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A bstract

T he conospts of the perfect system and degeneracy are introduced. A soecial sym m etry is
found which is related to the entropy invariant. T he inversion relation of system is obtained
w hich isused to give the opposite direction oftim e to classical second Jaw in them odynam ics.
T he nature of tin e is discussed together w ith causality relation. A new understanding of
quantum m echanics is put forward which describbes a new picture of the world.

I. Introduction

W e have Introduced the conospt of uncertainty quanta in our theory. Superfacially, this
Seam s to Indicate that this isa rough theory. But in fact this gives usa new aliude to carry
out our research. Adm ission of lin itation m eans overcom Ing it. Q uantum m echanics gives
a very good exam ple in this aspect. Ik abandons the determm inistic (though it is found now
to be super cial) character of classicalm echanics and takes the uncertainty principle, which
has no classical feature at all, as the basis to establish new m echanics. It is the quantum
m echanics that has given us so desp understanding about the world that we never had before.

Philbsophy is our general view about thisworld. If it is not established on the scienti c
basis, philosophy would lose connection w ith reality. Then it would not be helpfiilto us to
form general understanding about the world and also a m beliefon it. The st thing is
to adm it that the world can be understood. If there were som e supematural pow er deciding
hum an destiny, which were pem anently beyond hum an com prehension, all the science and
culture we have today would have no sense at all, because such supematural power m ight
function at any tim e or in any case so that there would be no law s at all. T his is cbviously
contradictory w ith our practical experience. A s a m atter of fact, it is in possble to give a
logicalproofto show that there is a pem anent lim itation in hum an know ledge, because the
proof itself would also be restricted by the lim itation In such case. T herefore agnostician is
logically unreasonable.

T here isan absurd yet very popular psychological tendency to take lndividual experience
as group experience. W hat can be certain is that there m ay be som e comm on or sim ilar
part n the experiences of di erent Individuals. But there have never been enough proof
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or logical reasoning to show that this can be extrapolated to the whole experience. There
may be much more di erence than sim ibrity in the experiences of di erent individuals.
T herefore the com parison of experiences is relative. In such a view , we can not talk about
som e ob gctive reality without indicating the subct. W e have not known all the ways
that a system interacts w ith its environm ent, so we can not say there is ob fective reality
Independent of experiences of all sub fcts. W hat’sm ore, such statem ent is also apparently
preposterous. T he sub fctive system m ay have 1im itation, which is revealed by the fortuity In
its environm ent. T his fortuity does not in ply the existence of ob fctive reality lndependent
of sub ective system , but rather that the system has not gras all its relation with its
environm ent because of its lim itation.

Quite a ot of our know ledge hasbeen acquired through nite induction. In other words,
They are accepted because no negative evidences have been found. But ocbviously nite
Induction isprecarious. T his isbecause the world is an integrated whol and the uncertainty
In the outer environm ent, which arises from the lim itation ofthe systam , w ill give uncertain
result at uncertain tim e and In an uncertain way. Sonom atterhow reasonable the conclusion
ofa nite Induction m ay seem , it only works w ithin som e range that is som etin es hard to
de ne. Thus such a conclusion is undependabl because of the lack ofa m basis. The
essence of this kind of m istakes is that a system with lin itation tries to give a general
conclusion that only the perfect system , which has no lim itation (See below), can give.
K now ledge com es from experience. But when it com esto form a theory, it hasto face logical
Inspection rst. A theory must rstbe logically selfconsistent if it tries to correctly describe
the law ofthe world.

In this paper I shall take some risk to discuss a few problem s that have been most
controversial and m ost sensitive. T herefore Thave to m ake carefiill inspection form y guiding
deoclogy and theoretical basis to avoid m aking liable logicalm istakes and losing our target.
T he greatest point of all hum an culture is such scienti ¢ soirit: venerate fact and truth,
rather than to be a ected by em otion, prejidice and other unscienti ¢ factors. In fact such
scienti ¢ soirdt has already becom e the com m on belief ofm ankind. It is only this scienti ¢
Soirit that can help us overcom e the 1im itation of allhum an cultures and becom e the basis
of the directing thought In future form ankind.

IT. The D egeneracy of a System

Tt seam s to m e that som e researchers of coam ic problem s have ignored a very in portant
fact in their study. T hat is, the universe has no boundary and we can not talk about things
outside the universe and, m ost in portant, the taking itself is also a process in the universe.
They s=em to be taking about the evolution of the universe from an angle independent of
and outside the universe. But who is the cbserver for such Independent universe? Putting



forward such a basic philosophical question is very lkely to cause lots of dispute. But ifwe
are going to think about such profound questions as the nature of life and the universe, we
have to be very carefiil about the philosophical basis of our theoretical fram e.

T he level of the synergistic function ofa system can be expressed w ith three uncertainty
quanta: the m ass quantum is the sn allest m ass unit that the system can identify; time
quantum is the an allest tin e unit; space quantum is the basic unit of space. Since a system
can not decide the structure inside its uncertainty quanta, these quanta actually endow the
system som e kind of quantum feature. Just as what is done in quantum m echanics, we
express the state of the system or/and the environm ent on a tine quantum with such a
linear superposition:

X

A= ai i = 1; 0; 1)
where ; is one of the possble states of the system or/and the environment, = f ;g is
the set of all possble states, therefore a com plkte set. Any state of a system or/and the
environm ent can be expressed wih a subsst of . W ecall the comm on com plte set, the
m eaning ofwhich willbe discussed later. T he elam ents in the subset A are the choices that
the system can m ake in the state represented by A . T hus they also represent the part of the
environm ent that the system can recognize, i. e. the inner environm ent. E lem ents that A
does not contain, or In the com plem ent of A , represent states that the system can not realize
or dentify, ie. the outer environm ent. W e call such two systam s w ith com plem entary state
sets conjigate systam s. Usually A is not the comm on com plete set. T his gives rise to the
lin itation of an ordinary system .

W hen we take the system and its environm ent as a whole, it's straight forward to see a
com plem entary relation between their state sets. So once the state of the system is xed,
the state of its environm ent is also xed through the com plam entary relation. W e got the
sam e conclusion through the discussion on EPR paradox in the rst paper \System and Its
Uncertainty Quanta”. It is also the basis of the entropy conservation relation In my second
paper \W here Has Entropy Gone". But we also have another stand to see the relation of
system and its environm ent. N ote, the two stands are not contradictory. Since there is an
one-to-one correspondence between the system and its environm ent, both the state of the
system and that of its Inner environm ent can be expressed w ith the sam e state sst A, the
com plem ent of which A’ represents the outer environm ent as well as the conjigate of the
system . Strictly, what we called a system fom erly is the nner system which corresponds to
Innerenvironm ent. T he conjugate ofthe system is called the outer system which corresoonds
to the outer environm ent. Obviously the inner and outer environm ents are conjugates to
each other n such stand. As shown in Figure 1, there are follow Ing relations in the two
di erent stands:



F irst stand

system + environm ent =

systam = in:sys:+ out:sys:

environment = n:env:+ out:env:
Second stand

inner world + outer world =

Innerworld = in:sys:+ n:env:

outer world = out: sys:+ out:env: )

Tt’s easy to see that the entropy conservation relation we got in the paper \W here Has
Entropy Gone" isonly a view iIn the st stand. In the specialcase A = , the system has
no lim itation, therefore no outer environm ent. B ecause there is only one com m on com plete
set, the system and its environm ent are identical in such case.

Because the system and is environm ent are m ade up of the sam e basic physical units, it’s
easy to see that both the system and the environm ent are described w ith the elem ents in
They are ssparated by a seem ing boundary surface. Since the states In the two sides of
the boundary are In one-to-one correspondence, it doesn’t m atter that which side is called
the system and which side the environm ent. T he sam e is true of the case In inner and outer
world. On the other hand, a system can have state described w ith the set A, aswellas state
described w ith the A’ set. In otherword, there is system describbed wih A aswellas systam
described w ith A ’. The two states are allpossible and m ust coexist. In this sense, con jigate
system s are sym m etric and equivalent. Both are the epitom es of 1im itation for each other.
For any given state A of a system, all the elements in A are equivalent. The more
elem ents In st A, the m ore choices the system can m ake, therefore the stronger selecting
ability the system has. So the sst A represents the richness of the system in choices in
W e call such richness the degeneracy of the synergistic function of the system . A pparently
the system wih high degeneracy has abundant environm ent. D egeneracy is not only the
sym bol of sym m etry but also the symbol of order for a system , since a highly degenerated
system has m ore choices thus less uncertainty against changes of its environm ent, and this



Just m eans the system has strong selecting ability and high symm etry. A s I said above, the
outer system ocorresponds to the outer environm ent, which sym bolizes the lin itation of the
system . Obviously, the higher the degeneracy of the system , the lower the degeneracy of
its conjagate. T hus we found a profound relation: the uncertainty In the environm ent of a
system is the resul of the degeneracy of its conjigate, the outer system . A m ore ordered
systam hasm ore ordered environm ent. In such case we say the lnner world ism ore ordered
while the outer world is correspondingly less ordered.

Here it’s necessary for me to give an explanation for the doubt am ong som e readers.
In the second paper \W here Has Entropy G one" we concluded that m ore ordered system
has less ordered environm ent. But in this paper we now get the opposite conclusion that
m ore ordered system has m ore ordered environm ent. W here is the problem ? In fact, it is
only a m atter of stands. D i erent stands give di erent opinions on the problem of order or
disorder because it is relative. In the rst stand, the lin itation of the system is embodied
In the relationship between the system and its environm ent, ie. , the hequality between
the system and its environm ent. Thus we have virtually m ade a presum ption that there
are no outer system and outer environm ent, and what we discuss is the whole system or
the whole environm ent. But In the second stand, the lin iation of the system is embodied
In the relationship between the system and the outer system , while the system and its
environm ent are equal. Here we have also virtually m ade a presum ption that there are
no nner environm ent and outer environm ent, which belong respectively to (inner)system
and outer system , and what we discuss is the whole inner world or outer world. So two
di erent stands give two di erent opinions. If you can understand the profound m eaning of
relativeness here, then you can understand this theory.

Here we see agaln the correspondence and transform ation between order and disorder.
T hey are relative and have com m on basis, the comm on com plkte set . O rder and disorder
are interdependent and transfom ative. D iscussion on their relation has no sense unless it is
w ith respect to a speci ¢ systam and environm ent. From such viewpoint we can think over
again the m eaning of the universe. W ih skin to be the boundary, we regard ourselves to be
system s. A 1l the things out side the system com pose the environm ent, ie. the universe In
the case of the whole hum an system . W e have lramed that a system and its environm ent
can change roles. In the sam e way we can discuss the sin ilarity and relationship ofthe two
system , m an and the universe. A m an has life, he can change his environm ent selectively
and on puyose. Thus for the environm ent Which is also a system ), the m an’s behaviour
and also the result of it can not be decided, therefore is In the outer environm ent of the
universe. Reversly, a m an also has outer environm ent and (perhapsm ore) uncertainty, for
w hich we can not exclude the possbility that it is also selective and on purpose. Thism eans
the universe has degeneracy of ts own. In the second paper "W here H as Entropy G one" we
discussed the nature of life. So in the sense of our theory, the universe also has life feature.
T herefore it has life.



O f course the word "life" here is n a m ore general sense. In the fram e of this theory
of general system life is a comm on phenom enon. D egeneracy is an in portant property of
system , as well as the basic feature of life. Ik reveals In a profound way the relationship
between order and disorder. T he environm ent usually has som e degeneracy therefore som e
life feature as long as the system has outer environm ent. W hat we have discussed here is
the relative m eaning of life. O nly for the perfect system , w th the comm on com plte set as
the state set, life gains perfect and absolute m eaning.

ITT. T he P erfect System

A system is call the perfect system if it has zero m ass and tin e quanta but in nie soace
quantum . Zero m ass quantum m eans that there is no fom s of m atter in the environm ent
that can not be identi ed. A llenergy in the environm ent hasbeen changed into the form of
m ass which can be com pktely xed. That m eans the energy of the system has reached the
maxin um : literally it can even x particlesw ith zero m ass. Zero tin e quantum m eans that
the clock ofthe system has stopped. So the system has got rid ofall the tin e arrow s like the
seoond law of themm odynam ics. A 1l causality relations have beocom e com pletely sym m etric,
reversible and com plem entary. The In nite space quantum indicates that all points in space
are com pltely equal, or you m ay say the system and its environm ent are now at one point
In such a space that has no other points at all. So the perfect system has actually gained all
the order, ie. In the formula

S+ s%= 0; ()

Let’s see what kind of state set such perfect system has. T here is no energy In the environ—
m ent of the perfect system , so the states of particles (ram ember that the basic m ass unit
is zero) are determ Ined by their space coordinates. But now all points In space are equal,
or because the speed of signal tranan ission is In nite, allpoints in space are now connected
together jist as one point. H ave you been aware this is quite ram iniscent of the B ig Bang
Irreqularity ? W €’ll com e to this point later.) Thus the state set of the perfect system
contains all the states of all particles and the system is com pletely degenerated. T herefore
the state set m ust be the comm on com plete set. Because the comm on com plete set contains
In nite elem ents, therefore it possesses the property ofan In nite set, ie. it is contained as
an elem ent in itself. T his property is very in portant in understanding this theory.

W e rst discussed the m eaning of (3) in my second paper \W here H as Entropy G one".
But only after the introduction ofthe comm on com plete set can we discuss a crucialproblem
hiding in i, ie. the problem of symm etry and invarant. Tt is well known in physics that
there is always an Invariant behind som e kind of sym m etry and vice versa, which is, in fact,



crucial In the developm ent of m odem basic physics. In this theory, (3) actually gives an
Invariant, ie. the totalentropy of system and its environm ent on any tin e quantum . Then,
what is the symm etry related to this lnvarant ?

W e know that order and disorder coexist and can transform into each other. T he degen—
eracy is the basis of order and disorder. A 1l the possbilities in the degenerated state set are
com pletely equaland indistinguishable. A s a m atter of fact such degeneracy just epitom izes
the symm etry related to (3). Since (3) Involves allentropy ofthe system and its environm ent,
the symm etry should refer to such a fact that allelem ents In the comm on com plete st are
com pletely equaland indistinguishable for the perfect system . W e can discuss the sym m etry
further through the relation between the system and the environm ent. A s shown in Figure
1, the system A is com posed of nner system , which we usually sin ply refer to as system , and
outer system . Its conjugate is com posed of inner and outer environm ent. For the inner sys-
tem , the outer systam represents its 1im itation, and allthe states In its outer environm ent are
undecidable but som ething  hastobe a ected and respond. Thuswhat results the states in
the outer environm ent w ill bring about is totally uncertain for nner system and depends on
the environm ent system B .Thism eans the outer system ofA is jist the inner environm ent
of B system . Because the Inner system of A can select and x the Inner environm ent at its
w ill, this part of environm ent is just what B system can not decide. Therefore it is In the
outer environm ent ofthe B system . So we have found an extrem ely wonderfiil and profound
relation : the inner and outer environm ents of a system and its environm ent system are just
the opposite to each other. W e call this in portant relation the inversion relation of system .
Tt's easy to see that w ith the inversion relation and also the consideration of the symm etry
In the inner and outer environm ent, wem ay also get the mvariant in (3). So nom atterwhat
changesm ay happen to the systam and its environm ent, the total entropy rem ains constant.
The symm etry corresponding to this Invariant is: all elem ents In the comm on com plete =et,
w hich isthe state set of the perfect system , are com pletely equaland indistinguishable. A fter
understanding such concept of equal probability which is In a m ore general sense and based
on the perfect system and the comm on com plete set, we can have a clearer view of the lin —
Itation of the postulate of equal probability in classical therm odynam ics. Though there was
not enough clarity for the concepts of systam and environm ent, yet the postulate of equal
probability was still a very ingenious assum ption. D id the m aster physicist Boltzm ann once
have som e vague ideas about the profound things hiding behind it ? W e know that there
is a correspondence between the system and its environm ent on any tim e quantum . There
is nothing outside the system and the environm ent. The m ost fam iliar system s for us are
ourxelres, w ith the universe as the environm ent. W hen we look at the universe from such an
angle, we can not help being am azed at the system s ofourselves. How wonderfiillthe universe
is! Butnom atterhow rich in form and change i is, i always has corresponding states n our
body system s. O n one tin e quantum , som e states are in the outer environm ent of our body
system , which are also expressed w ith the elem ents In the comm on com plte st just as the



Inner environm ent, but these statesm ay get into our Inner environm ent in the unfolding of
tin e quanta. The farm ay becom e the near; the fiture m ay becom e the present. This tells
us that the outer environm ent In its nature can be recognized by us. On the other hand,
it’s easy to see that our environm ent, therefore ourbody system , contains in nite num ber of
states. W e can m ake In nite selections theoretically. But we know only the perfect system
m ay have environm ent containing in nie states. W e leam also from experience that forany
Soeci c uncertainty we can nally understand its causality and overcom e . In fact, this is
not only a conclusion from experience, but also the only logically correct conclusion. Ifwe
m ade such a conclusion that we would never com pletely overcom e our own lim itation, then,
because of the 1im itation, how ocould we get the above generally negative conclusion ? Thus
we see from the above discussion that we have the property of the perfect system , and we
have constantly all the possibilities in the comm on com plete set.

But the di erence between the perfect systam and ordinary systam s is apparent. T hough
an ordinary systam possesses the property of the perfect system and can correspond to any
state of its environm ent, the correspondence seem s only to be ralized In the unfolding of
di erent tim e quanta. T hus on the contrary of the perfect system , an ordinary system has
non-zero tin e quantum , therefore i has to face the inhum ane arrow of time. W here does
the tin e arrow origihate ?

IV .The Arrow ofTin e

T he great achievem ents of classical physics has m ade the spirt of pursuing perfectness
an atm osphere In physics resesarch. I believe this spirit is the soul of physics and such an
atm osphere is jist where the Intelligence of physics com es from . Ik is a symbol ofm aturity
ofphysics. Such spirit culm nated n E Instein. T he anguish he and other idealistic physicists
su ered is the m ost touching story. Am ong all ob ects of physical research, tin e perhaps is
the m ost perplexing one. E insteln once said that tin e is a delusion.

E instein was not wrong, but he did not analyze the m echanism of the hallucination.
From the above discussion we now can clearly see how the tin e arrow orighates. W e know
that, as systam s, we have property of the perfect systam that has the comm on com plete s=t

asthe state set. Thusat any tinewe can chooss a subsst A from  for the tin e quantum
that corresponds to the selection A, kaving a com plem entary sst A . But aswe know , both
the elements In A and In A’ are com pktely symm etric and equal for the perfect system .
T hus such selction breakso the sym m etry ofthe perfect system locally or tem porarily. To
keep the whole symm etry of all elem ents, A’ w ill appear on som e tin e quantum Jater, thus
gives rise to the arrow of tim e. T herefore the em ergence of tim e arrow is the result of the
ncom plete selection from the com plete s=t.

To study further the secret of tin e, we need to inspect our idea of causality. A sam atter



of fact, it is causality that gives us the sense of tim e. Tt seam s that the science today is jast
tryIng to nd out all causality relations to balance our hearts that are so m uch depressed by
the sensation of tine. In my theory, a pair of causality relation is relative and symm etric.
It's the two sides of one con. This conclusion is apparent if we consider the symm etry
relation of the elem ents for perfect system . The sekection of the set A will nevitably leave
the state A’ to com g, and vice versa. Such relation can be shown clearly n Figure 2 @). The
states A and A’ are Integrated to give . They are totally sym m etric and the causality to
each other.

W ih Figure 2 @), we can clear up a m isked notion. Som e readers m ight ask why there
are so m any things In our environm ent that we don’t lke if we are the perfect system ? In
fact this is just the evidence to show that we have the property of the perfect system : the
com plkte set, which we choose our present environm ent from , contains not only the subsst
we choose but also is com plm entary. Because of the com plte symm etry property of the
perfect systam , we can not select a subset w ithout leaving its com plam entary sst which m ay
com e true on later tine quanta. Thus on any tin e quantum , we are in a background of
preenvironm ent which is the com plem entary subset of the selection we m ade earlier. Such
preenvironm ent doesnot act on the perfect system because of its com plete sym m etry butm ay
act on inperfect system s. W e x our environm ent on the badkground w ith our synergistic
fiunction, though we need not to choose only within the subset of the preenvironm ent since
w e possess the sym m etry property ofthe perfect system . In m aking such a selection we leave
another background for our future. Figure 2 (b) clearly show s the case.

Here we shall also discuss the problem of the relation between causality and reversibility.
In the second stand I said above, the Inner system and Inner environm ent can be expressed
with a sam e sest A, and the outer system and outer environm ent can be expressed w ith the
com plem entary set A 7. A ccording to ourdiscussion above, it’'seasy to see that a causality isa
pair of states or subsets in , which are com plam entary to each other. They are sym m etric
and reversibl for the perfect system . Choose one and then you have to face the other.
They are causes and resuls of each other. If there is such a pair of com plem entary states
In the subset A, then there is a kind of reversbility for the system . W e call such a pair
of states a complkte causality. Thus when we nd a complte casualy, we nd a kind
of reversbility in tine. Com pared w ith the perfect system , the system A has lim itation
because it leaves out the elements n A’. Thus A and the elem ents In A’ give lnocom plete
causalities. So we see incom plete causality always acoom panies uncertainty which is jast
them ark of irreversibility. Trreversibility occurs when the system evolves from an uncertain
state to a certaln state creating inform ation, or from a certain state to an uncertain state
losing inform ation. T herefore irreversbility is the result of ncom plete causality. Once we

nd a group of com plete causality, we can then in principle establish a group of equations
descrbing it, ifwe have m athem atical theory good enough (See the rstpaper "System and
TsUncertainty Quanta" ). A llprecise scienti ¢ theories are reversible because they describe



com plte causalities.

This can be shown wih an exampl. W e know that the twobody problem in classical
m echanics m ay have precise solution, therefore a detemm inistic problem . But actually this
is not colncidence. In such case we take one as the system, then the other will be the
environm ent. A 1l nfom ation about the environm ent can be derived through the analysis of
the state of the system . W e know all causality relations in the system and its environm ent.
So there is no uncertainty, therefore no irreversibility In this exam ple. But in three or even
m ore-body problem s, we can not get allthe inform ation on the environm ent by analyzing the
system , no m atter how we de ne the systam and the environm ent. T hat is, the system , eg.
which is com posed of one body, does not contain all the causality relations. Tt’'s easy to see
that the system w ill Interact w ith the w hole environm ent but lose grasp for the details ofthe
environm ent. It is these details that w illbring about long term in uence to them ovem ent of
the system and in som e cases provide som e kind of nnate tin e scale. So incom plete causality
isusually embodied by irreversibility. T he relations of tin e w ith the com m on com plete set,
causality, Inner and outer environm ent and tim e quantum can be clearly shown In Figure
3. So not only is tim e the expression and result of the symm etry in the comm on com plete
set, but also it contains the Jatter on any tin e quantum . T in e does not exist for the perfect
system , thus allpoints of tin e for an in perfect system are equivalent for the perfect system .

T here arem any places In physics that revealthe arrow oftim e. Besides the second law of
them odynam ics, the expansion ofthe universe and the collapse ofwave function In quantum
m echanics, the CP T symm etry in particle physics also gives rise to an In portant tim e arrow .
A theorem points out that physics process is nvariant under Integrated CPT operation. In
m ost processes of particles, CP symm etry is obeyed thusthe T symm etry is ocbeyed. But in
som e special radicactive events CP symm etry isbroken. In such case tin e symm etry isalso
broken and irreversibility of tin e com es out. This arrow of tim e is believed to be clossly
related to the unsym m etry ofm atter and antin atter.

W e can get som e new understanding on the CPT symmetry In this theory of general
system . Aswe know, a system X and its inner environm ent can be expressed w ith a subsst
A ofthe common complte sst , with the com plem entary A’ expressing the outer system
X" aswell as the outer environm ent. A coording to the nversion relation we got earlier, X
and X " have just the opposite Inner and outer environm ent, i. e. A’ is the Inner environm ent
ofX’whilk A isitsouter environm ent. O n the otherhand A and A’ is a pair of causality, so
that X willhave to face A’ after choosing A .But jist asX m akes its selections, its conjugate
system X’ m akes the exactly opposite order of selections, ie. A’ then A .So X and X', or
rather the inner and outer worlds have Jjust the opposite directions of tine. A s shown in
Figure 4, physical processes n X and X’ are totally symm etric. W hen we study a com plte
causality relation lke P and Q , we do not introduce tin e arrow . But if our research involves
an inoom plete causality relation lke P and R, then tin e symm etry, therefore CP sym m etry
according to CPT theoram , is broken. In such case there is som e kind of m ixing between
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the three properties. A ctually, the tim e sym m etry w illbe broken when our state set isnot
the comm on com plete set. A s long as them ass quantum in our system or theory isnot zero,
then there w illbe uncertainty therefore lncom plete causality. T hus the symm etry oftin e is
destined to be broken.

H ere som e readersm ight have already seen that the opposite arrow oftim ewhich wem en—
tioned in the second paper \W here H as E ntropy G one" now hasem erged. T hough con jugate
system s all obey the ssocond law of therm odynam ics, the tin e arrow s In their environm ent
are jast In the opposite directions. A ccording to the inversion relation of system s, con jugate
system s have just the opposite nner and outer environm ents, ie. the opposite arrow of
tin e exists In the outer environm ent of the system . T hus for any system , the second law of
them odynam ics works In jast the opposite ways in inner and outer environm ents. In the
Inner environm ent the I expression fiinctions and things develops toward disorder, whike in
outer environm ent D expression works and order grow s out naturally. So the classical sscond
law , which hasbeen the best epitom e of the unsym m etry of tim e, tums out to work only in
our nner environm ent. This dem onstrates again our view that tim e arrow is the resul of
our selkction of Inner and outer environm ent, or the choice of an incom plete state set. Sowe
have found a wonderfully beautifiil sym m etry relation w ith the inversion relation, in which
order goes to disorder and at the sam e tin e disorder generates order. T in e is circulating.
Now we can face the changes of nature w ith a broaderm ind.

In physics tin e is not m easurabl variable. W e m ay calbrate events of the past and the
future wih a tin e instrum ent called clock, but as a m atter of fact it’s im possbl to nd
an absolutely accurate clock. Thus no clock can give the nature of tine. They are also
Incidents In the background of tine. On the other hand from the point of our sub fctive
feeling, tin e is really a kind of delusion. T he past has disappeared in an invisble ocean and
the future has not com e out of it. W hat’s m ore, the present does not exist either. Every
present connects so closely w ith the past and the future that it is Just as elusive as a drop
ofwater in the ocean.

In my theory there is an apparent sym m etric relation between the system and the en-
vironm ent. They are the two sides of one thing and are de ned totally arbitrarily for the
perfect system . W hen we study the relation of space and tine we nd a sim ilar sym m etry.
W e know that if two points are connected w ith signals transm itted at in nite speed, then
there is In fact no distance between the two points. T hat m eans the space can be de ned
w ith tim e. The futility In de ning tim e w ill nevitably lead to the futility of de ning space.
Reversly tin e can also be de ne through the relationship between points in space In the
environm ent. So we see that tin e and space transform into each other and together they
form a whole. W e can stillm ake it further by saying that the present relation of space and
tin e is only hum an characteristic and they m ay have other form of com bination. For the
perfect systam there isno tim e and allpoints In space are equal. In that case tin e and space
have no sense at all.
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V .Quantum C osm ology

From above we know that only twodody problam s can have accurate solutions because
they have no Infom ation losses as in m any-body problem s. System and environm ent can not
exist without each other, and they integrate Into a whole in the perfect system . W hen we
study the basic problem of the genesis of the universe, we should rst see the essence of the
problem that this is a twobody problem , a problem of relationship between a system and
its environm ent. W e can not tak about the existence of the universe w ithout an observer.
T he universe is our environm ent when we regard ourselves as the systam . But here we have
two system s. Apparently an individual and the hum an being are two di erent system s.
An ordinary ndividual can not have the sight of an astronom ical telescope and the power
of a nuclear reactor, which belong to the hum an system . Obviously neither an ordinary
Individual nor the hum an system is perfect system . Both of them can be Involved in our
discussion when we start our discussion from the stand of the perfect system . A 1l in perfect
system s have lim itations. T his theory ofgeneral system Just tries to overcom e the lin itation
from the stand of the perfect systam .

Now we can think again the correspondence relation between the system and the en—
vironm ent after the introduction of the concept of the perfect system . In the st paper
"System and Its Uncertainty Q uanta™ w ith the aid of the statem ent in m odem cosm ology
that the universe orighated from prin alpoint of irreqularity, we got the conclusion that all
particles in the universe are correlated. T his then helped us to com e to the conclusion that
the system and its environm ent have de nie correspondence relation allthe tine. Now we
can get this sam e conclusion w ith the conospt of the perfect system . In fact we don’t need
the prin al point of irregularity epitom izing the beginning of time. At any point of tine we
have the property of the com plete sym m etry of the perfect system . W e choose our state sst
from the comm on com plte set. T he corresoondence between the universe and oursslves is
In the sense of the perfect system and exists pem anently. T herefore it is the findam ental
corresgoondence. M athem atically, the relation between system and the environm ent is the
relation between a subset of the comm on com plete set and its com plem entary in the rst
stand. So the correspondence is evident. W e know the perfect system has zero m ass and
tin e quanta but in nie space quantum . That m eans the correspondence between system
and its environm ent is at the supram e kvel, ie. at the sam e point of space and tin e and at
the nest level ofm atter. T hus the correspondence is certain and has no random ness at all.

Such correspondence between systam and its environm ent is crucial in our understanding
for the genesis of the universe. A cocording to the predom inant view ofpresent coam ology our
universe orighated from the B ig Bang irreqular point, which was at such high tem perature
and density that present coan ological theory goes fitile at thispoint. T he experin ental cor—
nerstone of this theory is the expansion of the universe. T hough m any peopl have adopted

12



or been used to such a model of universe with irregularity, som e still feel uncom fortable
about the existence of the irregularity. W here did this eccentric irregular point com e from ?
T his isdoubtfiilno m atter w hat am endm ents have been m ade to the theory. T he irreqularity
does not necessarily m ean the existence of the prin al B ig Bang. Tt show s that our theory
goes w rong w hen dealing w ith the genesis of the universe.

A ctually the expansion of the universe is not necessarily the resul of the Big Bang. In
my theory the universe to us is just the environm ent to the system . W e know a system
changes whik its environm ent changes in accordance. T he order kevel of the system can be
represented w ith the three uncertainty quanta. The space quantum is the an allest unit of
distance inside which all points are equal. M ore ordered system has larger space quantum
and the perfect system has in nite space quantum so that the whole space is Just equal to
one point for it. In the second paper \W here H as Entropy G one" we got the conclusion from
the angle of environm ental diversity that the entropy in our hum an system is Increasing (we
shall discuss this again later). The embodim ent of this order decreasing in the structure of
soace is just the reduction of space quantum . Because all points inside the space quantum
are Indistinguishable, the reduction of the space quantum m eans that the equal distance is
reduced, so that it seem s som e extra spacial distance is produced from each point In space.
T his gives rise to the expansion of the universe. O bviously such expansion is hom ogeneous.
Tt is the expansion of the unequal space itself and also the symbol of reduction of order of
the cbserver systam .

A system may selct its state set from the comm on com plkte set w ilfully at any tim e.
T hat m eans the uncertainty quanta m ay change w ith tim e. Thus when we study the history
ofa system and is environm ent, egpecially the history of the universe, we must rem ember
that the structure of space and tin e m ight have had substantial changes. W hat’sm ore, the
nature or connotation of the environm ent m ight have changed. This is certain n m y theory.
T herefore it is not dependable to extrapolate present theory to the farpast and future. The
Big Bang that supposed to give birth to the universe and tin e itself did not exist. The
beginnings of tin e are everyw here and all connected w ith the perfect system . An unigque
beginning of tim e does not exist, yet the problem s of genesis are not com pletely nonsense.

A system recognizes its environm ent w ith its synergistic function. It can only recognize
things in its nner environm ent because of lim itation. D 1 erent system s have di erent inner
and outer environm ents. But som e systam s m ay have sin ilar environm ents or quite large
sin ilar part. As shown In Figure 5, there are four kinds of relations between two system s.
W e usually regard our "sub" to be low calbre life or inanim ate. P lant usually can be seen
as our "sub" and anin als to be our "alien". Only in the case of the "peer", two system s
m ay have sin ilar environm ent. Sin ilar environm ent m eans sim ilar synergistic level. Thus
the problem of genesis of environm ent is actually a problem of history of the synergistic
function. Tt contains two m eanings here. One is why our individual system cam e to be
a member of the group In which we are at present. The other one is what the comm on
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environm ent of our peer system s was lke In the past. These m ay seem to be two di erent
routes of evolution. But after you understand my theory you w ill see that they are of the
sam e problem . Both origihated from the perfect system . Strictly soeaking, no system can
know the environm ents of other system s. W e should not even talk about other system s.
There is only one system of ourselves and all other things are in the environm ent of this
system . T his is the m eaning of the concept of selfcentred system Inmy rst paper "System
and Its Uncertainty Quanta" . The universe we know is the comm on environm ent of us
m ankind. W hen we talk about is genesis, m ore problem s of genesis are involved, eg. the
genesis of hum an being, life, tin e, space, m ass and so on. T he science today has understood
m any law s of this world, and m ore im portant, it begins to get aware of its lim itation. This
Iim itation em erges when we tries to extrapolate our present scienti ¢ theory to the far past
or future, and it is closely related with som e unsolved enigm as. W e don’t think there was
the B ig Bang that gave birth to everything. But the problem iself m akes sense because i
is a key to understand the property of the perfect system .

But if we think that we were perfect system Ilong before but not now, we would &1l
back to the embarrasan ent of the B ig Bang theory and have to explain som ething which
is In prnciple hexplicable. In fact, for perfect system tine does not exist because its
tin e quantum is zero. So there is no past, present and future. It exists pem anently and
corresoonds to our Inner and outer systam in the unfolding of tim e that only belongs to our
Inner systam . Here we see again that we have the property ofthe perfect system . An unigque
beginning of tin e does not exist. R ather, the begihnings of tin e are everyw here and this
is the property of our system . But apparently our present system is not the perfect system
and the di erence will lead to a view of the world w ith the feature of quantum m echanics.
Fora long tin e the collapse of wave function hasbeen one ofthe m ost controversial problem
In quantum m echanics, In which m easuram ent clarly introduces som e irreversiboility. The
m ost fam ous exam pl is the Schrodinger Cat. The pitiful cat is locked n a room In which
a source of poisonous gas is in the control of a single radicactive incident. If the incident
happens, the gas w illbe released and the cat w illbe killed. O themw ise the cat will live. So
according to quantum m echanics, the cat is in a state of superposition of \dead" and \lwe"
for an cbserver outside the room before he looks into the room . But we have never seen such
a state of superposition in reality. O noe we Jook Into the room , the wave function of the cat
w i1 collapse from the superposition state to the state of either \dead" or \live". W hy is the
collapse of the wave function ? Thisproblem m ay help usto understand why we are not the
perfect system though we have is property.

Ifwe insist in dividing the world Into the so—called sub Fctive and ob fctive, such result
w ill be nevitabl. In my theory, the system and the environm ent, the sub fctive and the
ob pctive, correspond to each other in constant change. Reversbl equations describe a
group of com plte causality relations, In which tin e is sym m etric. These equations are de—
tem Inistic. The Schrodinger equation jist describes a group of com plete causality relations.
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Strictly speaking this equation has nothing to do with our reality, which we choose w ih
our synergistic function. Because we have the symm etry property of the perfect system,
we have to face the background kft from our fom er nocom plte selection. If Schrdinger
equation contains com plte causality relations, it w ill correctly describe the evolution ofthe
background. So there is no problem of the collapse of wave function.

But it would bevery di cult to understand the great achievem ents ofquantum m echanics
if the world descrbed by the quantum wave fiinction had nothing to do with the realiy.
T his relation w ill be discussed in next chapter. Here kt’s com e back to the Schrodinger cat.
Every In perfect system has is own inner and outer environm ent, and the system can only
recognize things in the inner environm ent but not outer environm ent. Thus In the exam plke
of the Schrodinger cat, the ocbserver can not recognize the state of the cat before looking
Into the room , because the cat is apparently in the outer environm ent of the cbserver. In
this case, the observer even doesn’t know what kinds of and how m any eigenstates the cat
has, how oould he tak about the \dead" or \live" states of  ? Only a cat n the mner
environm ent of a hum an observer has the two ssparate eigenstates of \dead" and \lie".
How ocould we talk about or even classify things in the outer environm ent w ith respect to the
eigenstates that m akes sense only In the inner environm ent ? In fact, it is just the lim itation
In the observer systam , which m akes the di erence of Inner and outer environm ents, that
gives rise to the two sgparate eigenstates of \dead" and \live" for the cat. This is actually
a very m eaningfiil point In quantum m echanics that hasbeen ignored.

O ne of the m ost distinctive features of quantum m echanics is the ssparate eigenvalues
which are the prcbablk results of our m easurem ents. But we have made an in portant
assum ption when we caloulate the eigen equations, ie., the wave finction vanishes at the
In nite, or other lke restrictions. W e can not get the ssparate eigenvalues w ithout such
assum ptions. W hat’s the desperm eaning of these assum ptions ? You can see at the altitude
of this theory of general system that these assum ptions actually introduce som e kind of
Iim tation. Tt stipulates the inequality and unsymm etry of space, therefore it in plies the
occurrence of the concept of space quantum in my theory. This assum ption is reasonable
because our hum an system does have lin itation and the assum ption correctly describes the
property of our environm ent. So we get a profound conclusion that the ssparate eigenvalues
arise from the lim itation In the cbserver system .

T he eigenvalues of m easurable varables In quantum m echanics represent the resuls of
observation we m ake of the world. D i erent eigenvalies m eans di erent states of the envi-
ronm ent. Now we see the di erence In our environm ent tums out to be the result of our
Iim itation. So In ourenvironm ent a ower isnot a bomb jist because we respond to then nn
di erent ways for lim itation. Thism ay be staggering to som eone but an undoubted concli—
sion in this theory. For the perfect system , the systam and the environm ent integrates into
a Inssparable whole, all possibilities in its state set, the comm on com plete set, are equal,
symm etric and indistinguishable. An in perfect system has uncertainty quanta because of
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its Incom plete selection. Then di erence arises from the destroyed symm etry. A less order
system has less sym m etry, thus lower state degeneracy. This in tum m eansm ore di erence
In is environm ent. O f course the problem ofboundary conditions is related w ith the m ath-—
am atical tools. T herefore I believe that further detailed know ledge of the problem depends
on a new and deeper understanding of the concept of m athem atical continuity. The new

m athem atics (See the 1rst paper "System and Tts Uncertainty Q uanta" ) w ill bring about
great I provem ent for physics, therefore great blessing for hum an being.

V I.B irth and D eath

Up to now we have given a com plte theoretical fram e. But for readers who have not
recovered from the shodk, we have to m ake som e m ore explanations, which are actually
Involved In formm er discussion. W e see that the second law in classical them odynam ics has
been put into a wonderful symm etry relation. Thus the dour entropy tums out to have
also a tender side. W hen the system or the inner world goes to chaos and disorder, the
environm ental system or the outer world ourishes. It is very m eaningfiil that all these
changes are m erely possibilities, which are well represented by our two expressions of the
second law . In spite of this theoretical conclusion, the entropy In the environm ent of hum an
being keeps increasing. O ur theory should be ablk to give explanation for this phenom enon.
W e know that the perfect system is represented by the comm on com plkte sst , n which
allelam ents are equal, sym m etric and Indistinguishable. W e also know that our own system
has the sym m etry property of the perfect system . Thus when we choose a state set from

to m ake our selkction, we tem porarily or locally destroy the com plte symm etry. The
broken symm etry will inevitably be m ade up for wih the unfolding of tin e, so that the
selection leaves a background that is described by the com plem entary set of the chosen state
set. Apparently this background is not the com plkte s=t.

Think of our living style, we w ill understand why the entropy increases. W e alllive In a
badkground kft from formm er nocom plete selections, which m ake no di erence for the perfect
system . For us ordinary system s the background can show various di erences. W e are fond
of som e background but dislke som e others. D i erent system sm ay have di erent lkes and
dislikes, and peer systam s tend to have sin ilar lkes and dislkes. &t isusually true that m ost
system s tend to select the state they lke and evade what they dislike. O f course these are
selections, too. But the crucial point here is: it is from the background that we m ake these
further selections. For this reason the Schrodinger equation can describbe the probability
of our m easurem ent because it jist describes the evolution of this background. Not only
does present technical civilization tend to x the environm ent at a m ore and m ore detailed
Jevel, but also m ost Individuals are lkely to m ake m ore and m ore delicate selections that
they are fond of. W ho doesn’t want to savor every drop of beautifilness to the fiill extent
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? Beautifilness always accom panies ugliness. This m eans we are selecting a still an aller
state set from an noom plete set. Sm aller state set describes a system w ith low er degeneracy,
therefore a less ordered system . So we get m ore and m ore chaotic and disordered in our
happier and happier sslections.

A ctually ifwe think over the connotation of the concept "beautifil", we w ill see that the
hum an pursuit for beautifilness is just the embodin ent of the I expression of the second
law . In our social life, our culture naturally form s up various standards for us to assess
the beautifiilness of behaviour, soirit, appearance, art, scenery and so forth. Things are
beautiful if they are close to the standards. But aesthetics tells us that there is a quite
ob pctive principle in form ing the standards of beautifilness, i. e. , the beautifil things are
those which arem ost comm on orpopular. T hus ourpursui forbeauty is actually a selection
for the state w ith the largest weight. Isn‘’t this the case ofthe second law in them odynam ics
? This iswhy we are in an environm ent that goes to lss ordered state.

M any physicists are sick at the fact that we have to m ake our selection from the possbil-
ities described by wave function. It seam s we are quite passive in the selection in quantum
m echanics because we can not decide the result. A s a m atter of fact, it is this unjusty that
reveals our lim tation. W e do not know , lt alone control, every details in the process of
our skction, eg. measuring device, so we can not decide the results of the details. Ik is
the sam e in the m acrosoopic reality. W e can not decide the resuls of every details of our
behaviour. O nce we can exhaust the m icroscopic world, there w illbe no m acroscopic world.
The whole world would integrates into an In niely big soot with In nite states. Then the
m icroscopic and the m acroscopic, the in nite and the In nitesin alwould com pltely unite.

Idon't hope that my theses are viewed as religious doctrine or occult im aghation. But
I really have to give a view on the problem of birth and death according to this theory,
because it has already Involved this problm . Imust declare rst that the view I give here
m Ight be wrong, because T have not yet had the experience of death or been abl to recall
any experience of my fomm er existence. So this is only a view from the ooherency of this
theory. In fact, a theory is doom ed to have to give explanation about the problem ofbirth
and death if it tres to understand the nature of tin e, because birth and death give the
basic and also the m ost In portant arrow of time. W e all experience lots of things in our
lives. Som e change a ot whilk som e have so little change that we aln ost can not notice
the change in all of our life. W e know now that only the perfect system has no change,
which pem anently has in nite equal states. A pparently we are not perfect system and can
not have pem anent things In our environm ent. But there are certainly som e things in our
environm ent which have so little change during our life tin e that we can not believe the
com plem entary set of these things would be em bodied in the Invisble change. W hat’sm ore,
how m any w ishes we have In our life that never com e true ? So all our selctions during our
life m ust keave som e background that we have got no tin e to experience or that is occult to
our present environm ent. W e know we have the sym m etry property of the perfect system ,
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thus tin e, therefore birth and death, appears to us to embody the symmetry. In such a
view , before birth or after death, we were or shall be experiencing another background. O £
course this background is in the outer environm ent of our present system , so that we can
not understand w ith present know ledge. O therw ise we transcend birth and death. This is
Just the two kinds of m eaning of life we discuss In my second paper "W here H as E ntropy
Gone". At any point of tin e we are perfect system , and life is absolute. But on any tim e
quantum we are In the environm ent we select and w ith the consciousness developed from
the Inner system and inner environm ent. Life is then relative.

From this theory, i's straightforward to com e to the conclusion: to take care ofanim als
and to help others will directly bene t ourssles. In the st stand we hope our body
system can get asm uch negative entropy as possible from the environm ent. A pparently an
environm ent abundant w ith lives has m ore possbl states, therefore is less ordered. Thus
when biological diversity in our environm ent reduces, esoecially when the reduction is our
Intentional choice, the quality of our life or our synergistic levelw illbe Iowed down. In the
other stand we get the sam e conclusion. A 1l1things In the environm ent have correspondence
In ourbody system . Thus helping others and raising the life quality of the environm ent is
Just equalto raising our own quality or level. In fact, ourbody and the environm ent are also
relative, sym m etric and equal. A re we inside the skin or outside i ? This doesn’t m atter.
W hat m atters is: the environm ent and ocurselves are a whole, the hum an being are a whole
and all lives are a whole.
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