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Normal Realism

The Modern Recipient of the Machian Legacy

Are there two realities? Nonsense, you might say.itYenainstream physics, since the days
of Descartesyia Galileo, Newton and Einstein, thehave been two realities. One is the
reality of the normal, everyday perception of physidgeots phenomenpand the other is
the reality of those objects as they are assumed edlg/ in themselves, independently of
all observation and detection.

Philosophers from Berkeley to Mach have had great trowitle this. How, they
wondered, can we claim tknow of the existence of things beyond all perception and
knowledge if we never perceive them? The only answer seenise that although we cannot
know what those objects are in themselves, God knows,lusdlgo what they are in
themselves, how they move among themselves, how thegsact among themselves, how
they endure in themselves, and so on in ways that dénbet¢he aim of theoretical physics to
second-guess.

This ‘God’s-eye-view' approach to physics has been calRhlism’ which, in
essence, is that space, time, mass and motioabmaute,so that all things endure at the
same cosmical rate, according to which time impligitiGod’'s time is the same
everywhere. So when it is twelve noon here by e@iT, it is tacitly assumed to be twelve
noon on all the planets, stars and galaxies througheutrtiverse by that same standard. And
if any clocks vary according to that absolute standaeh there must be something wrong
with them, so that they need to be adjusted and regutattick simultaneously all over.

Philosophers such as George Berkeley and Ernst Mach thibigyabsurd. For them,
time was no problem. Far from being the ineffable mystery $hane thinkers have made of
it, in the same way that length is measured by instrtsrgrch as rulers, so time is measured
by other instruments we call clocks. So, in our comrhahaerver-frame we may design and
construct mechanical clocks and regulate them to rurhsynously with the movements of
the heavens to create an arbitrary time-standard IM&.@ut that does not mean that this
same synchrony we contrive locally holds for all cloeksl other time-processes among the
stars and galaxies everywhere.

The realisation of this dependency on observation habeginning ofelativity. As
Einstein demonstrated in his famoliseory of Relativitytime and space are not absolute but
relative. That is to say, clocks and other processesrding time, such as heart-beats, cell-
divisions and so on, as well as other biological andhaeical processes, both macroscopic
and atomic, can be observed to vary relatively to thetpaf observation. These time-
processes are known to vary with such things as tenyperahemical composition and other
circumstances in general, so that there is practicallynique, or cosmic 'time-standard’ that
exists anywhere. This dispenses altogether with any notithere being an ubiquitous 'God's
time'. In particular, the Theory of Relativity has simothat these time-processes vary in
proportion to large distances and fast motions measurth@ iobservational reference-frame.
The effect of this discovery on Physics has been profolndeed it has been hailed as a
physics revolution on a par with the heliocentric tlyemfrCopernicus and Galileo.



However, Einstein’s Theory of Relativity has never cawgghtn public perception to
the extent which that earlier revolution did. Why iatthRelativity was first conceived by the
physicist Mach and developed mathematically by his resitimiotégé, Einstein. However,
although he was popularly accredited with being the precofdéinstein’s famous Theory of
Relativity, Mach rejected that claim. In a notoriousefce to his bookPrinzipien der
physikalischen optik1921) he firmly disclaimed being a forerunner of Einsteimativity.

In his view, it would prove, in the end, to have been oenthan what he called ‘a transitory
inspiration in the history of science’. What Mach could accept was Einstein’s confusing
mixture of relative and absolute, which has made Relatatpotoriously abstruse that it has
become a veritable by-word for obscurity among the publgeineral. For instance, how can
the defining properties of an object, such as its masgtHeand duration, be ‘relative to the
observer’ when the two are separated by perhaps aedmnseoflue to light having to travel
between thenmn vacuq at the ‘finite and absolute speex)’as Einstein's Relativity teaches?
In Mach'’s scientific philosophy those two propositionsildonever be reconciled. In short,
relativity and what is called ‘Einstein separation’ cantraty live together in the rational
mind.

The fact is, however, that the distance-time amistis not necessarily interpreted in
Einstein’s separatist way as a ‘velocity’. Just becallseelocities are ratios of distance by
time does not mean that all ratios of distance by t@me velocities. To assume that this is so
is therefore a logical fallacy. In embracing this dall, Einstein was merely following,
uncritically, the separatist tradition of God’s-eye vi&galism in Physics. That separatism
had been introduced into nascent Physics in the sevemteentury in the form of what is
known as Cartesian dualism. (Descartes was the philosagteeintroduced the idea of the
‘two realities’ of 'Mind' and 'Matter' that so-calledeRlist’ Physics has followed ever since.)

Unfortunately, Mach did not live long enough to mend theasion. He died in 1916,
aged 78, eleven years after the publication of Einstein’offhdnis own contribution to
Physics being swamped by celebrity, at the time, of Emstenong the comparatively
unthinking and unphilosophical public. However, the popularity io§t€in's Theory, which
was the ‘seven day wonder’, as it were, has gradualhed#o the extent that nowadays there
are more and more commonsense thinkers challenging nite severting to the earlier
relativism of Mach.

Had Mach lived longer he would undoubtedly have told us txaghat his
reservations were regarding Einstein’s version of retgtiiHowever, the logic of his
rejection is not difficult to uncover. This tracing Bfach’s logic, his ‘unfinished business’
with relativism, has now been continued under the namBlormal Realism. This Neo-
Machian philosophy now forms the basis of the matheaathesis, POAMS (the Pope-
Osborne Angular Momentum Synthesis), as describeciP@AMS thread of this forum.

Normal Realism began under that title in Pope’s aatoaqi in the late 1960s, with
another mature student, G.A. Evans, in the Philosophyrbeeat at the University College
of North Wales (UCNW), Bangor. The mathematical aspéthe thesis had already begun,
ten years earlier, with the help of Drs. J. R. Joaed P. M. Davidson of the Physics
Department of the University College of Wales, Swan3éss mathematical treatment was
then extended, in 1978, in an association with Dr. J.téfopf Burton on Trent Technical
College and then with Dr. A.D. Osborne at Keele Unigrstaffs., where it remains an
ongoing research project. This research has also invotilkke Electronics Engineering
Department of the University of West of England (UWBJjstol, where it has been
supported by a long-time associate of Pope’s, Prof. Aiffirffield, who has also helped with
developing and disseminating the thesis in publicationgjres and seminars.



As a version of neo-phenomenalism and partaker inLthguistic philosophy of
Wittgensteinet al, Normal Realism has gone from strength to strengthicpkarly in respect
of its modern-physics spin-off, POAMS. Its most defug@texpression to date is the latest in
the line of POAMS publications, a book entitlkehht-Speed, Gravitation and Quantum
Instantaneityby authors, A. D. Osborne and N. V. Pope. This bookesgmntly at the printer's
and is due to appear soon. It is aimed to appeal mainlgattugte students of mathematics,
whilst being careful to keep the ordinary intelligent npeesalist reader 'in the loop'.

However, despite its appearance as a work in spedatmthematics, the main thrust
of this book isphilosophical In that respect it has been regarded as unique, insefér a
combines expertise from both sides of the traditiéwtd-Science educational divide. Indeed,
it is what many think is the scandalous lack of contastwben these two academic
disciplines that the book holds responsible for the tédisted proliferation of nonsense in
modern theoretical physics.



