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Abstract

The world runs on networks over which signals communicateiseces of sym-
bols, e.g. numerals. Examining both engineered and natanainunications net-
works reveals an unsuspected order that depends on coritiaeinwunpredictable
entity. This order has three roots. The first is a proof witliantum theory that
no evidence can ever determine its explanation, so that @mt @oosing an ex-
planation must do so unpredictably. The second root is theisig that clocks
that step computers do not “tell time” but serve as self-stipg symbol-handling
agents that regulate “logically synchronized” motion isgense to unpredictable
disturbances. Such a clock-agent has a certain indepemdsnwell as the ca-
pacity to communicate via unpredictable symbols with ottleck-agents and to
adjust its own tick rate in response to that communicatiome third root is the
noticing of unpredictable symbol exchange in natural systencluding the trans-
mission of symbols found in molecular biology. We introdacsymbol-handling
agent as a role played in some cases by a person, for example a stysio
chooses an explanation of given experimental outcomesjranther cases by
some other biological entity, and in still other cases byremimate device, such
as a computer-based detector used in physical measurenvéhiie we forbear
to try to explain the propensity of agents at all levels fragliscto civilizations to
form and operate networks of logically synchronized syntianidling agents, we
point to this propensity as an overlooked cosmic order, derostructured by the
unpredictability ensuing from the proof. Appreciating t@smic order leads to
a conception of agency that replaces volition by unpreditita and reconceives
the notion of objectivity in a way that makes a place for ageincthe world as
described by physics. Some specific implications for ptsyare outlined.
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1. Introduction

Physicists find numerically expressed regularities in aldvtitat every day
surprises us all with its irregularities. Recently, comtivegnon Canales’ book
about Bergson and Einstein [1], Crease pointed to an “egpgal amnesia” in
physics[2], an amnesia that blocks attention to pre-camttfor physical time:
“Bergson was trying to bring to light a sense of time presiggolin the construc-
tion of physical time itself—indeed, in Einsteins own efftwr give to such time a
definitive, mathematical formula.” The thesis of the pregeport is that “time”
as it works in physics is built out of networks of agent-clet¢kat do not dumbly
tick, but that self-adjust in response to unpredictable momications from other
clocks of the network. Examining both engineered and nhhatsvorks of clocks
reveals an unsuspected order that depends on contact witipaedictable entity.
Attention to this unsuspected order has several implinationcluding an impact
on the notion of scientific objectivity.

Our exposition of this “cosmic order” has three roots. Thstfipot is the
sharpening of a distinction obscured in today’s theoreftgsics, namely the
distinction between obtaining numerically expressed @vi@é from experiments
on the laboratory bench and explaining that evidence in emagtical symbols
on the blackboard. As reviewed in Set. 2, the sharpeningeotiistinction be-
tween physical numerical evidence and numbers calculabedd theory rests on
a proof within the mathematics of quantum theory that no arhotfi evidence,
represented in quantum theory in terms of probabilities, waiquely determine
its explanation in terms of wave functions and linear opegat Beyond mere
opinion, the proof enables a clarity of thought otherwisattainable in the dis-
tinction between measured and calculated numbers. Thé pnaerpins all the
work presented here. Building on the proof we show a heretobwerlooked
unpredictability of explanations, an unpredictabilitybad quantum uncertainty.
The choice of an explanation requires an unpredictabldrbagond logic, a fact
that challenges the traditionally notion of objectivitydathat precludes any “final
answers.”

The second root stems from our experience with the desigtooking for
fault-tolerant computer networks. A computer operates step after another,
regulated by the ticks of its clock. Fault tolerance is aebieby using a cluster
of several computers, all designed to do the same task; escputer makes its
computational moves in step with the others, and the compuatanpare notes at
each step. Their clocks are organized in a network in which efock regulates
its tick rate to stay close enough to the other functioningks for comparisons to



make sense, but loosely enough so that if one clock failstther clocks continue.
This requires self-adjusting clocks used not primarily tigl“time” but as agents
that regulate motion. Such a clock-agent has a certain ardgnce as well as the
capacity to communicate with other clock-agents and tosddlisiown tick rate in
response to that communication.

Clocks-as-agents are required also by the national andhattenal organiza-
tions that generate time broadcasts. As spelled out in [8fwo clocks, even
those that “define” the international second as a unit of timsk quite alike. For
this reason, and because any single clock can fail, the thoadioasts generated
by the National Institutes of Science and Technology (NI8&pend on several
clocks linked by communicated symbols, each clock adjgstatick rate so as to
receive those symbols at a suitable phase. The self-acdgastoh clocks requires
both computation and response to unpredictable events;dapacities that might
be called “cognitive”. In this way our notion afock-as-agent has come to differ
rather dramatically from the popular image of “a clock.” lecS3 we discuss
networks ofsymbol-handling agents equipped with such clocks, linked pairwise
by communicated symbols, with each agent’s clock adjustsiick rate so as to
receive those symbols at a suitable phase.

The third root is a direction for future research set by nogainpredictable
symbol exchange in natural systems, including the trarsoriof symbols found
in molecular biology.

We think of asymbol-handling agent as a role played in some cases by a per-
son, for example a physicist who chooses an explanationvehgexperimental
outcomes or a person in a bucket brigade, and in other casssnhg other bio-
logical entity, and in still other cases by an inanimate deysuch as a computer-
based detector used in physical measurements. We think yhbha-handling
agent as exhibiting three capabilities:

1. an agent can transmit and receive symbol-carrying ssgoand from other
agents;

2. an agent can transmit symbols that cannot be predictedtprtheir trans-
mission;

3. circumstances permitting, an agent maintains a form oélsypnization—
to be calledogical synchronization—with one or more other agents, which
requires that an agent manage the tick rate of its clock.

We will speak of anything that exhibits these three capidslias asymbol-handling
agent, or sometimes, for short, just @& agent. (In earlier work we spoke of
symbol-handling agents &isre clocks[4] or open machines[5])
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As a descriptive form, a network of symbol-handling agestsrbad enough
to encompass the computer network that mediates commiamsamong physi-
cists, e.g. the internet with its traffic in both experiméatad theoretical matters,
and also as a form that can be applied to describe naturaipgisymbolic com-
munication, for example as in the molecular signals of lggldelow we discuss
the communication of symbols among agents as a neglectedaiphysics.

To model some of the physical behavior of symbol-handlingndsg) linked in
communications networks, we widen an approach pioneeretubipg. Turing
introduced the Turing machine to model a facet of human d¢wgntapacity. In
school we all learn to do sums, to multiply and divide, in $hto compute—a
word that in 1936 meant a capability primarily thought of dsuanan capability.
In that year Turing abstracted that particular cognitivpatality to produce a
specification for an inanimate physical machine. The Chiuating thesis states
that a function on the natural numbers is computable by a hureang following
an algorithm, ignoring resource limitations, if and onlyitiis computable by a
Turing machine/[6]. Since ‘what is computable by a human dpagman informal
notion, it has no formal definition, so the thesis, althoughas near-universal
acceptance, cannot be formally proven.

In essence, the agent role that we model is that of a physcalential pro-
cessor, that is, a processor that takes one step after anaitiethe “next step”
influenced not just by a stored program but also by momentamyact with an
unpredictable entity. (Positing that an agent works setgignanswers the ques-
tion: what is the difference between one agent and two agéiws agents can do
two things concurrently, but one agent can't.) Our “agerd physical sequential
processor” consists of a self-adjusting clock that reggl#éhe motion of a Turing
machine which is modified to allow its contact with an unpectaldle entity. For
this we use not the usual Turing machine but Turing’s Choi@eihihe (which
we capitalize for emphasis). The Choice Machine has thefeatrucial to our
model of an agent, that it can receive symbols from an unpiale “outside”.
Note that the Choice Machine, unlike most modern practi@mputer science,
enforces no separation between program and “data”, so ynabas received
from the unpredictable “outside” can work as programs.

Our model of an agent opens a crack in the traditional phirsidenage of
clockwork as an explanatory principle in two ways:

1. By invoking Turing’s Choice Machine, we put the ‘physisaljuential pro-
cessor’ in contact with an unpredictable entity; and
2. We reformulate the concept of a clock to account for howkgoactu-



ally work in modern technical contexts, involving commuation between
clocks and their rate adjustments in response to unprédictaeasured
phases.

Years before developing the proof that separates evidenoe its explana-
tions, we experimented on the laboratory bench with comiétiunder which the
interleaving of two sequences of symbols fails. As desdrineSec[ 4, these ex-
periments on instabilities in a decision-making device i@ffbp) clarified the
circumstances under which two agents could be expectedé¢e atpout the sym-
bol presented to them at a shared moment. The experimestéisen agreement
and disagreement contribute to a re-definition of the notibfobjectivity.” In
addition they open an avenue of what might be called “the ioBysf borderline
cases.”

Sectiorl b discusses symbol-handling agents in physicsegstipear in sev-
eral contexts:

1. The experimental and theoretical working of physicistairrored in the
memories—think Turing tapes—of the computerized agerds rtiediate
their communications, e.g. over the internet.

2. Networks of symbol-handling agents, many of them autethaserve as
tools for experimental inquiry, especially in cases whedteegne precision
is needed, as in the Laser Interferometer Gravitationaé®asory (LIGO).

3. Networks of symbol-handling agents are promising as pietiss by which
to describe physical activity, for example in biophysics.

It will be shown that the need for logical synchronizatiorpawts all these con-
texts; in particular, in situations requiring the highetsaimable precision of mo-
tion, networks of symbol-handling agents cannot derivér tl@ing as users of
national time broadcasts; they have to build their own “time

To reach our conclusions we make the following three assiomgt

1. We assume we can extend the proposition proven in quarkteamyt con-
cerning the unpredictability of explanations of given @rde to physics in
general.

2. We partition the (limited) cognitive capabilities of aj¢hat we need to be
concerned with into computation on one side and contact afthunpre-
dictable entity on the other.

3. We assume the Church-Turing thesis.



4. We assume that the communication of sequences of symbolsgagents,
including people, is physical, not in the physics of a clookkvautoma-
ton, but rather in the physics that we are trying to explicatphysics that
has room in it for irreducible unpredictability beyond qtiam uncertainty.
In particular, we assume that one agent, say Agent A, in comtdh an
unpredictable device such as a photo-detector, can obstaimthat device
a number that a second Agent B, human or not, can find out onthéy
transmission of the number from agent A to B by a signal cagyiumeric
symbols that express the number.

Remarks:

1. We note that the third and fourth assumptions may not bevéoyene’s
taste; for alternative, non-reductive views, see [7, S&]. 5

2. We donot offer a theory of cognition; rather we leave most of the maany c
pabilities that lurk under the umbrella terwagnition undiscussed; we deal
only with two: the capability to compute, whether by hand pmirachine,
and the capability to guess an explanation, which, as adtlin Sec[ 2, re-
quires an unpredictable act of a person in contact with amagigtable
entity, provably necessary to physics. We focus on thesecogmitive
capabilities to get at the role of unpredictability heretef overlooked in
physics. Nor do we by any means offer a complete charactenzaf
“agency”, but rather a beachhead into a restricted clasgnobsl-handling
agents as descriptive elements that have been demonstratesie inter-
esting applications. In particular we avoid attaching teraxy any notion
of volition; we escape the need to do so by putting in its plkaceagent’s
responsiveness to something unpredictable.

3. We put a big emphasis on an agent’s capacity to issue uctablk numeric
symbols, and one may ask “to what do we ascribe the issuanae bgent
of numeric expressions that are unpredictable?” This ierd&gly a ques-
tion of philosophy or religion, any answer to which must weatbeyond
science. We like to think of the agent issuing such an exjmess being in
contact with an unknowable entity, to which, within the bdsarf science,
we are precluded from ascribing any additional features.

While we forbear to try to explain the abundance of behavialldevels from
cells to civilizations aptly describable as consistingagfitally-synchronized net-
works of symbol-handling agents in contact with somethingredictable, in the
discussion in Sed.]6 we will point to this abundance as anlavkeed cosmic
order.



2. Unpredictability stemming from logically undefined choices in explaining
given evidence

We begin this section with a reminder that several varietfespredictability
are endemic to physics. One familiar kind of unpredictapib the uncertainty
that pertains to a spread in a probability measure over angigeof possible out-
comes, implied by quantum theory for a generic measurenustdertainty makes
the outcome at any particular occurrence of a measuremengdictable, and in
situations that require prompt action, discussed in Sethi§,unpredictability
matters. Another kind of unpredictability is implied by @G&'s 1931 proof of the
existence of undecidable propositions in arithmetic, diicagother kind by Tur-
ing’s 1936 proof of the existence of uncomputable functiasstil fairly recently
one might suppose that uncomputable functions were to badfonly in areas
of number theory remote from physics, but now examples amvknof unde-
cidable functions within quantum theory. Furthermore, asshall see, Turing’s
characterization of computation advanced not just mathiemé#ut also physics.

In connection with Turing computability, we note the distion between
defining a function and computing its values. For example,définition of the
square root 2 is distinct from the act of calculating some Ineinof places of the
square root of 2 as a decimal expression. The distinctiowdsst defining and
computing allows one to speak of certain choices as not marglomputable but
as logically undefinable. Our prime example is the choicernoégplanation of
given evidence, as expressed within quantum theory. We ewgiew how this
choice of an explanation provably requires a reach beyagid.lo

Quantum theory serves as a mathematical language by whitiintoabout
experiments. Quantum language is built on a skeleton oflaeltispace of states
and the Born trace rule. This skeleton imparts a mathemdtioa to quantum
language that remains stable while hypotheses with physiaéent come and go.
From this skeleton alone, we provedlin [8] that explanatmarsot be determined
uniquely from evidence.

The proof can be stated in simplified form, as follows. To lettee Born
trace rule, we express quantum states as density operatolrsye express mea-
surements by positive operator-valued measures (POVNM& simplest POVMs,
which are all that we need for a simplified statement of th@frassume a finite
or a countably infinite set of outcomes and associate a pesiperator/; to the
i-th outcome. We call thes®; measurement operators. (They sum to the identity
operator:) . M; = 1.) In explaining an experiment in quantum language, one
views the experiment as consisting of a number of trialsh edavhich involves



a preparation followed by a measurement. One represengxéparation by a
density operator that can vary from trial to trial. One esges the measurement
by a POVM that can also vary from trial to trial. Given a depsiperatory and a
measurement operatdf;, the probability of outcomeis given by the Born trace
rule as

tr(pM;) = Pr(outcome} (1)

The Born trace rule expressed in (1) relates probabilitrethe right side of the
eqguation to a density operator and a measurement operatbe deft side of the
equation. An experiment generates outcomes that can edtédl approximate
probabilities, and the probability on the right side représ theoretically, on the
blackboard, so to speak, the most one can hope for in the wayrogrical evi-
dence from an experiment. On the left side of the equatiandénsity operator
and the measurement operator express an explanation o¥ithenee. Going
from left to right in Eq. [1), given a density operator and aasw@ement opera-
tor, the Born trace rule tells how to calculate a unique pdhg; many textbook
problems ask for just such calculations. But there are noadpes to be seen on
the bench, so what happens when an experiment shows sometinedicted
and a new explanation is needed? This question presentavbeseé problem:
given the experimental outcomes interpreted as probiaisildn the right side of
the equation, one seeks a combination of a density operatbaaset of mea-
surement operators that generates the given probabilitésle the language of
guantum theory makes available density operators and mezasunt operators as
terms to write on the blackboard, it cannot tell you which signoperators and
measurement operators to write in order to explain anyqdati experiment: for
this inverse problem there is no unique solution. Given aimpability measure
on a countable set of outcomes, we proved that there aretatfimany POVMs
and density operators that generate the given probabikgysure. Thus whatever
experimental evidence is on hand admits of numberless eafans. Choosing
one or indeed any finite number of these explanations regjaineeach beyond
logic; one has to guess/[8]. And a physicist’s guessed eafitam is logically
unpredictable.

Any experiment can be extended, e.g. by the insertion ofremadight source,
another detector, another filter, etc. Correspondingly, explanation can be
viewed as a restriction to a special case of an explanaticanaéxtended ex-
periment [9]. The numberless explanations that generat®lzapility measure
over a given parameter domain disagree among themselvegeagipect to the
extensions from which they can be restricted. This disagess implies that ex-



planations are almost certain to require revision wheretesver enough of their
extensions. The picture emerges of an open cycle of the makiguessed expla-
nations, testing their extensions, and revising the ggesisat is, guessing again.

Remarks

1. The conflicts among predictions of extended explanatoasot limited to
small differences associated with issues of precision.omescases, two
explanations that generate given probabilities have idedist different im-
plications. An example concerns quantum key distributfonwhich two
explanations fit a given probability measure, but one exilan asserts
that the quantum key distribution is secure against untedesavesdrop-
ping while the other explanation asserts that the key Oigtion is totally
insecure([10].

2. To make a hypothesis in physics is to reach beyond logisserathat a
mathematical structure represents certain physical heh®ecause of its
inescapable dependence on guesswork, the hypothesisjeststdheven-
tual falsification. It is worth noting that, unlike a hypotie stated in the
language of quantum theory, the language itselfias falsifiable: given
any probability measure on a countable set of outcomes thest (many)
guantum explanations, so there can be no probabilitiedithatitside the
reach of quantum language [10]. Being unfalsifiable, thglage of quan-
tum theory offers relatively stable mathematics. The pafadhe need for
guesswork to choose an explanation is not a hypothesis cigd)ybut a
proof within mathematics.

3. Coming up with an explanation necessarily involves arofgnagination
beyond anything calculable. An act of imagination requirggnate con-
tact with something unknowable. (If you know it, you don'viedo imagine
it.) The finding that explanations cannot be calculated fdata but require
contact with something unknowable has the following imgtiion that adds
to the necessity in physics for communication. An persoctéimagina-
tion expressed in symbols remains unknowable to a secorsdpemless
the symbols of the expression are communicated from theopdrs the
second person.

4. Recognizing guesswork and its vulnerability to occasion revision as in-
dispensable to explanations precludes the possibilityssfidng any final
answer or any “objective truth.” Yet, under circumstanodsd discussed in
the next section, agents can communicate sequences ofaisragpressing
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evidence and explanations, numerals about which they caxjected to
agree; remarkable too is that the actions needed to matheagcommunica-
tions channels depend on idiosyncratic contact with somgtmknowable,
beyond collective agreement.

3. Networks symbol-handling agents

This section is dense with detail needed for the design oémxg@nts aimed
at exploring the cosmic order. In it we give modeling langraiémexpress agents
that recognize symbols carried by signals. ®ynbols, we mean elements of
communication among agents, human or not, that can leadtitmaavolving
energy supplied not by the symbols themselves nor by thet digaihsends them
but by the receiving agent. How a receiving agent respondssianmbol depends
on the past history of the agent. Symbols can be conveyed &gent to agent
in various ways, for example by: (1) letters, words, and matse expressed as
written characters, and (2) electronic impulses carryitgib a computer, and (3)
molecules involved in biological signaling. Symbols usgdoeople convey ele-
ments of thought, often prompting actions and emotions. gymdbols convey the
calculational traffic to be found both in man-made computexsin the biological
processes of living creatures.

Whether to sayignal or symbol as we use these words is a matter of point of
view, and not a matter of distinguishing two distinct thinG@nsider a pawn on a
chess board. From the viewpoint of players, the pawn is a symplayer is in-
different to variations within certain bounds of its shapeweight, and when and
how it is placed on a square of the chessboard, e.g. whetisex little off center
doesn’t matter. For the craftsman who makes the pawn, howiessignal aspect
matters: its shape, its weight, the material of which it islmaThe same holds
for the O’'s and 1’s in a computer. To a programmer they are sysnkvhile to an
electrical circuit designer the details of the physicahsig that the programmer
views as symbols matter greatly. It is a fact, indeed to usmaazing fact, that
symbols embodied by signals with large tolerances can takieippmechanisms
that act with tight tolerances. This is what happens in cdepeontrolled ma-
chining: the signals that carry the Os and 1s in the compaterary within broad
limits without interfering with the mathematical exactiiof the calculations that
control the shapes that are machined.

Numeric symbols arrive one after another, and the sequeatens: “1011”
is a different message from “1110”. An agent must deal witimisgls in a way
that respects the order in which they arrive, making it coresmt to view an agent
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as a sequential processor. Turing broke new ground by esipgea sequential
processor mathematically by his “machines”, both what yadacalled a Turing
machine and a lesser known Choice Machine that plays theatmate in our

model of an agent.

Offering mathematical structure to represent physicabbh is the business
of physics, and in his “machines,” Turing made an interpeeteap beyond the
reach of mathematics to create novel physics. In repreggtite physical activity
of computing, he did not limit himself the terms (e.g. “pels and fields”) ex-
pected in physics; rather, he introduced new terms (e.@"tégranned square’,
‘moment’, ‘move’) peculiarly appropriate to describingethctivity of a calcula-
tional agent. In retrospect, one also sees physics impticgddel’'s 1931 proof
of undecidability, because proving a proposition is a ptglsactivity: one has to
write into a recording medium, and in checking a claimed firoae reads the
written record.

In the rest of this section we consider agents who commumizaimeans of
transmitted sequences of symbols from one agent to andifeeaim to show the
critical role of the timing required. To this end we assumat #tach agent is a
sequential processor. As a model of an agent that commasieath others, we
start with a Turing machine as a model of a sequential processd then modify
it, first by giving the machine the capacity to transmit anddoeive symbols
from other such machines, and secondly by modifying thenfumachine to be
stepped by an accompanying clock that can have its ratetadjby commands
from the Turing machine.

The Turing machine as a sequential processor is elegarghyrided in Tur-
ing’s 1936 paper:

We may compare a man in the process of computing a real number
to a machine which is only capable of a finite number of condgi

a1, q2, - - -, qr Which will be called ‘m-configurations”. The machine
is supplied with a “tape” (the analogue of paper) runningtgh it,
and divided into sections (called “squares”) each capabbearing

a “symbol”. At any moment there is just one square, sayrtiie,
bearing the symbd¥(r) which is “in the machine”. We may call this
square the “scanned square”. The symbol on the scannecesgagr
be called the “scanned symbol”. The “scanned symbol” is thig o
one of which the machine is, so to speak, “directly aware'wkeieer,

by altering itsm-configuration the machine can effectively remember
some of the symbols which it has “seen” (scanned) previoushe
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possible behaviour of the machine at any moment is detedrige
the m-configurationg,, and the scanned symb8lr). This pairg,,
S(r) will be called the configuration: thus the configuration dete
mines the possible behaviour of the machine. In some of thégzo
urations in which the scanned square is blank (i.e. bearymbal)
the machine writes down a new symbol on the scanned square: in
other configurations it erases the scanned symbol. The maaay
also change the square which is being scanned, but only Enghi
it one place to right or left. In addition to any of these opierss the
m-configuration may be changed. Some of the symbols writtemdo
will form the sequence of figures which is the decimal of thal re
number which is being computed. The others are just rougksrtot
“assist the memory”. It will only be these rough notes whidh e
liable to erasure.[11]

In a side remark in the same paper, Turing briefly introducedlternative ma-
chine called ahoice machine, contrasted with the usual Turing machine that Tur-
ing called an a-machine:

If at each stage the motion of a machine ... is completelyroeted

by the configuration, we shall call the machine an “automata:
chine” (or a-machine). For some purposes we might use meshin
(choice machines or c-machines) whose motion is only pigrtie-
termined by the configuration . ... When such a machine reache

of these ambiguous configurations, it cannot go on until sarhe
trary choice has been made by an external operator. Thisdwaul
the case if we were using machines to deal with axiomaticegyst
[11].

One of the two ingredients in our model of a symbol-handliggrd is a Choice
Machine modified so that it can take part in a communicati@isork by trans-
mitting symbols to other such machines and, under certaiditons of "logical
synchronization,” can receive symbols transmitted to ibther machines. To as-
sure the unpredictability of a symbol-handling agent, wsifpihat an “external
operator” chooses a symbol and writes it onto the scanneakrsa the agent’s
Choice Machingrivately, in the sense that the symbol remains unknown to other
agents unless and until the symbol-handling agent thatsesthe chosen symbol
reports it to others.
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3.1. The motion of symbol-handling agents.

Sequences of symbols on the squares of a tape at a momendtre-shey
show no motion. To deal with the physics of motion, one need$eil not just
with recorded sequences but also with temporal sequenesesas sheep herded
one after another through a gate or the back-and-forth sahg pendulum.

To express motion mathematically, one faces the hurdlewhat a mathe-
matical function does is to assign an element of a codomagatt element of
a domain, with both the domain and the codomain thought oftatcs From
the standpoint of physics, motion expressed mathematisadissentially motion
captured in the frames of a movie film detached from infororaéibout scale and
speed. The movie film would be the same if the scene filmed wezd 8p by a
factor and the clock that drives the movie camera were spday/upe same fac-
tor, so that in mathematics one cannot express mqigorse. In preparation for
discussing the regulation of the motion of agents necegsatheir exchange of
symbols, we flag two points:

1. In the mathematics of the Choice Machine, a ‘move’ is a nrappf a
machine configuration at one moment to a machine configuratithe next
moment, and a sequence of moments is like a sequence of frdmesovie
film, which, by itself, contains no specification of its phyei motion, for
example, how rapidly it is to be moved.

2. Implicit in the interpretation of the Choice Machine apresenting the
physical action of computation is the subdivision of the neairinto a phase
in which the machine can read the scanned square, so thakitaction is
determined, and a distinct other phase in which the mactaneacite on
the square. This subdivision is necessary to avoid a cobfiwteen trying
to read and trying to write on the same square at once.

With these points in mind, we think of a Choice Machine movgdtlie ticks

of a clock at a rate adjustable (relative to the clock’s owadjasted internal
standard) by commands from the Turing machine itself, asudised in([4, 5].
If we picture the clock as having a single hand that cyclesirdoa dial, then
subdivisions of the dial correspond to phases of the contiput cycle of the
Turing machine, with a phase in which a symbol can be writtenh@ scanned
square. This modified Choice Machine expresses a compuatiecah take part in
a communications network, and as such combines both the éogi the motion
required of a process-control computer in contact with goredictable environ-
ment. The modified Choice Machine stepped by its adjustadke models our
symbol-handling agent.
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3.2. Logical synchronization.

We call the condition in which symbols arrive during a phakée compu-
tational cycle in which they can be written into memaogical synchronization.
The need for logical synchronization, long known to engisex digital commu-
nications [12, 13], is reminiscent of a game of catch, in \Whacplayer cycles
through phases of throwing and catching a ball, or perhapsg simply a spoken
dialog in which each person alternates between listenidgspeaking. The re-
qguirement for logical synchronization constrains numderying networks. (If a
spacetime manifold in invoked, logical synchronizatioh‘{stripes” on spacetime
[51.)

Another image of logically synchronized symbol-handlisgibucket brigade,
in which people work in a line, each passing a full bucket toghrson to the right
while receiving an empty bucket in exchange, which is nesspd to the person
to the left. The people in a bucket brigade work in dovetgitgcles. Each cycle
contains a phase in which one person passes a full bucke#iglaloring person,
sharing a rhythm: if you are to my right, then when you turnhte lkeft, | turn to
the right to pass my full bucket to you and to receive your gnbpicket. If I try to
pass you my full bucket outside of the phase in which you caeive it, we spill
the bucket.

Logical synchronization requires more or less continug@lstchent of clock
rates to limit the drift of physical clocks. Unavoidableftin clock rates stems
from quantum uncertainty, from relative motion of the agersnd from other
causes|[5]. The adjustment of tick rates of agents’ clochailsnfeedback that
responds to the phases at which transmitted symbols a@wethe blackboard,
we represent the cycle of the agent’s clock by a unit intest/#the readings of its
adjustable clock, and we express a reading of a the cloek@s where an integer
m indicates a count of cycles argd, is the phase within the cycle. Choosing the
convention that-1/2 < ¢, < 1/2, we model the phase of writing at which an
agent can receive a character as corresponding to

o] < (1—=n)/2, (2)

wheren (with 0 < n < 1) is a phase interval that makes room for reading. When
this phase constraint is met for a channel between a traisgiétgent and a re-
ceiving agent, we say the receiving agentagically synchronized to the trans-
mitting agent.

The adjustment of the rate of an agent’s clock in order to taanogical
synchronization with another agent proceeds as a balaogeagtion. We think
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of an agent’s clock as having a “faster-slower lever.” Thastér-slower lever”
works like the pointer of a balance instrument that moveswag or the other
in response to opposing impulses from an arriving symbolfeom the agent’s
reference signal in the middle of the receptive phase. Ifsyrabol arrives in
the middle of the receptive phase, neither well before ndt after the refer-
ence signal, the response of the balance is indeterminatan itip a little either
way or hover in the middle. While symbol recognition is ineat under limited
variations in timing, making it also invariant under inteanige of manufactured
instruments, the balancing that drives rate adjustmentwilbe the same if the
balancing instrument is interchanged with another of tmeesenanufacture. We
speak of the behavior of measured phases that vary when tandrag compo-
nents of the same design are interchangediasyncratic.

Logical synchronization depends on the happy fact thatdlwsyncrasy en-
demic to balancing does not matter, because it occurs ongniiline symbol ar-
rives more or less in the middle of the receptive phase, dathmall adjustment
of clock rate cannot cause the next few symbols to arriveideitheir receptive
phases. If the agent’s clock with its ambiguous small adjesits drifts enough so
that the subsequent arrivals are noticeably early or |d&tive to the mid-phase
aiming point, the operation of the balance becomes definiteaglequately cor-
rective.

Remark: Maintaining logical synchronization depends on prompt
steering in response to deviations that can be expressedrivatty
only later, after they have been responded to. Furtherntibeenu-
merical expression of the deviations is necessarily idiosgtic in
that neither two persons nor two machines can be expecterbto p
duce numerical records of phases that agree.

To represent the transmission of numerals from one agemntdther on the
blackboard, we follow Shannon in speaking of a communicatichannel; how-
ever we augment his information-theoretic concept of a shh{iL4] with the
agent’s clock readings at the transmission and recepti@ymbol-bearing sig-
nals [5]. We indicate the timing in eéhannel from agentA to agentB, by a set of
pairs, each pair of the fortm.¢,,, n.¢,, ). The first membem.¢,, is anA-reading
at which agent4 transmits a signal and the second memhbe, is a B-reading
at which agentB registers the reception of the signal. In this way the notibn
a channel is expanded to include the clock readings thatatelphases of signal
arrivals that have to be controlled in order for the logigatchronization of the
channel to be maintained.
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Proposition: A symbol can propagate from one agent to another only
if the symbol arrives within the writing phase of the recetyagent.

Corollary: Exact agreement concerning symbols depends on idiosyn-
cratic management of phases.

4. Sequencing failures and the concept of objectivity

What happens when a symbol-carrying signal arrives at aviageagent just
too late for the agent’s writing phase? Forty years ago westigated this ques-
tion experimentally by examining the behavior of an elerakdécision agent, a
clocked flip-flop. Packed by the million on the silicon chigscommunicating
computers, the clocked flip-flop is a memory device into wradh or 1 can be
written, provided that the symbol arrives during a phasehictvthe clock opens
a gate. A flip-flop is the electronic analog of a hinge that rdsa 1 if flipped
one way or a 0 if flopped the other way. In the case of an eleictfbp-flop, an
arriving 1 comes embodied as an electrical pulse of energyeah high thresh-
old, and an arriving O comes with an energy below a low thriesheell under
the high threshold. For a flip-flop set at 0, a 1 arriving while gate opens on
a phase of writing can flip the hinge over to record a 1. In ¢ffdwe clocked
flip-flop is aware of the possible symbols that it might reegiwm that it balances
any arriving signal against a reference energy level. Ifpghlse energy is above
the reference level, the flip-flop both augments the pulseggrie lift it above the
high threshold and flips the hinge over. If the pulse enerdpelsw the reference
level, the flip-flop drains its energy below the lower thrddhand stays flopped
back to indicate a 0.

A symbol arriving after the clock closes the gate is shut aut gnored by
the flip-flop; however, if a pulse of electrical energy conmgya 1 arrives just
as the writing phase is ending, in a race with the clock’sinlp®f the gate, the
pulse squeaks through the closing gate into the receivipdléip as a “runt pulse.”
Then the hinge might flip to a 1 or might stay at 0, but there @tlaer possibility—
indeed a possibility outside the frame in which digital sitpnare conventionally
discussed: the runt pulse can be so close to the referenekthat it lifts the
hinge part way but not all the way over, leaving the hinge hupgn an unstable
“in between” state, teetering on edge, until, eventuaiRigs or flops [15, 16, 17].

This “in between” state occurs occasionally when a competggonds to un-
synchronized input signals, and it leads to logical comsas follows. Compu-
tations require that a receiving clocked flip-fldgransmit copies of its record not
just to one following flip-flop but through a fan-out to a pairflip-flops, sayB
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and(C, so that whatever symbol was ihat an earlier moment appears in bdth
andC' at the next moment; that i andC' both receive 0 or both receive 1. But if
flip-flop A teetersin an unstable equilibrium, then flip-fldpsndC may not only
hang up, but can “fall differently” so that the symbol # instead of matching
that inC', conflicts with it, which is what we mean by “logical confusid

We explored the teetering of a flip-flop not just analyticaliythe blackboard,
but as it takes place physically on an electronics bench. rékelts, reported
in [8], were clear enough, but we could not describe what wasstthe most
interesting aspects of the experiment; words failed. With subsequent proof
that puts unpredictability squarely within physics, hoaewe can now tell the
story. In particular, the experimental design to be desdrillustrates how the
investigators and the laboratory bench shape each other th® investigators
must be aware of the need to adjust the devices on the benglhbalevices must
be designed to be receptive to adjustment by the investigata unpredictable
outcomes propagate from the bench to the investigator, andhe unpredictable
responses of the investigator to these outcomes propagektedothe bench.

Our experiment to measure the teetering of a clocked flip-¢lopsisted of
several billion trials of sending a 1-pulse to a clocked flgpfH that, after an ad-
justable delayl’, was read by two flip-flop# andC'. It took about 300 nanosec-
onds per trial. For each trial we arranged for the 1-pulseate ra gate-closing
clock pulse, causing a runt pulse that made the flip-flojgeter on edge. To tell
if A was teetering on edge, we arranged the electronics to kegmang average
over past trials to record how often the flip-flop, after teietg fell to 1 vs. how
often it fell to zero. If the running average was about evawben 1's to 0’s, then
the timing of the of the 1-pulse relative to the clock pulseswiely to make the
flip-flop teeter.

But when we first tried to set the timing so as to bring aboud tlgsired even
running average, we ran into trouble. We generated bothltiok pulse and the
1-pulse repetitively at 300 ns intervals through a delag foam a common signal
generator, and we regulated the timing of the 1-pulse wel&ti the clock pulse by
adjusting the delay of the delay line for the 1-pulse. Thaltie was that however
we adjusted the delay line, we got either all 1's or all O’sxirthe running average.
Because of drift in the delay line and perhaps other unaedlgffects, we could
not get the very delicate balancing of the “hinge” that we te@dn The solution
was to use feedback. We electronically read the runningageeaind fed that back
to automatically adjust the delay line. Feedback workee #ikcharm to put the
flip-flop on edge well enough to run the experiment.

Another interesting feature of the experimental design thasdetection of
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teetering. Prior investigations of teetering in flip-flopade use of oscilloscopes
that operated on faster time scales than that of the flip-flogffect the oscil-
loscope acts as a movie camera to photograph the teeteritigg @électronic)
hinge. Instead of using an external high-speed “camera’wengted an experi-
mental design that works even if the flip-flop operates fak&m any such external
“camera.” To this end, instead of an oscilloscope, we useddbical confusion
ensuing from a runt pulse as a means of measurement, by ingnzair of flip-
flops B andC, as described above. We could then plot the statistics ofditen
B andC disagreed with each other as a function of the waiting timas reported
in [8].

Feedback, though it worked like a charm, posed what then egémus to
be a conundrum. We were used to thinking of an experiment @ethong that
an investigator may start, but must then keep his or her hafidstil a result
emerges. With feedback, we put ourselves, or at least tlwrated feedback
loop that acted for us, right into the operation of each tealthat we were using
outcomes from earlier trials to direct a current trial. Now say: we as inves-
tigators act like symbol-handling agents, and that's wiatlsl-handling agents
do. But still, the acceptance of feedback invites one toimktthe conventional
devotion to “objectivity” as a Cartesian preclusion of theserver from tinkering
with the observed. By admitting feedback from previouddriane can explore
unstable physical behavior not otherwise susceptiblevesingation.

In connection with “objectivity” there is something intstang about the use
the pair of receiving flip-flop®? andC' to detect teetering. When flip-flap is re-
ceiving a 1-symbol under conditions of logical synchroti@a, so the 1-symbol
arrives well within the phase of writing, there is no disagnent betweers and
C. The flip-flops B and C' act as agents that are interchangeable. Such inter-
changeability is a hallmark of what we view as a reconceiva@géectivity”: over
a sequence of trials in whicH is sent at one moment sometimes a 0 and some-
times a 1, at the following momer® and C' reliably show the same outcome:
both show 0 or both show 1. The discrepancies registereciaxperiment show
that the measurement of a phaseannot be objective in the way we mean it: two
detecting agents can disagree; indeed we used what miglatled theidiosyn-
crasy of the agents B and C' to indicate the phase corresponding to the closing
of the gate. As we said in the previous section, measurenoémisase, neces-
sarily idiosyncratic, are indispensable to the logicalctyonization that enables
interchangeable agents to agree about counts of cyclessgnésces of symbols
received.

In summary, by introducing a distinction between symbotgstered inter-
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changeably by several agents and the idiosyncratic phiagesitist be responded
to in order to maintain logical synchronization, the inugstion of a race between
a symbol and a clock tick exhibits a crack in the Cartesiaregenf disembodied

objectivity in which theoretical physics pretends to wrag@who investigate:

1. The race condition could not be passively observed buthdea actively
maintained in the face of disruptive effects that we coultpredict.

2. Maintenance of the race condition depends on the imastighoosing a
control algorithm that specifies how a feedback loop respdndunpre-
dicted effects, a choice that requires an act of imagination

3. The most sensitive indicator of a race condition is a “meade breakdown
in Cartesian objectivity”: two detectors disagree.

5. Unpredictable, symbol-handling agents in physics

5.1. Physicists communicate with each other and with their experimental devices.

Physics depends on the transmission of symbols, such astluersces of
symbols that make numerical records, both records of exyetial results and
records of calculations. Yet until now theoretical physiw#th its emphasis on
particles and fields, has had no place in its vocabularyeword or symbol. The
absence obymbol from the vocabulary was perhaps appropriate under the out-
of-date picture of an experiment as producing a stream afrdscin which no
record depends on the records produced earlier. But todagsriments involve
computer-mediated feedback, in which symbols conveyimprtical calcula-
tions and symbols conveying experimental results comlmingdate calculations
and to steer the experiment. The physical behaviors pesaghtargets of inves-
tigation depend on the possibilities for the transmissibsymnbols, so that it no
longer makes sense to leayenbol andrecord out of the vocabulary of theoretical
physics.

With regard to the application of theory to physical sitaas, one thinks more
clearly by picturing numeric symbols expressing both dalitons and measured
outcomes as resident in agents’ memories, e.g. as on tpes.tdhus we see the
symbols of[(1) as written “on tape”, in sharp distinction ttyghysical evidence.
From Sec[ R it follows that the symbols of an explanation cavenby uniquely
determined by evidence, so that a written explanation dipen a logically un-
predictable choice of a theorist.

Once one sees explanatory statements this way, one is feteatile differ-
ent theoretical frameworks (rationalizing what is doneveany): parts of any big
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experiment, such as those conducted at the Large Hadrom€pkre described
in essentially Newtonian terms, while other parts are dieedrin the language of
guantum theory. One is free to think in whatever mode one st®dor one or
another part or aspect of an explanation. For example, jw[@pffer a quantum-
theoretic explanation, indeed two of them, for the flip-flapgevice that is also
conveniently explained in terms of classical circuit theor

5.2. Regulation and measurement of motion.

Traditional physics presupposes coordinate systems deematical construc-
tions that one relates to physical systems. Coordinates\stare defined (at
least locally) by Einstein’s imagined patterns of lightrsads propagating between
imaginedproper clocks. In terms of proper clocks and signals, Einstein defined
the synchronization of proper clocks fixed to a non-rotgtiigid body in free fall
(i.e., a Lorentz frame), and he co-defined “time” as the mg&liof such proper
clocks, with the implication that distance from proper &lotto proper clockB
is defined, as in radar, in terms of the durationdatrom the transmission of a
light signal to the return of its echo frofd. Specifically, according to Einstein’s
definition of the synchronization of proper clocks|[18],aktaB is synchronousto
clock A if at any A-readingt 4, A could send a signal reachirgjat B-readingt g,
such that an echo fro® would reachA at A-readingt’,, satisfying the criterion

tp = 3(ta+1t,). 3)

Unlike logical synchronization with its explicit depenaenon idiosyncratic
responses to phases, Einstein’s synchronization critggablackboard criteria
that take no account of the responses to phases necesdagyctmimunication of
symbols. To implement a coordinate frame, actual signaigeng numerals as
symbols are necessary. In [4, 5] we tell how, in a genericedispacetime, there
is no dense set of clocks that can pairwise satisfy Eingteyrichronization crite-
rion, but a finite network of symbol-handling agents can aa seference frame;
furthermore, such a network can serve as a detector of gtawritl radiation. In
[4] we also note that clocks on a rotating platform (such ageayrgo-round) can
never satisfy Einstein’s synchronization criteria but séin be logically synchro-
nized.

In practice, computerized signal-handling agents také ipahe generation
of Universal Coordinated Time (UTC), as well as in the operabf the Global
Positioning System (GPS). As noted above, to generate tnoedbasts, NIST
must adjust the rates at which its clocks tick in relation te@ @nother. This
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adjustment depends on the communication of numeric symbassystem of
feedback loops [5].

Besides noticing that time broadcasts depend on networkgerits that re-
spond to unpredictable deviations, we call attention tofteedom of investiga-
tors to “build their own time”, tailored to their particulamvestigations. This is
routine in experiments investigating the instability oftowg-edge optical clocks:
one achieves much higher precision by comparing one claectlly against an-
other; the idea of comparing each to NIST time makes no sdosdhe best
optical clocks have much smaller instabilities than doeSTNime. Similar direct
comparison that bypass “time broadcasts” are required 6L

5.3. Occurrences of outcomes used promptly in feedback.

Quantum-theoretic models predict probabilities of outesrbut the occur-
rence or non-occurrence of an outcome at a particular trialgeneric measure-
ment is, by postulate, unpredictable. In experiments witlieedback, the occur-
rences of outcomes over a run of trials are tallied up but tiwgravise acted on,
a fact that can obscure the significance of the unpredidatabil occurrences of
outcomes. With feedback in which an agent responds pronpthne or a few
occurrences of outcomes to bring about physical behavibotierwise attain-
able, as discussed above, one sees essential unpredigi@bitork, not just in
the mind of the physicist, but also on the workbench of experits, for example
in a photo-detector that may or may not respond to light asthgle-photon level.

5.4. Changesin principle brought by the recognition of symbol-handling agents.

Timing controlled by feedback stands in contrast to “time”aconcept in
physics, whether the “time” is that of Newton or that of E&ist for both concepts
of “time,” stand outside of the whatever is under invesimatAs Newton put it:

Absolute, true, and mathematical time, in and of itself ahidscown
nature, without reference to anything external, flows unily and
by another name is called duration. Relative, apparentcaminon
time is any sensible and external measure (exact or homumjifof
duration by means of motion; such a measure—for examplegan h
a day, a month, a year—is commonly used instead of true ti€je [1

While Newton says that “true time” does not refer to anythéxgernal, this is a
fudge, because he postulates “true time” as externallyigeoy independent of
what any person or other entity of interest does. Two ceeglafter Newton, Ein-
stein made time relative to the concept of a proper clockthmiproper clock is
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imagined to tick at a rate that is again externally providadd neither in New-
tonian physics nor in special or general relativity is th&tidction drawn between
evidence on the laboratory bench and the formulas writtea lolackboard, mak-
ing it a challenge to think in terms of this distinction; yketdistinction between
evidence and its explanations must be made in coming to wihsthe role of
symbols in physics.

5.4.1. Experimental freedom to set aside the assumption of spacetime.

The assumption of a spacetime manifold as an explanatangipke has had
a dominant place in physics for decades; these days, howewera number of
sources, one would like to be able to set aside that assumpdio issue is that
the assumption of a spacetime manifold is built into thereafee system which
the International Astronomical Union (IAU) offers for theciation of events, such
as the event of the tick of an agent’s clock [20]. Althoughrfaany purposes con-
venient, the assumption of a spacetime manifold in an urgsacg impediment to
exploration. As shown in [4], the records of a network of agexi clock readings
at the transmission and the reception of signals form a piases of any assump-
tion of a manifold, against which to experimentally test bipeses of spacetime
manifolds.

5.4.2. Limitationson the interleaving of sequences.

Consider the case of a three-way race among sig¥ials, andZ arriving at
a place at which they are to be temporally ordered. Such a ansgm involves
pairwise balancing, involving flip-flops or their equivalexs decision elements.
Each of the three signals fans out to allow three separateigai comparisons
of which came before which. In a close race, teetering inhaélé pairwise com-
parisons can result in findingX beforeY’, Y beforeZ, andZ before X, rather
than the “expectedX beforeZ, violating the transitivity of an ordering relation,
and suggesting a limit on the validity of even local tempanalering. Making
sense out of temporal order requires distinguishing thetgqureof which cycle a
symbol recognition occurred from the question of the phdiseaycle at which a
signal arrived|[21].

5.4.3. Irreversibility of unpredictable events.

The basic equations of physics involve a time varidkd@d are invariant un-
der the transformation— —t. When the mathematical language of experimental
physics is over-stressed, this invariance appears to ienpoe reversibility as
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a principle of physics, in conflict with thermodynamics. Bat we have em-
phasized, equations written on the blackboard are not tleterdtory in physics.
Both because of their unpredictable choices and theirmatiteedback loops that
respond to unpredictable occurrences of outcomes, syhdralling agents intro-
duce a heretofore overlooked source of irreversibilitg iphysics, even when the
equations they write on the blackboard are invariant unhder—t¢. As we explain
in [22], widening the scope of descriptions admissible tggats to include the
agents and the symbols that link theory to experiments opprasnew source of
time-irreversibility in physics.

5.5. Networks of symbol-handling agents as metaphors.

And beyond the role of symbols in time broadcasts and in tinyaisons con-
ducted by physicists, symbols carry information in netveasther than those used
by people, including networks in active matter in the livimgrld, for example, as
codes written in the nucleobases of strands of DNA moleculethe sequences
of amino-acid side chains of a protein molecule.

6. Discussion

The first root of the recognition of symbol-handling agerdsne from the
proof that sharpened the separation between evidencesaegplanations. Our
awareness of this separation comes and goes; this awarsadssited resource,
hardly to be maintained in the midst of calculations, so cme ltave no “once-
and-for-all” separation; however; we can and do find occesio separate our
thinking at the blackboard from our thoughts about the beaakihich we apply
the blackboard, and sometimes this turns out to be very ptodu An example
to do with cryptography is mentioned at the end|of [5]. Whenraegnize that
our connecting of an explanation to evidence takes an aatrodwn guesswork,
we recognize our own agency in the physical world.

The recognition of our own agency, our own participation uregswork, in-
fluenced by our own individuality, opposes a long history fbéres to claim for
physics an “objectivity” that goes back to the scientificloak of Descartes. As
Riskin summarizes Descartes’s stance:

Seeing the world as pure machine, lifting his thinking sautl af the
world, even out of its own bodily interface with the world, &&artes
accomplished the distancing of self from world that definexlemn
subjectivity, the sense of a fully autonomous, inner salthoand
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modern objectivity, the sense of regarding the world fromeatral
position outside of it [23].

In Sec[2 we reviewed the separation of the blackboard ofryhieom evidence
on the work bench, leading to the necessity of a guess beymnieaich of logic
to bridge that separation. It is a guess that selects an reqpda of evidence,
or even that narrows the selection to any finite number ofaations. Because
explanations enter both the design and the operation ofiexeets that generate
evidence, the unavoidable guess makes a place in physittefpersonal acts of
imagination of physicists.

The proven dependence of physics on guesses as acts of atiagirefutes
any claim of a quantum explanation to an “objectivity” thapaes to produce a
“final truth” from a neutral position outside the world intiggted. As an inves-
tigator, | work with guessed assumptions, some of which hgeafrom time to
time. | climb about about on a “tree of assumptions,” ablehaps, to let go of
this or that assumption, but only by taking hold of other agstions [8]; there
is no way for me (or for you) to look at the tree of assumptias outside it.
Thus “objectivity” as a neutral position outside the wonhdestigated makes no
sense even as a goal, but a different, less global, notiojettvity survives,
in that, under appropriate circumstances, logical comoaiin that two agents
can agree about remains possible. By way of illustraticey éfie experiments on
the reception of signals discussed in $ec. 4, we did someimgms on people
counting. As written in notes of JIMM:

In 1982, | asked my son Sam and his friend Gordon to act asagent
some experiments on counting. | put a few paper cups on anvates
bare table and asked them to each write down on a slip of phper t
number of cups. In one trial they looked at the table togetimer
another trial they entered the room one after another; ih bases,
unsurprisingly, they counted the same number of cups. Thedia/
another series of trials in which the two boys viewed the stable at
the same time, as told by a second hand on wall clock that thely c
both see. At each trial | first cleared the table and then davdoys

a starting signal some seconds before the second hand drivese
twelve o’clock mark. While they watched the table | would paper
cups on it, and in some trials | would slide some cups and remov
some while adding others. Their job was to each separatdte wr
down the number of cups on the tables as the clock hand pa8sed 1
While they would get the same number if the cups were not inonpt
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when | fiddled with the cups while they counted them, they ligua
wrote down counts that were in disagreement, e.g one wraoig do
“8” while the other wrote down “11.”

From that experiment come two interesting results. One waging down to the
work bench, in this case the table, the notion of an objectiveber as a number
reported by interchangeable agents, and so independertticifi Wwoy reported it.
The other was the distinction between the situation in wiltdinge was blocked
while a count was made—in effect logical synchronizatiomd-she situation
which, as in the experiments on logical confusion, the mg\and the viewing
were unsynchronized, leading to disagreement. We find tiedrobjective counts
are indeed possible but only under circumstances of logigathronization.

While we forbear to try to explain the empirical propensityagents at all
levels from cells to civilizations to form and operate nettkeoof logically syn-
chronized symbolic communication, we point to this progress an overlooked
cosmic order, ripe for further investigation.
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