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T he P light of‘I A m ’
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Once upon a tim e........
.......................................therewasa French soldiercalled Descartes.

One�neevening,ashewaspassing through a battleground,hesaw ‘Iam ’sitting happily
on thewallofsound m etaphysics.

He gazed atitfora while,and | aftera bitofthinking | proclaim ed:

\Ithink,therefore Iam (i.e.,Iexist)" (Discourse on M ethod,1637).

‘Iam ’sm iled athim ,easing itselfinto itscom fortableclassicalseaton the tallwall.

Three hundred yearswentby.Em piresdeclined and fell,and em pireswere born.
Yet,nothing really deterred ‘Iam ’from itsprivileged pedestal.
Nothing,thatis,thatwasasm om entousaswhatwasto happen.

Then,in 1900,Planck glim psed the Quantum . Once re�ned by Heisenberg,Schr�odinger,
and Dirac,thisQuantum lead to the greatfallof‘Iam ’.Fora quantal‘Iam ’ism erely a
‘potential’(orinde�nite)‘Iam ’and notnecessarily an ‘actual’(orde�nite)‘Iam ’.

O� itwenttum bling down the wallofsound m etaphysics,utterly bem used.

Asluck would haveit,a braveand m ighty knightcalled Bohrwaspassing by,justin tim e
to saveit| so hethought.W hilestillriding on hisun
inching classicalhorse,hecharged
in with hiscutting quantalsword and decreed:

\Iam classical,therefore Iam " (Copenhagen,1935).

But,clearly,his decree did not have the right ring to it. For the classicalcould not be
distilled from thequantal.This,in fact,wasthevery reason forthe plightof‘Iam ’!

Yet,Bohrfound m any followersin hiscrusade to save ‘Iam ’| allhappy and content,if
notcom placent.And hisdecreem ighthavebeen �nal,had itnotbeen forthehereticslike
Einstein,Bohm ,W igner,and Everett.

W ith som ehelp from hisingeniousconfederatevon Neum ann,W ignersoughtto m end the
weaknessofBohr’sdecree.He reached outdeep into hisown psyche and surm ised:

\Iam (conscious),therefore Iam " (Princeton,1961).
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Butthisdid notsound tautologousperhapsonly to theG od ofM oses(Exodus3:14).

For Bohm ,on the other hand,the quantalwas too m uch. He was quite happy to be
classical,even ifhe would have to rem ain ‘hidden’forit.So,in the face ofBohr’sdecree,
he dared divulgehisschem e:

\Icloak (and uncloak only non-locally),therefore Iam " (London,1952).

Although Lord Krishna gotaway with such a specioustrick (Bhagavad-G ita 7:24-25,8:18-
21,9:4-5),Everettwasclearly opposed to it| vehem ently opposed to it.Forhepreferred
to be purely quantalallthe way!No,no,no,David,he exclaim ed,

\Isplit,therefore Iam " (Princeton,1957).

(Apologiesto KarelKucha�r;cf.The Garden ofForking Paths,Jorge LuisBorges,1941.)

Thissplitting did a lotofgood to Captain Kirk asheboldly took hisstar-ship Enterprise
where no m an had gonebefore.

Butothersdid notfeellikesplitting | orcloaking,forthatm atter.

And then there wasthiscuriouscam p in the battle �eld,stillin awe ofBohr.One ofthe
m any puissantem issariesofthislargestand oldestcam p wasG ell-M ann. Rem iniscentof
Bohr’sdecree,heappealed to the environm entand m aintained:

\Idecohere,therefore,FAPP,Iam " (DLP,1962 -Om n�es,1994).
(Apologies,again,to KarelKucha�r.)

Thisseem ed to do a lotofgood forquantum cosm ology,ifnotforquantum gravity.

W ell, perhaps, frowned the m utineers, who found no prudence in decoherence. They
preferred the genuine ‘Iam ’and not a FAPP ‘Iam ’. A FAPP ‘Iam ’,they cried out,is
stillonly a ‘potential’‘Iam ’,notan ‘actual’‘Iam ’| a FAPP ‘Iam ’isno ‘Iam ’!

And,so,they longed form orethan justdecoherence| som uch m orethatthey established
a sm alloutpostoftheirown,and conspired to fudge the Quantum . The com m ander-in-
chiefofthissm allbutworthy faction wasG hirardi.From thesanctuary oftheirgodfather
John Bell,G hirardigathered histroopstogetherand declared:

\Ispontaneously localize,therefore Iam " (Italy,1986).

Buttheirfudgerem ained ad hocastheirphysicsrem ained obscure.And m ostem barrass-
ingly,there also rem ained the ‘tails’ofSchr�odinger’sCat. They justwould notgo away.
Einstein surely would nothaveliked this| neitherwould haveDescartes,forthatm atter.
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The tailsdid notbotherBellthough. W hen ‘Iam ’questioned him aboutthem ata talk
atM IT in 1990 shortly before hisprem ature death,he quipped in hischaracteristic Irish
tone:\Yourworriesareirrational."

They did bothersom e,however,like Albertand Loewer(1990,1996),who would rather
havetheirm indssplit�a la Everettthan havethesetailsdawdlearound.And even Shim ony
| a staunch partisan ofthe fudge | wassom ewhatconcerned about‘Iam ’if,despite a
clevererfudge,the tailswere to rem ain (1991).

Othersm urm ured thatGravitywastheculpritfudgingtheQuantum .Them ostprom inent
voiceam ong thesewasthatofPenrose.Unfortunately,heappeared to bem oreconcerned
about\orchestrating" the state ofthe elusive consciousratherthan the state ofthe poor
‘Iam ’.Nevertheless,asoneofthecentralstrategiesforaccom plishing hisprim ary goalto
fathom theconscious,he contended:

\Iquantum -gravitate,therefore Iam " (Oxford,1989,1994).

He would rather quantum -gravitate and,as a result,non-algorithm ically spontaneously
localizethan justboringly decohere.

But,again,no one wasthere to eradicate the tails.Noteven G ravity the Exotic.Surely,
the fudge was so constructed that the tails were able to foolPhysics;and,thus,it was
possibleto relocate‘Iam ’on thewallofalm ostsound physics.But,ofcourse,thatisnot
where the poor‘Iam ’belonged;and M etaphysicswasnotgoing to be fooled by such an
obtuse trick.For,to M etaphysics,the tailswere asm onstrousastheCatitself!

Alas! Itwasnotpossible to put‘Iam ’back on the wallofsound m etaphysicseven with
the help ofG ravity. Ofcourse,G ell-M ann alone | or DLP (1962) or Hepp (1972),for
thatm atter,long beforehim | could haveput‘Iam ’on thewallofalm ostsound physics
| and withoutresorting to thefudge!Butthatwasnottheplace for‘Iam ’.

If‘Iam ’wasto rem ain ‘Iam ’,ithad to bereestablished on thewallofsound m etaphysics,
notjustphysics| albeitwith the help offairPhysics.So,...............

......was‘Iam ’an o�shootofa clevererversion ofspontaneous-localization duetoquantum -
gravitation? Or was it an intricate m anifestation ofa yet-to-be-discovered m uch m ore
elegantand subtle non-com putable facetofthe unknown quantum theory ofgravity?

‘Iam ’knew not.

For,aslong asthe tailsoftheSchr�odinger’sCatlingered,‘Iam ’wasno ‘Iam ’.

Thus,fornow,‘Iam ’lay shattered atthe bottom ofthe wallitsoughtto top,asallthe
Queen’shorsesand alltheQueen’sm en toilto putthepoor‘Iam ’back togetheragain.}
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