SIMPLE
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TAKE MORE
SIMPLES
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WE HANDLE PORTIONS
OF PHYSICAL STUFF

SOMETIMES THESE PARTS
GET TOGETHER -

EITHER BY NATURAL OR BY
ARTIFICAL MEANS INTO ...

FEB Sf5:

P ~ 201?

S
/ /

/ WE DID IT!

WE BUILT THE
CASTLE AS I PROMISE
YOU ... WELL ...

A FEW WEEKS AGO?
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7 MMMMMH
ARE YOU SURE, DAD?
AFTER ALL WE <TILL
HAVE JUST A BUNCH OF
PLASTIC BRICKS.
AN oo WE JUST CHANGED
N /' THEIR POSITIONS IN SPACE.
1o HAVE WE REALLY CREATED
SOMETHING NEW?




YOU ASKED A \
TRICKY QUESTION! 2 HUMANS
LET ME SEE ... SSEEEE +
WE HAVE , 325 BRICKS
TWO CASES % -
\ 327 ENTITIES
N DAD BRICKS SON
\

: runnnn, 2 HUMANS
=\ ' ' CASTLE? .
Q x 325 BRICKS
:\\ > +
% 1 CASTLE

WP~ [ WHAT IS REALLY DAD SON =
THERE, THEN? /\ J 328 ENTITIES?

/ (SINCE THE EGYPTIANS IN }

THE ANCIENT WORLD ...

» Xy

KCL_

THE STONE AGE,

HUMANS SHAPED ,

STUFF INTO OBJECT-

AND THUS THEY
TAKE THEM

AS REAL

PLATO, ANY IDEA
WHERE ENTIA ARE? LOOK UP!

EVEN OLUR
LANGUAGE 1S
SHAPED sO THAT
WE CONCEIVE
REALITY AS MADE
OF OBJECTS

AND MY
CASTLE?I

PLATO, ARISTOTLE, AND MANY
WH'C:;EO igggsz,’ OTHERS CONCEIVED REALITY
AS OBJECTS EVENTUALLY
OF PARTS | | ' GLORIFIED AS FORMS

SO, AN OBJECT
IS SOME KIND
OF WHOLE.

BUT WHAT IS A
WHOLE? WHAT
GIVES IT UNITY?
AND 1S A WHOLE
SOMETHING
REAL?Z

IS THERE
ANYTHING ABOVE
AND BEYOND
THE MOST ELE-

IT WAS THE SAME IN ALL WESTERN CLLTURE.
FOR INSTANCE, IN MOST MEDIEVAL FRESCOS | | MENTARY COM-

NO OBJECT 1S OCCLUDED. EACH OBJECT PONENTS OF
APPEARS AS A WHOLE. AS A RESLLT, LOOK REALITY? IS ALL
AT HOW INNATURAL 1S THE POSITION OF JUST TINY
OBJECTS ON THE TABLE. /=\PARTICLES?

\
\<«~ /]




BUT CONSIDER A TOWN, OR A
FLOCK OF BIRDS, OR AN ANTS!
NEST, OR A HIVE OF BEES.
PO THEY COMPOSE A
REAL UNITYZ WHY NOT?

THERE ARE MANY DIFFERENT
KINDS OF WHOLES. SOME
ARE EASY TO DEFINE LIKE
CHAIRS, CUPS, PHONES
AND THE LIKE ...

AR

N

OONNNNNNN

N

WHAT ABOUT THINGS
LIKE HURRICANES, GALA- 3

0,

XIES, TORNADOS AND WAVES? \ =

AND A SCORE
OF MUSIC? OR A BOOK?
OR A COMPUTER CHARACTER

(¢
/1

THEY ARE MADE OF PARTS CUBA MADE LIP OF PIXELS IN A CPLI.
HAVE NO FIXED RELATION A ARE THEY A WHOLE OR NOT?
o IN THE SAME WAY, WE LIVE THROUGH TIME.

Y: N WE ARE MADE OF TEMPORAL PARTS TOO.

WHAT 1S THAT GIVES LINITY TO DIFFERENT

> o € o INSTANTIATIONS OF A PERSON THROLIGH

m“"""@cﬁ HIS OR HER LIFE?
w C‘»:/)‘N“
®

AND WHAT ABOUIT LIS? AREN'T WE SOME
KIND OF WHOLE, TOO? WE ARE MADE OF
GAZILLIONES OF CELLS AND MOLECULES. | |.-.
ARE WE SOMETHING MORE? (3L
(O )




WELL, IT SURVIVES LUP TO A POINT.

BEYOND A CERTAIN LEVEL OF ENTROPY, THE
ORGANIZATION COLLAPSES AND THE PERSON
SADLY ... 1S NO MORE

YORICK,
MY DEAR FRIEND,
WHERE ARE YOU

H,0, food

e

Waste

SO0 3O GHM

THE HUMAN BODY SUBSTITUTES

ALMOST ALL ITS MOLECLLES

IN A DECADE OR SO --- YET THE WHOLE
WHICH IS THE PERSON SURVIVES

FOR INSTANCE, YOU CAN CHANGE ALL PLAYERS
OF A TEAM, AND THE TEAM STILL LRVIVES, BUT IF
A PARTNER CHANGES, A NEW MARRIAGE OCCLRS

WITH THIS LLMP
OF CLAY, T WILL
MAKE A BEAUTIFUL /.

STATUE OF o
MERCLRY

£
A
-~ {{; ' :
/ R ! \
/ K AND, OF =
Y COURSE, THERE \
L ARE A FEW EFORE AFTER
FAMOUS CASES
THAT EVERY ATHENIANS REFLRBISHED THESELUS!
SCHOOL BOY SHIP €O THOROUGHLY THAT THEY
KNOWS ... s SUBSTITUTED EVERY PIECE OF
THE ORIGINAL SHIP. EVENTUALLY,
IN THE ALLEGED THESEUS SHIP
NO ORIGINAL PIECES WAS LEFT.
1S IT STILL THESELUS’S?
0
- ‘ — \\;,L‘ % SO
— - I
= = |0 0f* - — =
3 — of g ~ \‘\\ §
= P 2 .
% 4

AN
A%
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THE ONTOLOGY OF WHOLES 1s sO
TROUBLESOME THAT MANY SCHOLARS
CLAIMED THEY ARE NOT REAL, OBJECTS

ARE TAKEN TO BE ARBITRARY SELECTIONS .|‘

WE MAKE
CONSTELLATIONS

BY PUTTING TOGETHER

CERTAIN STARS RATHER

A ‘WHOLE', LIKE A
CONSTELLATION,
1S NOTHING
BUT OUR VISION

7 g
\ 7

THAN OTHERS
[
YA

' % 2 OMBRICH / 7/,
e = W AN K §

ARE CONSTELLATIONS
REAL, THEN?

MOUNT NOMINALISMORE!

HARD
PROBLEM

NC OF
THOUGHT

~CAN WE

—
GO FASTERZ
-———

FEAR THAT THIS

NOT VERY SURE! THE

HUNTING Us!

BINDING
PROBLEM

" EPISTEMIC LIFEBOAT IS

MENTAL-SHARKS ARE

AND THE MIND DOES NOT SCORE BETTER THAN THE WORLD \/ ” IF THERE ARE NO

REAL WHOLES IN

THE WORLD, HOW CAN

A a THERE BE WHOLES IN
’ / '\ 7 ~ OLR MINDS? AFTER
\ { ‘ 'I ’ ' Q ALL, A SUBJECT IS

FILL IN THE AREAS WITH A DOT
AND FIND THE NATURAL WHOLES ...

A PIECE OF THE

=
A




LET'S START WITH THE
' MOST RADICAL VIEW: MAYBE ' ., .
*._THERE ARE NO WHOLES! x-): e,
- SeTTTTTTe-S ~o - - } A 1
el HEI!!! AN A
/  WE DISAPPEARED! Y ** /-’ \
\ AND MY CASTLE DID / \
TOO!!! Ry i
|I P a-r . - - /1 Vg
|\ == —,... \ N 7 - - i,
v, sVl ‘7 YW - \
R '\ . L2ty ’ ‘/,I" ol
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W 17,7 wger Lt ! . v
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OK, LET'S TRY - e .
SOME OFF-THE-SHELF
[E soLuTIONS. LET'S BUY SOME NIHILISM
NO WHOLES

MEREOLOGICAL THEORY!

ONLY SOME WHOLES ARE
TRUE. YET NO WATERPROOF
CRTIERION IS AVAILABLE!

WE ARE BACK!!
AND MY CASTLE

TOO MANY
CASTLES,
PERHAPS ..

RESTRICTED COMPOSITION LNRESTRICTEDP COMPOSITION

SOME WHOLES ARE MORE EVERY CONCEIVABLE SET OF
WHOLES THAN OTHERS OBJECTS IS A WHOLE

=7 THIS TIME ONLY PERSONS
> OR, AT LEAST, LIVING
9 ,/' \'(’?57 9;9_"1‘?1_41"_ ";d q’i ORGANISMS ARE ALLOWED!
V' X BACK AGAIN!!
é’ BUT MY CASTLE
)

1
ahg ey’

UNRESTRICTED COMPOSITION 1S FINE BECALSE
THERE 1S SPACE BOTH FOR LS AND FOR THE

CASTLE. UNFORTUNATELY IT GETS TOO INWAGEN’S AND MERRICK'S =
CROWPED. INFACT, IT IS PLAGUED BY GERRY- ONLY PERSONS OR LIVING
MANDERED OBJECTS MADE OF THE MOST ORGANISMS ARE TRUE WHOLES

QUTRAGEOLS COMBINATIONS OF PARTS /a\
(6)




IN SUM, ... WHAT CAN WE SsAY ABOUT OBJIECTS/WHOLES?
WHAT ARE THEY?

NOMINALISM
YES  OBJECTS ARE AKIN
TO CENTERS OF MASS

JusT
ARBITRARY
SUBJECTIVE

ENTITIES?
PROS: NO ONTOLOGICAL WORRIES

CONS: WHO CREATES LS
NO BY THINKING?

NIHILISM

YES
NO WHOLE THERE ARE JUST SIMPLES

AT ALL?

PROS: NO ONTOLOGICAL WORRIES
CONS: WE DO NOT EXIST

LUNRESTRICTED COMPOSITION
YES  ANY GROUP OF OBJECTS IS A
REAL WHOLE

EVERY
COMBINATION
IS A WHOLE?
PROS: LOGICALLY CLEAN

CONS: JERRYMANDERED OBJECTS

ESSENTIALISM
ARE OBJECTS YES
WHOLES INDEPENDENTLY
OF THEIR

PARTS?Z,

PROS: ONE WHOLE, ONE ECCEITAS
CONS: WHAT THE HELL 1§ AN
ECCEITAS?

INWAGEN’S CLAIM
YES  ONLY LIVING ORGANISMS
ARE OBJECTS/WHOLES

ARE ONLY LIVING
ORGANISMS
WHOLES?
PROS: FINALLY, WE ARE THERE!

CONS: WHAT IS A LIVING ORGANISM?

MERRICK’S CLAIM

ARE ONLY YES  ONLY SUBJECTS ARE WHOLES

PERSONS

WHOLES? PROS: WE EXIST!

AND BACTERIA DON'T!
CONS: WHY ARE WE S§O SPECIAL?

START AGAIN LIKEWISE PHILOSOPHY HAS DONE SINCE PLUTARCH'S TIME

IS OUR ONTOLOGY
CORRECT?

>

LET’S BE BRAVE
ANDP CONSIPER

A VERY BOLP MOVE
LET'S CONSIPER A
FLUNPAMENTAL NEW
2N\ ONTOLOGY!

YES NO




/ \ B\ LET'S RECAP. OBJECTS ARE SOME KIND OF WHOLES,
LET'S ” BUT WHOLES DEPEND ON OUR NOTION OF EXISTENCE
CHANGE & & Q WHICH 1S BASED ON AN INDVIDLIAL-PROPERTY ORIENTED
THE W & & RN ONTOLOGY. IS THIS ONTOLOGY A SOUND ONE? W

& ] X
ONTOLOGY, - v \ eV
/ // 198 =z // ///
// 7| OBJECTS T &g, 7
YIS N\l A\ "/
C 4 /
1PONTX| WHOLES 7
INDIVIDLALS s 7 V7
/

x\
EXISTENCE A

!
il

L*—u -
{

 XEmIPIAD A TS N
J >4l
N~
AN 1MDIVIDYAL-PROPERTY
ORIZNTED ONTOLOGY

THE TRADITION 1S
A RECEIVED ON-
TOLOGY BASED
ON THE NOTION
OF INPIVIPHALS
AND THEIR PRO-
PERTIES. ROUGHLY
IT ASSLIMES
THAT THE WORLD
IS MADE OF
INDIVIDUALS PER-
SISTING THROUGH
TIME AND INSTAN-
TIANTING PROPER-
TIES ALONG THE
wAaY. IT IS A VERY
APPEALING VIEW,
FROM A LOGICAL
PERSPECTIVE.
YET, 1S IT TRUE?

AND TS _FOUR BYANGELISTS

THE INDIVIDUAL/PROPERTY VIEW ENTAILS THAT
MMMMH .. WHAT IF SUCH SOMEHOW A WHOLE, TO BE SUCH, MUST HAVE
A TRADITION WERE WRONG? SOME INTRINSIC STRUCTURE. INDIVIDUALS
WHAT IF THERE WERE NO ALTONOMOLISLY INSTANTIATE THEIR
INDWVIDUALS AT ALL?Z PROPERTIES. YET, WHAT IF THE NOTION OF
THE INDIVIDUAL WERE JUST AN EMPTY SHELL?

x\\\\\\ N , //////////

—
——
— —
— \\

A FEW WELL KNOWN FACTS
MaY THUS BE RECONSIDERED




SINCE PREHISTORY, ARTISTS HAVE EXPLOITED THE CAPABILITY TO SINGLE OUT FACE-LIKE

WHOLES FROM THE PHYSICAL CONTINULM, THANKS TO THE EXISTENCE OF A SPECIALIZED

AREA IN THE BRAIN. YET WOLILD FACES EXIST IF SUCH AN AREA WERE WIPED FROM
EVERYONE'S BRAIN? DO FACES EXIST INDEPENDENTLY OF BRAIN?

BTW, I AM NO MORE
REAL THAN THE

ARCIMBOLDO, 1527-93 GEORGES BRAQUE, 1882-1963
OTHERS!!!

SALVADOR DALY, 1904-89

NOW, CONSIDER THAT MANY OBJECTS DO NOT EXIST FOR DIFFERENT SUBJECTS. LOOK AT
THE THREE CROSSES ON THE WALL. THEY EXIST ONLY FOR SOME OF THE SUBJECTS

5 |9
11|16

23(18
17 |5

A eRME N\
NUN\BER
de‘ecto‘

—

(JRNE
% ¥

A HINT MAaY BE NOT TO CONSIDER WHOLES
AS INDIVIDUALS, BUT AS OCCLURRENCES
IN TIME. THUS THE TWO CRUCIAL NOTIONS TO (RE)-

CONSIDER ARE TIME AND EXISTENCE.

L L)

<
EXISTENCE




SPACE
-
> i
'% 2 5
nl---- .".

A B AND C

TOGETHER

= MAY INTERACT

H P \
¥ [ : [
1 B : D 1
1 :
i- - em Em mp Em o Em o Em o Em Em oEm omm o - !
H UNITY IN TIME
C B/ D AND E
CANNOT
UNITY IN SPACE TlME
—p>

IS IT POSSIBLE TO HAVE LNITIES IN TIME? BUT
HOW? SPATIAL PARTS MAY INTERACT, BUT
DO TEMPORAL PARTS INTERACT TOGETHER?

WHEN THE CLOCK STRIKES FOUR, IF YOU
COUNT THE STROKES AS 'ONE, ONE, ONE
WOLULD IT BE CRAZY TO SAY “THAT CLOCK
MUST BE GOING MAD; IT HAS STRUCK ONE
O'CLOCK FOUR TIMES!!

RENE' DESCARTES

MY THOUGHT REQUIRES TIME TO COMPLETE AND YET I FEEL AS IF IT WAS
A UNITY IN ITS OWN RIGHT. HOW IS THAT POSSIBLE SINCE MY THOUGHT
MUST BE MADE OF PARTS IN DIFFERENT INSTANTS OF TIME?

e

[
|

QU iy I ) iy |
/,

% //////2
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00

7
7
7
7
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ALTHOLGH WE ASSLUME NEWTON'S VIEW THAT REALITY MAY
BE DESCRIBED BY A TEMPORAL LIMIT, THIS IS NOT THE
CASE, MOST OF OUR EVERYDAY WORLD 1S MADE OF
PARTS SPREAD ON A DISCRETE TEMPORAL INTERVAL.

NO TIME, NO FAMILIAR WORLD

/s, 7,

s
‘e,
,
s

s ‘, .
///////
s

//////

/s, s

PP ';sAAc NEW"FON
THOUGHTS ARE NOT THE ONLY THINGS //// g ’//,:/ [
SPREAD IN TIME, BUT THEIR PHYSICAL AND ;///// At [
NEURAL LINDERPINNINGS ARE SPREAD TOO. //f 7 -
HOW COULD THEY BECOME A LUNITYZ? HOW // /; 4 [
MAY A THOLUGHT BE A SERIES OF SPIKES? “
/10~</// / O ‘,
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LET'S CONSIDER NOW THE|——— " 1IN
NOTION OF EXISTENCE. \ SCIENCE
WHAT 1§ THE SIMPLEST \ SOMETHING

CRITERION TO SAY THAT \\ EXISTS IF AND
aa——

ONLY IF IT
PROPDUCES

SOMETHING EXIST?S

EXISTENCE

ANp4

DOES AN OBJEET EXIST BY ITSELF?
NO, IT DOESNIT!!
FOR INSTANCE, WOLULD A KEY BE A KEY IF IT
WERE NOT FOR THE EXISTENCE OF THE CORRE-
SPONDING LOCK?

YOU ARE A KEY
ONLY BECAUSE OF ME! WITH-
OUT ME, YOU WOLULD JUST BE
A PIECE OF METAL!

WHENEVER
THERE ARE EFFECTS,
IT 16 CUSTOMARY TO
ASSUME THAT THERE IS
SOMETHING THAT CALUSED
THEM. CONVERSELY, IF X
DOES NOT PRODLUCE ANY
EFFECT WHATSOEVER, THE
MANDATORY CONCLUSION 1S
THAT X DOES NOT EXIST. THIS
IS WHAT SCIENTISTS DID FOR
DARK MATTER, BLACK
HOLES, LUNSEEN PLAN-
ETS, NEUTRINOS, AND
SO FORTH

“TO EXIST IS

it
Lnnnntl
nnlllllllllll
RRRRRRARRNNL]
ERRRRENNNN]]
trrrrnnnnggg

A pa
AT 7% = ”

%2444
Ltz

TO HAVE
; | CAUSAL
| ) £ ’ . "\ POWERS"
ég / . SAMUEL  { /
T | ALEXANDER'S
% / /4; " DICTUM //
I ©
THIS 1S NOT A KEY. & AN A . ‘
IT IS JUST A SCRAP y ~
OF METAL ! ‘ ) M’\ =
SO WE CAN RETHINK OLIR ONTOLOGY. EVERYTHING 1S o
RELATIONAL. REALITY IS GROUNDED IN THE CALSAL 1NBIVIDOAR CADSE=arrEET
GEOMETRY THAT FLESHES OUT EVERYTHING PROPERTIES RELATIONAL
: | ONTeLeeY ONTOLEGY

B

L]

WE MAY THUS
STEP AWAY FROM A WORLD WHERE ENTITIES
EXIST AUTONOMOLUSLY TO A WORLD WHERE
ENTITIES ARE MUTUALLY CONSTITUTED AND

EMERGE OUT OF CAUSAL RELATIONS




L THE NOTION OF
OBJECT 1S AKIN TO THAT
OF CENTER OF MASS. THEY
ARE EPISTEMIC SHORTCUTS
ol USEFUL TO REFER TO MORE
...\ COMPLEX CALISAL PROCESSES

LIKE THE SIX MEN AND THE ELEPHANT, THE TRADI-
TIONAL IDEA OF AN OBJECT IS AN INVENTION.
THERE 1S NO INDIVIDUAL WAITING TO BE TOUCHED
BY THE BLINDS, THERE ARE ONLY MOMENTARY

CALSAL COUPLING BETWEEN PARTS

g
,/ .

...... 5 SN
S N

BUT WHAT HAPPENS TO THE
CASTLE WHEN NOBODY
WATCHES IT?

TRADITIONAL OBJECTS ARE
LIKE THE LIGHT IN THE FRIDGE- /.
WHENEVER YOU LOOK AT THEM,

THEY ARE THERE '

ACTUALLY EMBEDDED
1INTO CALSAL PROCESSES.
- OUR BRAIN OFTEN HELPS
BUT ITIS NOT SPECIAL
BY ANY MEANS.
FURTHER, WHOLES
DO NOT EXIST
ABSOLUTELY, BUT
TAKE PLACE IN TIME!




THE SAME RATIONALE HOLDS FOR OBJECT PROPERTIES
CONSIDER A TREE, FOR INSTANC

N ~ <
SO S S S T s s <

R N \ \
TWEIGHT o

e o ‘\“\\\\ w
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ANY PROPERTY IS EMBEDDED INTO A CORRES-
PONDING CAUSAL PROCESS. IF THE WORLD WERE
DIFFERENT THE OBJECT WOULD BE DIFFERENT TOO

IN SHORT, A RELATIONAL VIEW OF OBJECTS
AND WHOLES SUGGESTS THAT AN OBJECT DOES
NOT EXIST IN VIRTUE OF ANY INTRINSIC REASON.

THE OBJECT IS THE RESULT OF A CALSAL

ENTANGLEMENT BETWEEN DIFFERENT PORTIONS

OF THE PHYSICAL CONTINULM.

INSIDE AN
ALLEGED
OBJECT THERE
AREN'T ANY
HIDDPEN PROP-
ERTIES.
EACH PROP-
ERTY 1S THE
RESULT
OF THE
INTER-
ACTION
BETWEEN
THAT
OBJECT
AND THE

EXTERNAL WORLD. CLEARLY IF AN OBJECT IS
DEFINED BY THE SUM OF ITS PROPERTIES IT
MEANS THAT THE OBJECT /1§ NOT INSIPE, WHAT-
EVER “BEING INSIDE" MIGHT MEAN. THE OBJECT
AND ITS PROPERTIES ARE SPREAD IN THE WORLD.

THIS MEANS THAT NEITHER OBJECTS NOR THEIR
PROPERTIES EXIST IN ISOLATION. EVERYTHING WE
KNOW 1S THE RESULT OF A CAUSAL INTERACTION

W EXIST IN

e e e e

N\

. ISOLATION!

TO RECAP ...

TO BE A KEY, A PIECE OF METAL NEEDS A LOCK

12|14 ]11 |16 |20
43131 (13|37 |3
21|18 |23 (18|40

TO BE A CROSS, A SET OF SIGNS NEEDS A DETECTOR

TO BE A FACE, A SET OF SIGNS NEEDS A FUSIFORM GYRUS

AND SO FORTH --- SO 1 SUGGEST THAT
A PROPERTY 1S ALWAYS A FUNCTION OF
TWO PHYSICAL EVENTS (THE CAUSE AND
THE EFFECT) AND, IN TURN, THAT THE

OBJECT/WHOLE 1S NOTHING BUT A

WOULD TI -

NN

7
7,

~

BUNDLE OF PROPERTIES AND
THUS A BUNDLE OF
CAUSAL PROCESSES.

IN SHORT, YOUR
CASTLE IS A CASTLE
BECAUSE IT MAY
INTERACT WITH YO
AS A CASTLE!




CASTLE BUT MANY ... ONE FOR == = = (1867-1936)
EACH CALSAL PROCESS

DODDDDDD

SOMEWHAT AKIN VIEW WHEN I SUGGESTED
THAT EVERY MAN IS SINGLED OUT BY HIS OR HER
PEERS. ANYONE 1S "ONE, NO ONE AND ONE
HUNDRED THOUSANDS!

Z
() ()
LET'S GO BACK ’ ¢ 3 €9
TO THE
TRADITIONAL " (4]
QUESTION:
GIVEN N SIMPLES, ‘ ‘ ‘ a
HOW MANY
WHOLES
ARE THERE? N
N 2 -1
” 3) USING THE CAUSAL
VIEW PRESENTED HERE,
‘ a 1) USING NIHILEM 2) USING UNRESTRICTED| | 15y ARE AS MANY AS
THEY ARE JUST N COMPOSITION THEY ARE| | 1 epE ARE ACTUAL
MANY MORE CALSAL PROCESS
‘f“‘,ff = = ffi:é:, = = = = “‘W
| i PR
I WE SHOULD NOT || W MILLIONS OF YEARS
) ASK I Wy Ce C
I WHETHER i
| OBJECTS EXIST |
I il
““I] BUT RATHER M 8 MINUTES e —
““ \“‘ \ \
U i i
WHERE ) e L SECONTS C
| I
1 SECOND
AND I (e C
M b 150 MILLISECONDS
. WHEN L8N S @ i i
i l ! AS TO WHEN AN
(Il DO THEY OBJIECT TAKES PLACE, IF OBJECTS ARE CAUSAL TME
Il TAKE PLACE? | PROCESSES, THEY MUST TAKE TIME TO COMPLETE. >
Il i SOME MAY BE SHORT AND SOME OTHERS MAY BE VERY VERY
— ) LONG. YET, WHY SHOLLD WE BE SUPRISED?

A2
{4)



CONSIDER THIS
EXAMPLE.
ON 30 OCTOBER YOU
BUY A LOTTERY TICKET

THE RELATION
BETWEEN OBJECTS
AND TIME 1S A VERY

INTIMATE ONE.

THE NIGHT OF 31
DEC YOU WIN!!!
NOW THE TICKET IS
THE WINNING ONE!
WAS |IT BEFORE?

TIME GOES BY.
DI You BUY THE
WINNING ONE?

NOT YET

AN OBJECT IS
LNPEFINED
UNTIL IT PRODUCES
AN EFFECT

THUS ITS EXISTENCE
DEPENDS
ON THE
PASSING OF TIME
IN WHICH EFFECTS
CAN OCCUR

C

o
N
A

HTTTINARNSN

{

)

THE PRESENT
CHANGES THE PAST

THE TICKET YOU BOUGHT WAS
NOT THE WINNER UNTIL THE EX-
TRACTION, BUT AFTERWARDS IT
BECAME THE WINNER SINCE THE |
TIME YOU BOUGHT IT-

30 OCT 30 Nov 31 DEC

1 1 1
7 I

A4 I

you BuY THE |

I

I

\4

30 OCT

TIGKET
WHICH ‘@ NOT YET
THE WINNER

|

|
Va
\ 7

|
THE TICKET 1S NOT
YET THE WINNER

30 Nov

v

31 DEC

WE HAVE AN APPARENTLY
PARADOXICAL SITUATION IN WHICH

THE CAUSE OF THE CAUSE IS THE EFFECT

AND

> THE EFF—'ECT OF THE EFFECT IS THE CAUSE

“”‘
/

\4

2 P
l’////////////////////////////////////////////////

WINNING
LOTTERY TickeT |
I SINCE BO ocT I

BIDIMENTSIONAL TIME

<&
<

AFTER 31 DEC THE TICKET WAS THE
WINNER AND THAT IT HAS BEEN SO AS
FAR BACK AS OCT 30

OBJECTS ARE LIKE THE WINNING
LOTTERY TICKETS!
THEY TAKE PLACE AGAINST ALL ODDs.

OUT OF GAZILLIONS OF POSSIBLE
OBJECTS ONLY A VERY FEW BECOME
ACTUAL OBJECTS.

AN OBJECT TAKES PLACE ONLY WHEN
IT PRODUCES AN EFFECT, BUT WHEN
IT DPOES IT WAS THERE SINCE THE
BEGINNING

1 Q)
)
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HAVE LOTS
OF OTHER
QUESTIONS
BUT ...
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