I understand there are some on this list who are familiar with Gurdjieff and Ouspensky's work.  Here is a short essay on dimensionality.

s.g.

------------------------------------------

    Tertium Organum attempts to explain all phenomena in terms of four

dimensions.  It is explained therein that all motion and therefore all

events are three dimensional sections of four dimensional wholes, or

possibly a single four dimensional whole.

    Unfortunately there are certain phenomena which are not explainable

in terms of four dimensions.  Ouspensky mentions this in A New 

Model of the Universe.  I noted it being mentioned on page 373.  He

then expanded his concept of time by considering it to be spiral, and

thus three dimensional.  So in addition to the three dimensions of space,

he deduced that there must be three dimensions of time.  So a total

of six.  He felt that six were necessary to explain phenomena which

four could not.

    One such phenomena relates to Einsteins Special Relativity, which

O. also mentions on page 373.  Einstein surmised that t=to/sqrt.1-v^2/c^2.

With this he defines the relationship of motion to time.  This logic 

considers four coordinates, three of space and one of time.  But 

the problem is that it creates unsolvable paradox.  Ouspensky states

that something more is needed to accurately understand relativism.

This is obviously true now that it is known that E.'s time dialation

equation will only work if the center of the earth is used as the 

absolute frame of reference.  This is an obvious absurdity and 

demonstrates that four coordinates are not gonna get it.

    I note that O. did not state how to introduce six coordinates

into relativism, he only stated that it would be necessary.

    What I am wondering at this point is if the introduction of 

more coordinates would only move potential paradox to a 

new location, or level.

    Could it be that the use of dimensions to describe reality is,

like the concept of motion, totally specific to our species and

not capable of description?

s.g.

Hi Steve,
93
I guess one could say:  Never say never.  How could time or dimensions be 'specific' to our species?  As I've written before on this list, some physicists are suggesting that light comes from a fifth dimension and others, the String Theorists, are suggesting as many as eleven dimensions.  If these are in actuality, then something must be living there.  In terms of the eleven, N-particles or neutrinos at least seem to be displaying volition.  Though not the life-form that we could easily recognize, this is a sign of sentience.  And in terms of spirituality, light as being the nature of God or the gods, even more clearly suggests a greater life form or forms living in yet a larger dimensionalized model of the Universe.
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The problem with dimensions, as I see it, is that when you rationalize that you are subject to say 4 dimensional extension, and thus predetermination, you have apparently risen above the restriction of those parameters, and now possess objectivity.  Instances of esp indicate that it is possible to transcend the supposed rigid structure of dimensionality.  How can one know and then alter the future if the future is set?  See my point?  No matter how many dimensions you imagine exist the very realization of subjectivity to those parameters gives independence from that subjectivity, and necessitates yet another, higher dimension.  IMO dimensionality is only effective at describing very simple things.  

s.g.

Hi Steve,
93

[Paul Joseph Rovelli] You wrote: The problem with dimensions, as I see it, is that when you rationalize that you are subject to say 4 dimensional extension, and thus predetermination, you have apparently risen above the restriction of those parameters, and now possess objectivity.  Instances of esp indicate that it is possible to transcend the supposed rigid structure of dimensionality.  How can one know and then alter the future if the future is set?  See my point?  No matter how many dimensions you imagine exist the very realization of subjectivity to those parameters gives independence from that subjectivity, and necessitates yet another, higher dimension.  IMO dimensionality is only effective at describing very simple things.
[Paul Joseph Rovelli] I don't see that dimensions are being 'rationalized' by physicists.  But they are being employed as theoretical models.  Interestingly the N-particle seems to come out of nowhere...certainly not from the four dimensions actually known to science.  And from there, how do you figure that predetermination necessary follows as an a priori connection to four dimensional reality?  How is four dimensional reality an "extension"?  Or what is a four dimensional "extension"?
I know you have done some interesting experiments along the lines of determining the future as I recall your traffic light experiment.  Perhaps you would care to share this with the group.  Yet I don't understand what you mean when you talk about subjectivity in this post.  More than describing very simple things (like your traffic experiment), the N-particle actually is involved in transforming matter.  This makes things quite complex...sotospeak.
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In a message dated 12/10/2003 12:15:55 PM Eastern Standard Time, tarkus619@yahoo.com writes: 
How can one know and then alter the future if the future is set?


Excellent philosophical conundrum. 

93

Carl

Paul Joseph Rovelli <rovelli@optonline.net> wrote: [Paul Joseph Rovelli] I don't see that dimensions are being 'rationalized' by physicists.  But they are being employed as theoretical models.  Interestingly the N-particle seems to come out of nowhere...certainly not from the four dimensions actually known to science.  And from there, how do you figure that predetermination necessary follows as an a priori connection to four dimensional reality?  How is four dimensional reality an "extension"?  Or what is a four dimensional "extension"?
Perhaps this will explain it a bit.  It's something I wrote a while back.

Sorry bout the trunication.

An Extension of Ouspenskys Logic On Dimensions
                            February 7th, 2003

                               By Steve Gage

Ouspensky stated in Tertium Organum that motion in 3 dimensional

space is extension in 4 dimensional space.  3 dimensionally time passes, 4 dimensionally there is only the now.

   It occurrs to me that in order to move along a 1 dimensional line one would have to view that line from outside, from a position perpendicular to the direction of that line.  From within the line it would only appear as a point, having no beginning or end.  One would not know that a change of position was even possible.  Only when viewed from a 2 dimensional perspective is its extension seen, and the potential to move from one end to the other seen as a possibility.

   Likewise, to move across a 2 dimesional plane, one would have to

view it from outside, either above it or below it.  One would have to 

view it from a 3rd perpendicular to see that it has extension and that 

movement from one side to the other is possible.  From within, it would be viewed only as a line.

   Following this logic, to move accross a 3 d surface one would have

to be able to view it from outside.  One would have to be able to see 

that a solid has extension in three perpendicular directions.  This is only possible to see from a distance.  From within it would appear only as a plane.  From a distance it can be seen that it is a solid which can be gone around in 3 perpendicular directions.

   This verifies that the 4th dimension is the DISTANCE between solids,  just as Ouspensky suspected.

   All 4 dimensions considered here are measurable quantities.  

   Distance is the result of the relative motion of all solids.  It is the 

tracing of solids over a period of time.  It is their time bodies, and since distance exists in all directions, between all solids, the universe is a unified whole, a single 4 dimensional object, an absolute singularity.

--- CarlSherman65@cs.com wrote:

> 

> Yes, but you are describing a two dimensional object (a line ).  How can

> it even exist in one dimension?

A point has no extension.  A line has extension in ONE direction, it is

one dimensional. Plane is two dimensional.  Solid is three dimensional.

The time body, as it is called is four dimensional.  A four dimensional

body is the totality of a three dimensional bodys positions as it moves

through space.  This was Ouspensky's assertion in Tertium Organum.

s.g.

In a message dated 12/18/2003 12:53:46 PM Eastern Standard Time, tarkus619@yahoo.com writes: 


>
>Yes, but you are describing a two dimensional object (a line ).  How can
>it even exist in one dimension?

A point has no extension.  A line has extension in ONE direction, it is
one dimensional. Plane is two dimensional.  Solid is three dimensional.
The time body, as it is called is four dimensional.  A four dimensional
body is the totality of a three dimensional bodys positions as it moves
through space.  This was Ouspensky's assertion in Tertium Organum.

s.g.


Oh yeah, I am thinking back to my high school geometry days, so forgive me if I am wrong, but as I recall it takes three points to describe a plane. I.E.  that ia requires three points of reference to define where it lies in space.  These points by definition are all descrbed in the x,y and z axies.  In fact, as I remember, a plane is also infinite unless one defines it as a certain shape -- a square for example.

Peace,
Carl

CarlSherman65@cs.com wrote: 

In a message dated 12/18/2003 12:53:46 PM Eastern Standard Time, tarkus619@yahoo.com writes: 


In order for any object to be described in any space three dimensions are required.  

Steve: An "object" IS three dimensional.

This is even true of a single point.  

Steve: The "point of location" is a hypothetical quantity, which is defined mathematicaly as: 1/infinity, IE, infinitly small, and haveing no spacial dimension at all.  

Recall that I said that dimensionality is ineffective at describing the universe.  

BTW, you need more than 3 coordinates to specify the location of an object.  For one you need a time coordinate.  But even this is not sufficient to define a location for more than an instant, because the entire universe in moving all over the place.  If you calculate the location of  an object, by the time you have done it the earth has rotated and moved further around the sun.  Already the location has changed.   Very related to the uncertainty principle imo.  How little we really understand about the world we live in.

s.g.
Hi Steve,
93
Sorry to have taken so long to respond to this...
 

An Extension of Ouspenskys Logic On Dimensions
                            February 7th, 2003

                               By Steve Gage

 

 

   Ouspensky stated in Tertium Organum that motion in 3 dimensional

space is extension in 4 dimensional space.  3 dimensionally time passes,

4 dimensionally there is only the now.
[Paul Joseph Rovelli] I like this, especially as it is the one moment we have such difficulty getting to.  Our minds are usually in the past or the future and it takes a state of Samadhi to get to that 'now.'  But then there's a paradox.  In  Samadhi, there's a state referred to as a single-pointed consciousness...and timelessness is the common description of this experience.  Even the artist can experience this when absorbed in his or her work.  And for that matter, the experience of time is constantly altered by the mind.  When bored, time seems to pass very slowly for us; when excited, much faster.
 

   It occurrs to me that in order to move along a 1 dimensional line one

would have to view that line from outside, from a position perpendicular

to the direction of that line.  From within the line it would only appear 

as a point, having no beginning or end.  One would not know that a 

change of position was even possible.  Only when viewed from a 2

dimensional perspective is its extension seen, and the potential to move

from one end to the other seen as a possibility.
[Paul Joseph Rovelli] This makes sense to me.  From within the line, there's Samadhi.  But with the two-dimensional perspective, it seems more like a Vedantic experience...there is Samadhi and the awareness noting the one who is having this experience.  I've talked about this a bit in discussions on Invocation and the experience of the Holy Guardian Angel.
 

   Likewise, to move across a 2 dimesional plane, one would have to

view it from outside, either above it or below it.  One would have to 

view it from a 3rd perpendicular to see that it has extension and that 

movement from one side to the other is possible.  From within, it would

be viewed only as a line.

   Following this logic, to move accross a 3 d surface one would have

to be able to view it from outside.  One would have to be able to see 

that a solid has extension in three perpendicular directions.  This is only

possible to see from a distance.  From within it would appear only as

a plane.  From a distance it can be seen that it is a solid which can be

gone around in 3 perpendicular directions.
[Paul Joseph Rovelli] This is almost a description of the practice of 'rising the planes,' that is one of the earlier practices in Magickal training.  Distance is not discussed or noted in this practice, just the rising.

 
   This verifies that the 4th dimension is the DISTANCE between solids, 

just as Ouspensky suspected.

   All 4 dimensions considered here are measurable quantities.  

   Distance is the result of the relative motion of all solids.  It is the 

tracing of solids over a period of time.  It is their time bodies, and since

distance exists in all directions, between all solids, the universe is a 

unified whole, a single 4 dimensional object, an absolute singularity.
[Paul Joseph Rovelli] Yes, the material Universe without the fifth dimension called Spirit.  It has been described by Yogi's as light...and now some physicists are saying that light comes from such a theorized dimension and we are seeing the beginnings of the reunion of science and religion.
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--- CarlSherman65@cs.com wrote:

> 

> Yes, but you are describing a two dimensional object (a line ).  How can

> it even exist in one dimension?

A point has no extension.  A line has extension in ONE direction, it is

one dimensional. Plane is two dimensional.  Solid is three dimensional.

The time body, as it is called is four dimensional.  A four dimensional

body is the totality of a three dimensional bodys positions as it moves

through space.  This was Ouspensky's assertion in Tertium Organum.

s.g.

Hi Steve,

93

This is also taught in Qabalah.  The fourth Sephirah is the three-dimensional object; the fifth Sephira represents its movement; and the sixth Sephirah is consciousness...derived through time.
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In a message dated 12/18/2003 12:53:46 PM Eastern Standard Time, tarkus619@yahoo.com writes: 

>Yes, but you are describing a two dimensional object (a line ).  How can >it even exist in one dimension?

A point has no extension.  A line has extension in ONE direction, it is one dimensional. Plane is two dimensional.  Solid is three dimensional.  The time body, as it is called is four dimensional.  A four dimensional body is the totality of a three dimensional bodys positions as it moves
through space.  This was Ouspensky's assertion in Tertium Organum.

s.g.


In order for any object to be described in any space three dimensions are required.  This is even true of a single point.  To describe it's location in space one must give three coordinates which correspond to the x, y and z axis.  By Pythagorean definition, a line extends infinitely in two (both) directions.  If you are describing a line segment then there would be two defined ending points.  My assertion is that even a line has an intrinsic length, width and height no matter how infinitesimally small the length and height may be.

Carl

Hi Carl,
93
This is correct, if you're trying to find that point in 3-dimensional space.  But in 1-dimensional space, location is not an issue.
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