sense we are invoking, directly or indirectly, ideas that do concern or touch upon ‘potential notions of harmony’, i.e., ‘beauty’. However, what should not be brought to these considerations are the rather a priori opinions as to what actually constitute beauty in any specific instance. Not too long ago the cognoscenti thought circular orbits where the beautiful way planets would travel in their individual passage across the heavens (overlooking the complexity of mediating epicycles) until Kepler came along and showed that orbits are elliptical (and strangely have a mathematical beauty of their own given the rules of motion he demonstrated as applying to such orbits). (16)


An absence (or relative absenting) of a priori thinking is enacted through the use of a transcendental suspension (read as an ‘extensive suspension’
) and can be enacted through the use of a number of methods, e.g., exercising a healthy degree of suspicion; considering all possible alternatives; running contra-positioning of intentional functions and counter-positioning of intentional content; etc. Such a sense of balanced meta-positioning is also antithetical to so-called philosophies preaching or seeking so-called first principles, or so-called last principles, or those principles of any description that are not anti-representationally motivated in the provisional nature of their design. (17)


Now, let me introduce the ideal of relative commensurabilities that have been looked at in some depth in previous essays (dealing basically with qualified anti-representational pragmatic considerations). (18)


For a start, it is obvious we have a radical incommensurability between our experiences of time and space, yet, at the same time, such a discontinuity is also to some extent overcome through an economic conjoining of such ‘relative incommensurabilities’. E.g., we cannot think of motion without the conjunction of these two spheres of influence suggesting an economic underpinning in a concept, say, of spacetime that needs to be both clearly differentiated and integrated with these two spheres of relative incommensurability. Or, in other words, spacetime should not be confused with the mere addition of time as a so-called fourth dimension. (19) 

Now, if I am allowed to occasionally speculate, we might consider time as having three relative dimensions, namely, future, past and present; and space as needing three coordinates or dimensions likewise;
 and, that the conjunction of the same, as a sub-economy, as also standing in need of three ways of viewing that separatable sub-economy; all underlaid by a tenth dimension of spacetime that, in turn, is itself situated in an eleven dimension of relational embeddedness..?. Anyhow, that might be one way of dealing with sub-economies of an economy that, in turn, is situated in its respective super-economy? But, having articulated this type of economic setting, I will leave those ideas as possibilities for future re(-)consideration?
 (20)


Another incommensurability to consider is that which can be envisaged between energy and mass, yet, again, at the same time, both are ‘economically’ linked via that famous equation E = mc2. The dividing line between these two sub-economies is rather distinctive; i.e., mass can only ‘reach’ the speed of light if supplied with an infinite amount of energy to make this impossible transition. Since even ‘using’ an entire universe of energy must fail this requirement, it follows that mass qua mass cannot be accelerated to the speed of light. On the other hand, mass can be converted into energy and where the released photons can then travel at the variable speed of light associated with its specific passage through that medium of space. Then, we also have light acting as if it were possessing some minute semblance of mass given its deflection when (seen) passing through the gravitational space surrounding a (massive) body. (21)


In having explored a range of relative incommensurabilities, we might well stand back and assess the following argument, namely, that all incommensurabilities are only relative and will demonstrate their relative specificity in the context of their economic incorporation that frames such relative incommensurability in the first place. We might also argue, that each incommensurability can be written as a relative sub-economy, that their economic incorporation is to be determined as that which frames such relative commensurability as a relative non-incommensurability, and, that each and every frame of reference itself must be economically incorporated in its embedded context of relational situatedness which may or may not be overtly obvious but which must be theoretically envisaged as situating that economy of relative non-incommensurability. (22)


Unfortunately, as physics is constructed at the moment we have arrange of economic options (that could be fitted in the scheme above). Do I need to point these possibilities out, given such classifications as leptons, etc; mass, so-called dark mass and dark energy; positive and negative charges along with an absence of charge (but connected, by various mathematical strategies, with spin, quarks [as representing a ‘sub-economy’] possessing one third of the electron charge, the mathematics possibly related to quaternions, and so on?)? Interestingly, an overall field that invites forms of economization,
 sub-economization and super-economization as one possible form of simplification (whilst recognizing the extensive zoo that constitutes particle physics)? (23)


Returning to a general understanding of this broadly conjectured idea of ‘economization’, namely, the application of economic principles to an understanding of our interactions in this world at large, we have to hand a template for how we could go about understanding such theoretical modeling based upon past experiences, entertaining future predictions, and currently testing the same through processes of experimentation (in effect, in a linking of the historical prospect to the formation and extension of a scientific prospect). Assembling such ideas as ‘working proposals’, but not to be understood as so-called ‘first principles’, we might note the following:

1. That everything is economic (in this philosophical sense).

2. Therefore, what we approach must be the primary economy in question.

3. Its trimodal economic content must be economically correlative.

4. That then could be treated as sub-economic if that were relevant.

5. That the situatedness of the primary economy must be super-economic in scope.

6. Hence the natural limitations imposed upon all forms of identification.

7. I.e., that all identities (as functions and/or content) are dialectically constituted. 

8. All identification is based upon such hierarchical forms of delineation. (24)


Can we apply such a scheme to a simple proton-proton interaction arranged int eh form of a collision? (25)

1.
Economically, we have two protons, and one (set of possible) interaction(s) which gives us our first trimodal formulation. (26)

2. 
Therefore, what we approach must be the primary economy in question, namely, this proton-proton interaction. (27)

3.
 Its trimodal economic content, given this interaction, must be economically correlative. I.e., these two protons and the interaction are idealized and can only be approached and neither attained nor obtained as pure non-economic idealities. (28)

4. 
That the ‘isolated functions (collision) and content (two protons)’ could then be treated on a sub-economic if that were relevant. That, in this regard, we might need to invest in and investigate all possible pathways as to how that collision could be observed (through perturbation, say, with Feynman diagrams, renormalization, etc.), and, how the sub-economics of quarks and gluons, as the content of the protons, might also need to be considered in the sub-economic explorations. (29)

5. 
That the situatedness of the primary economy must be super-economic in scope, and, in this regard, we need to understand the specific context of that process of a collision, i.e., as occurring in a certain apparatus that has these protons accelerated to a certain speed within a certain energy range, and where effectively, many such interactions will be indirectly observed through various forms of measurement (as envisaged within a certain complex level of theory dealing with the practical aspects of ‘making such measurement’ since we need to know what ‘we think we are measuring’ in order to make a measurement as a measurement qua measurement, etc.). (30)

6. 
Hence the natural economic limitations imposed upon all forms of identification of functions versus contents through an application of Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle, limitations imposed through Planck constraints, etc. Hence the economic restraints imposed upon our appreciation of this primary economy, etc. (31)

7. 
I.e., that all identities, formulated and thematized as either relatively functional and/or content-wise, are dialectically constituted and, ultimately, therefore, must be correlatively constituted in such mutual terms of reference. (32)

8.
That as all identification is based upon such hierarchical forms of delineation hence this need to partially differentiate the primary economy, its sub-economic constitution, and the economics of its super-economic encompassment (in this apparatus for engineering collisions), etc. (33)


Now, all of this may sound either unnecessary (through reduplication) or irrelevant (as not pertaining to the science already settled behind this process of measurement), still, from such a perspective we should be able to note that economic identities, either functional and/or content-wise, should all be treated as relative incommensurbilities, etc. I.e., as forms of identification that are dialectically constituted and not definitively isolated, etc. So, aspects like temporal past, etc; spatial position; particles/waves, etc., all need to be translated through such a dialectical approach in order to either critically and/or radically be in a position to better re(-)evaluate just what is to be understood as is ‘now to hand’, etc. Indeed, such an attitude now no longer sees such dualities of wave/particles, etc., as problematic, but, the very necessary, to be discerned dialectical nature of their constitution, be they viewed in either ontological-like, epistemological-like, and/or trans-ontological-epistemological like terms of reference. (34)


Hence, for a start, this dialectic between relative incommensurability versus relative non-commensurability. (35)

One such dialectical duality that demands an economic interpretation is that of mass versus energy. Let me explore this type of interrelationship. (36)

Mass could be thought of as a disruption or breaking of the requisite symmetries involved? (37)

By such means also accounting for the imputed uni-modal direction of time (towards increasing entropic disorder)?? (38)


The Higgs mechanism accounting for only about 1%. These rest is to be found in matter like protons and neutrons constituted, more or less, from three quarks and glued together through the strong force of a set of three gluon interactions.
 However, we should note that, just as the mass of the hydrogen atom, e.g., is in the proton, acting as a nucleus, in a similar fashion most of the mass of the proton is neither in the weight of either the quarks and/or the gluons, still, the phenomenon of mass formation is arrived at, almost entirely, through the energetic behaviour of those gluons. (39)

Now, let me look at the economics of space, time, and the economics of spacetime, etc. (40)

Space can be referenced, at a minimum, through three degrees of coordination. E.g., as represented on an x-axis, a y-axis, and a z-axis. Or, from a pre-defined point, in a certain direction with a certain length of extension, etc. (41)

Time can be referenced, at a minimum, through three forms of temporal recording, namely past, future and present. Hence the relatively incommensurable, but not absolutistical incommensuration, between histories of the past, future and present. (42)

The concept of spacetime oversees a union of both time and space, but, needs to observe also a relative incommensuration between space and time (with the latter treated as a so-called ‘fourth dimension’). (43)

Various configurations of spacetime can be noted, e.g., flat, curved, hyperbolical, and so on. (44)

Gravitation possibly being derived through a variable speed of light? (45)


Now, how should we regard both chaotic bifurcations and chaotic emergences, along with concepts concerning entanglements and superimpositions, etc? (46)


The Malacena Duality is a mathematically constructed form involving the dialectical-like correlativization of two seeming disparate mathematical-physical fields, namely, an anti-de Sitter mathematization versus the mathematization associated with conformal field theory. Now, I would like to respectfully suggest that we should, hopefully, be able to find a form of correlativization between the curved space of a de Sitter form of mathematization (of the universe we seem to live within) and the hyperbolical treatment of space in an anti-de Sitter form of mathematization? That, if that were the case then we could run a triple form of correlativization between these three forms of mathematization? This is my speculative conjecture… but, if that were to be the case, it would then allow us to run an economy between these three forms of mathematization (and have a direct connection between microcosmic quantum theory and macrocosmic relativity theory, etc.). But, then at some stage it might be proven that the degree of incommensuration between these two domains is too great to bridge the same, although, since we live in the same transcendental sense of a ‘world’, and absolutisitcal incommensurabilities cannot be thought, and, neither encountered nor recognized nor engaged, it would follow, therefore, that this option must remain theoretically open to some qualified degree given the economics of time and space, etc., from the Planck moment and onward and upward in scale? (47)


Another speculation I would like to run is a reversal of the analogy utilized by myself that an ordered philosophy is akin to the economics of a baryon, say, a proton or neutron, where we have three quarks and three gluons in a totally dependent economy vis-à-vis each other. I. e., no isolated quarks and no isolated gluons, and v.v.
 But, in a reversal of this tenuous analogy, we might compare the imputed apparent totality of the universe to a ‘baryon’ and suggest, on par with ‘quarks’ we have just three forces, namely, of the electro-magnetic, the weak and strong forces (and the 1st, 3rd, and 4th orders), and on par with ‘gluons’ (and the 2nd, 4th, and 6th orders) we have only ‘bosonic-like fields’ coincidental with gravitation, dark mass and dark energy. Is there any merit in running this speculative analogy? For a start, we have the Higgs boson (Z and the two other W bosons as W- and W+) as a minor mechanism for the accounting of mass, but, as for the imputed graviton is concerned, we have had no indications that such a ‘particle’ exists. Yes, we have gravitational waves, but, then, perhaps we merely have the locality of space emergently presenting itself as either a local entity or, more likelym as a non-local entity overall?? Gravitation being a transmitted distortion of the spacetime continuum just as waves travels but no material or materials of the wave itself actually travels. Since, in the same manner, we have not found either dark matter particles or dark energy particles maybe it is the case that, effectively, there are none… or only bosonic-like behaviours on a local basis that through an integration of space and time lets space e/merge more on a non-local like basis? That, if it were the case that this analogy had some merit, then we would have to make a distinction between these three forces of nature (of the electro-magnetic, etc.)
 and those three gluon-like fields in order to account for gravitation, dark matter, and dark energy.
 But this is very speculative… (48)

6.12.22.

Now, if we were to run with a spatial eocnomy how might we divide it up trimodally? We could invovke the fact that three axex or their equivalent are need to define a point in space (say, in a flat Minkowski space). Or, we might run with the ide that space is to be divided between curved (de Sitter), hyperbolic (anti-de Sitter), and flat (Minkowski). (49)

Some comments giving detail to this latter idea. (50)

We could invoke a 3 x 3 matrix in which we define points in all three types of space (if we were to economically invoke the ida of their relatively incommensurable overlapping... (51)

Now, economic commensuration would suggest, if we actually had such an economy in play, that we could invovke transformaiton rules to get us from one form of soace to another. Say, from curved to flat, or, flat to hyperbolical. Now, such rules already exist. No problem there. What would bre problematic is how to adopt and adapt such an insight that would allow us to connect an anti-de Sitter space with Minkowski space in order to to extend the range of a Malacena Duality or similar. (52)

Interstingly we could re-imagine these three forms of space as perorming different forms of eocnomic discontinuity. Say, ‘locality’ defined in the terms of a ‘Minkowski space’. It could be argued that even in a curved de Sitter space locality, the locality of a point, is alwyas flat (just as the tangent to a point on the surface of a globe is ‘flat’ regardless of the mass of that globe. (53)

Then, curved space is the sphere of relativity. But, in a contrast why not perceive anti-de Sitter space as the location of entanglement, and the product of chaotic re(-)self-organization conceived of in either a single one off momentary instant of time, or, as a anongoing chaotic process, say, in continual/continuous bifurcations, emergences and/or phase changes. (54)

Then we could invoke the economic commensuration of the total economy through some form of integration of such transformational differentials (as found within each of these relatively incommensurable spatial dimensions) that account for our 3 x 3 matrix able to delineate any point within this complex sense of a qualified, integrated spatial totalitization? Or, would we have to invoke different transformations at each of these three different points or sets of three points. Say, in going form a Minkowski space to either an anti-de Sitter and/or de Sitter configuration. (55)

Metaphorically treating entanglement, e.g., as  basically inside out in comparison to either a de Sitter or Minkowski senses and semblances of space. (56)

Running this economic model that notes the unattainable and non-obtainable idealtiy of an ideal economic modality, or moment, as relatively incommensurable, but, also as being correlatively inter-commensurable... given that relative incommensurability in any economically also gives us relative commensurability through overall economic commensuration. Otherwise there would be no economy, and, in this instance, the transcendental unity of the world-as-experienced, both individually and communally, would also have to be totally discredited (whilst at the same time qualifiying such implicit definitiveness in provisional terms of reference. Yes, commensuration to a certain point... beyond which we cannot ‘travel’, etc.)! (57)

2. Provisional Conclusions, Observations, and Comments…
Hence these unprofitable speculations as a speculative work in progress…? (49)

          Noël Tointon, Penrith, 29.8.22.
3. Some Recent Speculations on Gravity, etc.
1. Perhaps we could we could read gravity’s warping of space-time literally – actually creating a hole in the fabric of the same. 
2. But treat gravity then as a ‘pressure’ and not a ‘force’, and operating in a fifth dimension.

3. The ADS/Conformal field Duality, after Malacena, should be read as a member in an economic trimodal set of three economic correlativites, as polarities that also can be neither attained nor obtained (i.e., appropriated) in pure economic terms (being economic polarities). Gravity taking a fifth dimension in order to have five dimensions on either side of this correlativity/duality. 

4. Reading gravity then as a ‘pressure’ along the lines of a Casimir type phenomenon. 

5. Taking Occam’s razor to seeing the resulting form of gravity accounting for inflation, dark matter, dark energy, and how the universe both begins and ends?

6. Linking three correlativities/dualities between ADS/Conformal Field Theory (as per Malacena); ADS-DS, DS-Conformal Theory.

7. Asking what is the relationship between ADS and DS? How could we add gravity to the ADS as a fifth dimension in order to equal the dimensions in Conformal Filed Theory? Is this fifth dimension in DS = hyperbolic nature of ADS??
8. How could the above be treated mathematically?










               N.T., 2.4.23.

*    	For latest version of this paper: � HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage5.html" ��www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage5.html�


� 	Using technical language, e.g., linking ‘phenomenological’, ‘propriety’ and ‘encounters’; ‘hermeneutical’, ‘appropriateness’, ‘recognition’; and, ‘existential’, ‘apposite’, ‘engagement’.


� 	By ‘and so on’ I am referring to an awareness of the existential dimension or, rather, its more usual non-awareness and non-observance.


� 	Pursuit, 7H.III.0.


� 	Or, e.g., we might wish to envisage the process of how the Higgs boson metaphorically supplies a mass-bearer with its mass as perhaps along the line of ‘drag’ applied to either the moving particle and/or the moving field? That such a mechanism is not to be conceived of as perfectly instantaneous, perhaps within a Planck moment or between Planck moments, or a certain series of such moments, and that the mass-induction is not without some form of indefinite oscillation, or wobbling or rippling, and, therefore, the constancy of the observed mass is more the ‘perceived’ smoothed-out presentation of the ensuing weight arrived at through measurement. That constant-like ratios of weights are then arrived at upon the same basis, in the same manner where there is this difference between the literal and technical (given such natural limitations, as uncertainties, placed upon the performance of measurement itself)? Or, in the same vein, we must question our ’literal’ ability to even be able to perfectly idealize this idea of a perfectly constant weight (upon both gestalt and economic grounds)?


� 	Something we need to be grateful for since weapons constructed on this ‘complete transformation to energy alone’ would be Earth shattering in the literal sense (and not merely ‘earth shattering’).


� 	So, e.g., electrons cannot be accelerated to reach and attain the speed of light, however when converted to photons or ‘fall’ in an orbital sense within an atom or molecule, with the emission of photons of whatever wavelength, they can do so then without any problem.


� 	Making an allusion to the existential moment as the so-called ‘third moment’ in the envisaged constitution of the philosophical economy (that is non-ordered and mono-polar in its theoretical basis, but, which can be extended to take an ordered format when also recognizing bi-polar forms of subtle preferential/de-preferential treatment within the tripolar confines of the economic).


�� 	Hence my reference to the hypothetical constant that demarcates quantum coherence from non-quantum decoherence as noted in paragraph 11.


� 	Noting here ‘the problem of quantum measurement’, i.e., just what is actually involved in an act of measurement, or, is it merely an act of intervention with the same type of problematic considerations, etc.


� 	E.g., two billiard balls hitting each other versus a person sitting on a chair, etc.


� 	As originally envisaged to encompass both mono-thematic situations within a commensurability or incommensurability and bi-thematic situations between relative incommensurabilities.


� 	Taking up a point of view promoted, e.g., by Professor Alexander Unzicker in his numerous publications and YouTube presentations. I am sympathetic to those views but hesitant to see a complete removal of constants on possible ‘economic’ grounds? That to some extent constants are also needed to relatively ground a virtual mathematics in a non-virtual physics, and v.v. Moreover, I also have a strong antipathy to so-called first principles (or last principles) and, therefore I am more inclined to feel that we need to continue to work with what is either to hand or comes to hand rather than some abstract starting point that is constant free, even if such a position is to be desired rather than (impossibly) found and then (impossibly) commenced with.


� 	I.e., as needing to collectively incorporate an overall transcendental suspension (as represented, say, by the interrogative economy as explored elsewhere); take on board the automatic invocation of a de-suspension (that ensures forms of preferential/de-preferential treatment); and, find forms of alignment or non-alignment with causal considerations, etc., that allow the expedition of a shift in intentionality from a virtual orientation to a more non-virtual form of enaction (and intervention in the context of our relationships with others, etc.), etc.


� 	Alternatively, we could invoke a trimodal ‘mathematical’ economy of a curved de Siter space, a flat Minkowski space, and a hyperbolic anti-de Siter space (setting up the situation where we can invoke a Malacena Duality between an anti de Siter space and a conformal theory of quantum fields, etc. Although it would be tempting to see if this Malacena Duality could not also be extended to the rest of this mathematical economy dealing with configurations of space as just noted. I suspect such has been tried and has currently been unable to have been achieved. Economically, dualities should be subsumed within trimodal economies so, on those theoretical grounds, there is no reason theoretically why the Malacena Duality could not also be extended to the de Siter space that configures our sense and semblance of a world?).


� 	In contrast to such ‘speculations’, I perceive, or rather, apperceive, ‘the economic approach’, as being thematized by myself, to have established itself somewhat as almost a matter of fact if not to the extent of representing, or being representative, of living-reality per se. I.e., where our ‘tools’ do ‘image’ this world as lived and worked in, albeit in that no-man’s land, or, rather , everyone’s land, entertained by everyone in the collective sharing of living-experience between the representative fictions of the so-called ‘external world’  and the ‘internal-worlds’. In effect, taking a qualified, pragmatic, pro-relational, existential ‘turn’ in the ongoing formation of such a provisional working-conjecture. However, such representation is more an inverse matching or alignment of ideas, a flurry of connections, rather than as images per se. I.e., in an acceptance that certain invariant transformational isomorphisms ‘collectively’ constitute this world for(-)us to the extent such ground is not currently being shaken by revolutionary shifts in the presentation of new incommensurabilities, and so on. Where by ‘collectively’ is meant both for(-)others, etc., and the re(-)self-organization to be experienced in the formation of such ‘mutual’ understandings by(-)others, etc. Or, in effect, what appears to re(-)constitute our overall sense and semblance of freedom to be in this world at large through(-)others… where all of this is a continual, collective ‘work in progress’.


� 	‘Economization’ as the process involving ‘the economic translation of a certain situation in apposite economic terms as found, in the here and now, more or less to hand, as worked with then and thereafter...’


� 	Research, from massive data compilations over many years, seems to show that this picture is far too simplistic. There are indications that we may also need to take into account unstable, transitory hybrid states involving penta-quarks and septa-quark arrangements? 


� 	Pursuit, III.7G.121-132. Postscript B titled: Quarks & Gluons: As an Analogy of Economic Correlativity, etc.


 


� 	Belonging to their respective Lie groups. Could we parallel the three forces noted in the next footnote along the same lines or as within the same Lie symmetry group?


� 	Let, then, these forces be re-named as ‘gravitonic neutral, gravitonic positive and gravitonic negative’ (on par with the Higgs mechanism?). By such means accounting for the relatively flat nature of current space; inflation; hyper-inflation at the ‘end’ of the cosmos (with an energetic discovery of mass formation that then reverses the accelerating expansion); and its ensuing de-inflationary collapse?? Hence these six periods, namely, inflation; conglomeration; progression; re-acceleration; hyper-inflation; and, de-inflationary reversal (entered into through shifts in the relative ratios of these three gravitonic-like forces?)?





