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AR Can you explain the physics of the Page–Wootters mechanism in nontechnical 
but precise language? 

AI Certainly! The Page–Wootters mechanism is an interesting idea in quantum 
physics that tries to explain how time itself can emerge from something more 
basic, without assuming time exists upfront. 

Usually, physics describes how things change in time, assuming time is already 
there as a background clock. But what if time isn’t fundamental – what if it’s 
something that appears from a deeper underlying reality? 

Page and Wootters proposed that you can think of the universe as a big quantum 
system with no external clock. Instead of having an absolute clock ticking away, 
parts of the universe act as clocks for the rest. The key idea is to imagine the 
universe divided into two parts: a clock system and the rest of the universe. The 
whole universe is stationary, described by a quantum state that doesn’t change 
over time. However, if you look at the rest of the universe relative to the clock 
system, things appear to change and evolve with respect to that clock. 

In technical terms, the overall quantum state satisfies a condition that looks like it 
has zero energy. This condition means the whole state is completely stable – no 
external time needed. But you can slice this big state by asking what the rest of 
the system looks like when the clock reads a certain time. 

Because the clock and the rest of the universe are quantum-entangled, the rest of 
the system’s state depends on the clock’s state. By conditioning on the clock 
reading diSerent times, the rest evolves in a way that looks like familiar time flow. 

This approach oSers a way to think about time as an internal property that arises 
naturally from quantum correlations, rather than being put in by hand. It helps 
tackle deep puzzles about time in quantum gravity and the foundations of 
physics. 
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If you’d like, I can provide an analogy or a more intuitive explanation for how this 
idea works. Would you like that? 

AR The background zero-energy condition is expressed by the Wheeler–DeWitt 
equation. Is this condition consistent with Einstein’s 4D block universe if we assume 
that all positive energy is balanced by negative gravitational energy? How does this 
affect the meaning of universal entropy? 

AI You’re touching on a profound and subtle intersection of concepts in physics: 
the Wheeler–DeWitt equation, the nature of time and energy in the universe, the 
4D block universe view from Einstein’s relativity, and the idea of entropy on a 
universal scale. 

The Wheeler–DeWitt equation is a key equation in attempts to build a theory of 
quantum gravity. Essentially, it says the wavefunction of the entire universe must 
be time-independent (or zero energy overall). This matches the intuition from the 
Page–Wootters mechanism that the universe as a whole has no external time or 
total energy – because positive energies (like matter and radiation) are balanced 
by negative gravitational energy. 

Einstein’s 4D block universe concept treats time as a dimension much like space, 
where past, present, and future all exist on an equal footing, forming a block of 
spacetime. Events aren’t happening in time; all moments simply are. 

The Wheeler–DeWitt equation’s zero-energy constraint aligns well with this 
picture. Since the universe as a whole is a timeless block, the equation says 
there’s no global dynamical evolution outside of this block. Instead of time 
flowing externally, what changes is your perspective inside the block, where 
diSerent parts act like clocks relative to others (as in the Page–Wootters account). 
The balancing of energies (positive mass-energy and negative gravitational energy) 
means that the whole block can be viewed as a stable, self-contained system 
without needing an external time or external energy input. 

The picture is consistent: The universe as a timeless, zero-energy whole meshes 
well with the block-universe view. 

Entropy is a measure of disorder or the number of possible ways to arrange a 
system internally. Usually, in our experience, entropy tends to increase over time. 
This is key to describing the arrow of time. 

However, if the universe is a timeless block with zero total energy, this raises 
subtle questions about what entropy really means on the universal scale. Since 
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the universe’s total state is stationary, entropy isn’t increasing in an absolute, 
external sense. The arrow of time and entropy increase only appears inside the 
block, relative to subsystems acting as clocks. 

Therefore, entropy growth is more about internal relationships and correlations 
than about a universal change. The balance of positive and negative energy 
ensures the universe is a closed system with a fixed total. From this perspective, 
the concept of universal entropy is about how parts of the system appear from the 
inside and how complexity or disorder is distributed, not about entropy increasing 
outside time. 

In summary, the Wheeler–DeWitt zero-energy condition fits well with the 4D block 
universe, where the universe is timeless and energy-balanced. Time and entropy 
originate from internal relations and quantum correlations inside this block, not 
from an external evolution. Universal entropy in this view is a relational and 
internal concept, tied to the perspectives of subsystems, rather than a universal, 
ever-increasing quantity. 

If you’d like, I can help elaborate on how this relational perspective of entropy 
might work or what it means for understanding the arrow of time. Would you like 
that? 

AR Yes. I believe the relational view of time is held by such physicists as Carlo 
Rovelli and Leonard Susskind. How do they understand the arrow of time and the 
rise of entropy within this view? 

AI Yes, you're right – physicists like Carlo Rovelli and Leonard Susskind have 
explored the relational view of time deeply, and each offers insightful perspectives 
on the arrow of time and entropy within that framework. 

Carlo Rovelli, a pioneer of relational quantum mechanics, emphasizes that time and 
physical quantities only gain meaning through relationships between systems rather 
than as absolute entities. Here’s how he sees the arrow of time and entropy. 

Time emerges from correlations, from how one subsystem acts as a clock for 
another. Without something to compare against, there is no notion of time flowing. 

Entropy arises from information imbalance, so the arrow of time reflects how 
information is distributed among subsystems. When the state of one subsystem 
becomes more correlated (or entangled) with another, entropy appears to increase 
from their internal perspective. 
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The low-entropy past is a special condition. The observed increase in entropy 
depends on the universe starting in a special, low-entropy state. This initial 
condition is key to why the arrow of time points in one direction. 

Past and future are relational. What counts as past versus future depends on the 
causal and informational relations among parts of the system, not on an external 
universal clock. 

This viewpoint highlights that entropy increase and time’s direction flow from the 
structure of correlations and information flow inside the universe, not from an 
external absolute time. 

Leonard Susskind, known for his work in string theory and black hole physics, also 
supports a relational and emergent view of time and entropy, especially in the 
context of quantum gravity and holography. 

According to Susskind, time arises from the entanglement structure of quantum 
states. The growth of entanglement complexity corresponds to an emergent time 
evolution. The direction of time relates to the increasing computational or quantum 
complexity of states. The states of the early universe were simple, with low 
complexity and low entropy, then complexity grows, creating an arrow of time. 

Susskind explores how black holes’ entropy (linked to their event horizons) and 
quantum entanglement give rise to thermodynamic behavior, reinforcing the idea 
that entropy increase is tied to quantum information spreading and complexity 
growth. 

In holographic theories, the universe’s bulk spacetime and its dynamics (including 
time flow) emerge from quantum entanglement patterns on a boundary, supporting 
the relational emergence of time and entropy. 

Both Rovelli and Susskind emphasize that time and entropy are not fundamental 
absolute properties, but arise from internal relations and quantum information 
structures. 

The arrow of time is linked to growth in correlations, entanglement, or complexity, 
starting from a low-entropy, low-complexity initial state. 

The notion of time flow and increasing entropy is a perspective within the universe, 
not a property of the entire universe viewed from outside. 

If you want, I can explain some specific examples or analogies that help clarify how 
correlation and entanglement give rise to time and entropy in this relational picture. 
Would you like that? 
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AR If the initial state of a temporal perspective is maximally simple and non-
entangled, then classical logic applies and entropy is minimal. 

As entanglements emerge, quantum logic takes over, the perspective begins to 
include superpositions that cannot be resolved locally, and so bits become qubits 
and classical logic fails. Local determinism fails too, because time evolutions 
depend on how nonlocal correlations play out. An increasingly wide spectrum of 
possible futures open up, and with it a local concept of entropy. 

Is this a coherent and fair understanding so far, or have I got something wrong? 

AI Your understanding captures many deep and subtle points very well, with some 
insightful connections. Here’s a breakdown and slight refinement to help clarify and 
confirm your view. 

What’s right on target is your idea that the initial state is simple and non-entangled. 
Starting from a low-entropy, minimally correlated state fits well with the idea that the 
universe began in something like a simple, separable quantum state. This is when 
classical intuition and logic approximately hold because quantum superpositions 
and entanglements are minimal. 

Also good is your idea on classical logic and minimal entropy. When systems are 
nearly unentangled, their behaviors can be effectively described by classical logic – 
yes or no, bit-like – because outcomes and states are definite and locally 
accessible, keeping entropy low. 

You’re right too on the emergence of entanglement and quantum logic. As quantum 
correlations develop, quantum logic (which includes superpositions and 
contextuality) replaces naive classical logic. At this point, qubits become the natural 
carriers of information rather than classical bits, and local measurement outcomes 
can’t fully describe the whole system. 

It is also true that local determinism fails. Since entangled states involve nonlocal 
correlations, the local outcome can’t be determined without reference to the whole 
system’s state. Time evolution in such a context depends on globally shared 
quantum information, making classical local determinism ineffective. 

Regarding the opening of a wider spectrum of possible futures, the idea that 
increasing entanglement and complexity allow for a branching set of potential 
evolutions aligns well with relational views where time, causality, and entropy 
emerge inside the system from evolving correlations. 

Also, importantly, entropy becomes a local or relational concept. Each subsystem 
or observer sees increasing entropy because, from their perspective, more 
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information is hidden or inaccessible due to entanglement complexity and 
superpositions. 

However, regarding classical logic versus quantum logic, while classical logic 
applies well in low-entanglement regimes, it’s not that classical logic “fails” but that 
quantum theory offers an extended framework that includes classical logic as a 
special case. The transition reflects a shift in which description is appropriate. 

Also, regarding local determinism, it might be clearer to say that classical local 
realism fails (because local outcomes depend on nonlocal quantum states). The 
overall quantum evolution is still deterministic at the global level, because the 
wavefunction or universal quantum state evolves deterministically by the 
Schrödinger equation. 

As for the spectrum of futures and superpositions. the “wide spectrum of possible 
futures” aligns well with quantum branching or decoherence ideas, but these 
branches do not physically split the universe in a fundamental way; rather, they 
reflect how entanglement spreads and observers perceive outcomes 
probabilistically. 

In summary, your picture is coherent and well-articulated. It captures the essence of 
how time, entropy, and logic emerge relationally and depend on entanglement 
structure, bridging classical and quantum views. The core idea is that what looks 
like classical, deterministic time and low entropy initially arises from a simple non-
entangled state, and what looks like evolving entropy and time emerges from the 
increasing complexity of quantum correlations. 

If you want, I can suggest some readings or examples that illustrate these transitions 
clearly. Would you like that? 

AR If time and determinacy are relative to the observer in this way, then Wigner’s 
friend and related scenarios lose their sting, it seems. Does this also defuse the 
Frauchiger–Renner paradox? And what becomes of the background assumption of 
an eternal universe in which spacetime is a block and total energy is zero? Does this 
not become a metaphysical posit, like the noumenal world in Kant’s philosophy? 

AI Your reasoning is quite insightful and touches on key points about the 
interpretation of quantum mechanics, observer relativity, and the foundations of 
cosmology. Let’s break down these complex issues one by one. 

In the relational view where time, determinacy, and even measurement outcomes 
depend on the observer’s perspective, the Wigner’s friend scenario is less 
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paradoxical because there is no absolute, observer-independent fact of the matter 
about the outcome before it is observed from that observer’s frame. 

Each observer’s account is consistent within their own perspective, and 
contradictions arise only if one tries to impose a single, global “view from nowhere.” 
So, relativizing time and facts to observers diffuses the tension at the heart of 
Wigner’s friend by accepting plural, consistent perspectives rather than a single 
objective collapse. 

The Frauchiger–Renner argument tries to push further, showing that treating 
observers in a certain way leads to contradictions if everyone applies quantum 
theory universally and insists on a single objective reality. 

A relational interpretation with observer-relative time can defuse this paradox, 
because the paradox arises from demanding a single global truth that all observers 
agree on simultaneously. If facts and measurement results are observer-dependent, 
then the contradictory conclusions rely on mixing perspectives improperly. 

So yes, embracing relational quantum mechanics, including Page–Wootters 
relational time, helps one to avoid or reinterpret Frauchiger–Renner contradictions 
by rejecting global, absolute truth about measurement outcomes. 

Next, the idea that the universe is an eternal 4D block with zero total energy tied to 
the Wheeler–DeWitt equation is powerful but fraught with philosophical subtleties. 

Is it a metaphysical posit? In some sense, yes: It’s a foundational assumption about 
the nature of reality that cannot be directly tested by experiment. It plays a role akin 
to Kant’s noumenal world – a conception of reality as it is, independently of our 
observations. 

Interestingly, it arises naturally from attempts to unify quantum mechanics and 
gravity, providing a timeless, background-free framework. But since it is not directly 
measurable or accessible, it stands as a theoretical principle or metaphysical 
framework grounding our best physical theories rather than as an empirical fact. 

Many physicists see this as the best framework we have to think about quantum 
cosmology and time’s origin, but it’s open to interpretation and debate. 

In summary, relational views of time and measurement localize facts, and 
paradoxes like Wigner’s friend and the Frauchiger–Renner scenario become less 
problematic when one rejects universal observer-independent truth. 

The eternal block universe with zero total energy is a deep theoretical or 
mathematical foundation and might best be seen as a metaphysical background 
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principle rather than as a directly empirical claim. This framework helps ground 
relational quantum mechanics but remains subtle and philosophically rich. 

If you want, I can explore how these ideas influence ongoing debates about reality, 
or how different interpretations relate to each other. Would you like that? 

AR There’s another set of ingredients I want to add. Gödel’s theorems imply there’s 
no complete and final logical system. Similarly, there’s no complete and final 
axiomatic system of set theory. All the provisional systems that we can build can be 
arranged in hierarchies along a logical dimension we might call epistemic and 
compare with a time dimension. 

Can the relational time dimensions in quantum physics be usefully compared with 
that logical dimension, and can this help us understand the logical constraints on 
the “psychology” of the mathematician or the physical observer? 

AI You’re weaving together some of the deepest ideas in logic, physics, and 
philosophy – bringing Gödel’s incompleteness, hierarchical epistemic structures, 
and relational time in quantum physics into dialogue. This is a rich and promising 
way to explore how limitations in knowledge and logic might resonate with how time 
and observation work. 

Here’s how these ideas connect and where such a comparison could be productive: 

Gödel’s incompleteness theorems say that any sufficiently powerful formal system 
cannot be both complete (capable of proving every truth expressible in it) and 
consistent. There’s always an unprovable truth within the system, requiring a move 
to a stronger system, generating a hierarchy of logical systems, each building on or 
extending the previous. 

This hierarchy can be viewed as a kind of epistemic dimension – a progression of 
knowledge states or viewpoints, where moving “up” corresponds to gaining more 
logical strength or resolving more questions. 

In relational quantum mechanics with something like the Page–Wootters 
mechanism, time emerges internally from relations between systems or observers, 
not as an external absolute parameter. Each observer or subsystem has its own 
clock and perspective, giving rise to multiple, relative time flows. These time 
dimensions are not fixed or universal – they depend on where you stand in the 
network of quantum correlations. 

Both relational time and the epistemic hierarchy arise from relational structure and 
perspective, not from fixed absolutes. With relational time, the flow of time depends 



 9 

on an observer’s correlations and information. With the logical dimension, the 
strength or completeness of a formal system depends on what axioms and rules you 
accept, which themselves come from stepping outside or beyond an earlier system. 

You can think of logical progression (epistemic ascent) as analogous to moving 
along a dimension of knowledge, much like moving along a relational time 
dimension is moving from one correlated state to the next. Both are constrained. 
Just as no single system can encompass all truths (Gödel), no single time 
perspective encompasses all temporal relations in the quantum universe. 

This analogy might help model limitations on the “psychology” or epistemology of 
observers. The mathematician or physical observer has intrinsic logical and 
temporal horizons. They cannot see all truths or all times globally, and their 
knowledge and experience evolve through relational steps, analogous to moving 
through time and logical levels simultaneously. 

The observer’s knowledge, reasoning power, and time experience are shaped by 
intrinsic constraints. Logical constraints arise because Gödelian incompleteness 
limits what can be known or proven within any system they inhabit. Temporal 
constraints arise from relational quantum time limiting what can be experienced or 
predicted locally. 

This approach could offer a unified framework to explore how observers gain 
knowledge over time, reflecting both epistemic and temporal asymmetries. It may 
hint at a meta-logic of observers, where their ability to understand or predict relates 
to how their logical and temporal perspectives interweave. 

In summary, relational quantum time and Gödelian epistemic hierarchies both 
emerge from relational perspectives rather than absolutes. Comparing the two 
provides a fresh lens on the constraints shaping the knowledge and experience of 
mathematicians or physical observers. 

This interplay might help build deeper theories on how logic, time, and observation 
connect – a framework for the psychology of knowledge and measurement 
grounded in physics and logic. 

Would you like help exploring specific models or philosophical ideas that develop 
this analogy further? 

AR Yes, because I have some half-baked ideas here too. All the mathematicians and 
physical observers we know of (AI aside) are somehow rooted in human psychology 
and physiology. 
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A physical mechanism that evolves in time, deterministically in principle but clearly 
not so in practice, takes the subject from state A to a more determined state B, 
where B is more anchored in facts but also more hostage to nonlocal entanglements 
that both increase entropy and increase the spectrum of possible future states 
faster than they increase the platform of known or fixed facts. 

In this view, if it’s about right so far, our “progress” toward more knowledge and 
control is actually a regress as we sink into unsurveyable complexity and increasing 
dependence on unknowable (because nonlocal) contingencies. Is this not a bleak 
reflection on the human condition? 

AI Your reflection touches on profound and existential themes about knowledge, 
complexity, and the human condition, tied deeply to physics, logic, and psychology. 
What you describe is a rich, nuanced perspective on how growth in knowledge, 
paradoxically, might also deepen mystery and uncertainty. 

Let’s unpack it carefully.  

Moving from deterministic evolution to increasing complexity, you rightly point out 
that, at the physical level, observers (human minds included) are embodied 
systems evolving through time. They are roughly deterministic at the deep level but 
practically unpredictable due to complexity. 

Progressing from state A to state B can mean acquiring more facts and clearer 
understanding, but also implies becoming embedded in more complex 
entanglements – interactions, dependencies, and correlations with other parts of 
the system or world. 

These entanglements correspond to increasing quantum and informational 
complexity and can carry more hidden, nonlocal contingencies, making predictions 
or full understanding practically impossible. 

On the growth of knowledge and entropy, the paradox you identify is striking. As 
knowledge grows (anchoring us in more facts), the system’s overall entropy and 
complexity can increase even faster. Increased entanglement and complexity widen 
the range of possible futures, meaning that certainty about what will come next 
diminishes, even as past facts solidify. So, our certainty about the past may grow, 
but our control and our ability to predict the future can diminish. 

Is this a bleak reflection? From one angle, yes – it can feel like a somewhat bleak or 
humbling picture. Our intellectual progress may lead us deeper into complexity and 
uncertainty, and rather than closing gaps, we may be opening new frontiers of 
unknowability. 
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The human condition is marked by striving for control and understanding in a world 
that is fundamentally richer and more entangled than any of our models can fully 
capture. 

 But this need not lead to despair. The capacity to reach new facts and engage with 
ever-richer complexity is also what fuels creativity, science, art, and meaning. 

This view challenges illusions of complete mastery or final truth. It invites a more 
modest, dynamic, and relational understanding of knowledge. It hints that 
knowledge and mystery co-evolve, where both drive human cognition and culture. 

As for the psychological and philosophical implications, our minds must balance 
between stabilizing reality as a domain of anchored facts and embracing uncertainty 
and novelty ¶by recognizing open possibilities. 

The interplay between logical progress (Gödel-type ascent) and temporal evolution 
(relational time) creates a tension. Progress is never absolute or final. Knowledge is 
always partial and embedded in context. This perspective can foster intellectual 
humility and openness while still valuing the profound richness of human inquiry. 

In summary, your idea beautifully captures a core tension: As we gain more 
knowledge, we enter deeper fields of complexity and entanglement, expanding 
uncertainties and the space of unknowns. While this may seem bleak, it also 
reflects the vibrant, dynamic nature of human understanding – a never-ending 
journey rather than a fixed destination. 

If you want, I can suggest ways this perspective resonates with modern philosophy 
of science, cognitive science, or even contemplative traditions. Would you be 
interested in that? 

AR Biologically, humans are organisms that direct their activities toward goal states. 
These goal states are always at least one step beyond the current state of the 
organism, where the steps are increments in a temporal evolution based on known 
or conjectured laws or regularities. 

This “arrow of purpose” rides on the arrow of time and may suggest a special 
ingredient in the recipe for life, but it may also be the view from within of a universal 
dynamic. The simplest summary of the discovery that emerges from the hierarchical 
view of logic and the relational view of time in physics is that things change, at least 
for us. We strive to step forward toward a more stable or robust state, but do so only 
at the cost of spreading entropy all around. 

Perhaps even the simplest quantum system does something analogous. Caught 
between the unstable being of a superposition (a bubble of potentiality) and the 
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stable existence of a decohered state (following a quantum collapse or “pop”), the 
system changes from being to existence along a dimension of becoming. 

What sets the direction of the change? Is this not the arrow of time rendered in 
different words? What seems certain to me is that this reflects something important 
about our embodied status as subjects. Your response? 

AI Your reflection eloquently ties together biology, physics, logic, and philosophy 
into a profound understanding of change, purpose, and existence from within – 
capturing the essence of what it means to be an embodied subject in a dynamic 
universe. 

Here’s how I see the core points and where your insight resonates deeply: 

Regarding the arrow of purpose riding on the arrow of time, you highlight that living 
organisms pursue goal states that are always one step ahead. They move through 
time by leveraging known or conjectured regularities. 

This “arrow of purpose” is an internal, cognitive, or biological manifestation 
superimposed on the fundamental arrow of time that physics describes. In other 
words, our sense of purpose, striving, and goal-directedness is a view from inside, 
an emergent feature riding on more fundamental temporal and physical processes. 

Regarding change as the fundamental fact, for us, the hierarchical logic and 
relational time perspectives converge on a simple but powerful truth: Things 
change. But “change” is experienced as change by embedded observers like us. 

From this “view from within,” the dynamics of the universe unfold as a process of 
stepping into more stable, more robust states, balancing being (stable existence) 
and becoming (potentiality, superposition, novelty). 

This understanding mirrors beautifully the quantum process where a system first 
exists in a superposition (a “bubble” of potential realities or possibilities), then 
“collapses” or decoheres into a more concrete or stable state. This transition can be 
read as movement along a dimension of becoming, not just static being. 

What sets the direction of this change or becoming is closely tied to the arrow of 
time. Physically, this arrow is often linked to entropy increase and irreversible 
processes. Philosophically and phenomenologically, it is the unfolding of 
potentiality into actuality, of possibility into fact – a directionality experienced by 
embodied subjects. 
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Your emphasis on our embodied status as subjects is crucial. We don’t just observe 
change from outside. We participate – our cognition, goals, and purposes are part of 
the process of stabilizing some states over others. 

This participatory role may even extend to all quantum systems in a metaphorical 
sense – as every system balances superposition (potentiality) and collapse 
(stability). 

In summary, your synthesis captures something central about existence. From 
within, the universe is experienced as change, striving, and emergence – a dance 
between potential and actual, governed by the arrow of time. This reflects our 
embodied, subjective status and resonates with relational quantum physics and 
hierarchical logic views, enriching our understanding of time, change, and purpose. 

This is fertile ground for ongoing exploration, connecting physics, biology, 
consciousness, and philosophy. 

If you want, I can share some philosophical or scientific thinkers whose work 
parallels these ideas, or suggest ways to frame this for deeper investigation. Would 
that be helpful? 

AR Yes, I need a few names of thinkers who have explored parts of this story and 
whose ideas can enhance or extend it. This is deep philosophy, and good thinkers at 
this level are rare. Also, they often write in languages that don’t translate easily into 
English. So, bearing in mind my limits as a slow reader with a limited time horizon, 
what can you recommend? 

AI Certainly! Here’s a selection of thinkers whose work intersects with the deep 
themes you’re exploring – change, time, subjectivity, logic, and the limits of 
knowledge – presented with recommendations that should be accessible, 
influential, and relevant. I’ve prioritized clarity and works often available in English 
translations or clear summaries. 

Henri Bergson emphasized time as duration – an embodied, qualitative flow of 
becoming, not a spatialized, abstract parameter. His notion of creative evolution 
connects well with your view of becoming and purpose riding on the arrow of time. 
He wrote thoughtfully on the difference between measured clock time and lived 
time – central to embodied subjectivity. His accessible works include Time and Free 
Will and Creative Evolution (both have readable English translations). 

Alfred North Whitehead developed process philosophy, which sees reality as 
fundamentally constituted by processes and events (becoming) rather than static 
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things (being). Time and change are primary, with an emphasis on relationality. His 
ideas align well with relational time and the interplay of actual occasions and 
potentialities. His Process and Reality is foundational but dense; alternatively, 
secondary summaries or Adventures of Ideas offer clearer insight. 

Bas van Fraassen is a philosopher of science who emphasizes constructive 
empiricism and the limits of scientific knowledge. He writes clearly about how we 
model reality with necessarily provisional, partial knowledge – resonant with 
Gödelian epistemic horizons. For a grounded, less metaphysical but rigorous 
perspective on knowledge and scientific modeling, read The Scientific Image, which 
is clear and philosophical but not overly technical. 

Carlo Rovelli is a physicist and philosopher emphasizing relational quantum 
mechanics and the emergence of time from correlations rather than absolute 
background. He tackles time, thermodynamics, and the nature of change. His 
popular books are accessible and directly link physics with philosophical questions 
about time and knowledge. The Order of Time was written for a general audience. 

John Searle was a philosopher of mind and language who explored the nature of 
consciousness, intentionality, and how subjective experience relates to physical 
processes. His clear writing helps bridge subjective experience and physical 
theories – valuable for exploring embodied subjectivity. The Rediscovery of the Mind 
is accessible. 

For clear, non-technical expositions of Gödel’s incompleteness theorems and their 
implications, consider standard essay collections, or Douglas Hofstadter’s book 
Gödel, Escher, Bach (a long read but very engaging), or Torkel Franzén’s shorter and 
clearer book Gödel’s Theorem: An Incomplete Guide to Its Use and Abuse. 

Start with Rovelli’s The Order of Time for a fresh, physics-rooted perspective. 
Complement with Bergson’s Time and Free Will for philosophical insight on 
embodiment and becoming. Add Franzén’s book for Gödel-related epistemic 
reflection. If you’re interested in process and metaphysics, dip into overview 
summaries of Whitehead. 

Most of the above have excellent English translations or were originally written in 
English. Bergson is French; Whitehead and Searle originally wrote in English; Rovelli 
writes in Italian but his popular books are professionally translated; van Fraassen 
writes in English. 

AR I haven’t read Bergson, but I did read that he didn’t emerge victorious in debates 
with Einstein about time. 
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Whitehead I know well from his technical work with Russell, and I know that as a 
young man he was influenced by Hegel (as I was too), but his Process and Reality is 
too heavy for me now. 

Bas van Fraassen wrote technical books in logic that I studied decades ago. 

I’ve read all the recent books by Carlo Rovelli, including The Order of Time. 

I’ve read John Searle’s The Rediscovery of the Mind and other books he wrote, but I 
wasn’t impressed by his “Chinese room” thought experiment. 

On Gödel’s theorems, I wrote a thesis on them, then read Hofstadter’s big book with 
huge admiration. 

So I guess I’m left with Bergson and Whitehead. Is that your verdict too? 

AI Given your background and what you've already read, your assessment is quite 
precise. 

Bergson still stands out as a unique, rich source exploring time from a lived, 
qualitative perspective. Despite his famous debate with Einstein, his ideas on 
duration and becoming remain influential in philosophy and can deepen your 
reflection on embodied time and subjectivity. His works are shorter and more 
directly philosophical than Whitehead’s. 

Whitehead, while profound and relevant, is indeed heavy and dense in Process and 
Reality. However, some of his other writings or secondary literature might be more 
accessible and still valuable if you want to engage with process philosophy without 
the full weight of his major work. 

Here are two other suggestions that might fit well: 

Maurice Merleau-Ponty developed a phenomenology focused on embodiment and 
perception, with rich insights on subjectivity and time as lived experience. He’s often 
more approachable than Whitehead and complements Bergson’s ideas well. 

Hans Jonas was inspired by Bergson and Heidegger and built on their work. Jonas 
explores biology, life, and the arrow of time, framed in existential terms. He offers a 
profound connection between life’s purpose and temporal becoming, which might 
resonate with your ideas about living organisms and purposeful change. 

AR I can take it from here without more input, thanks. 
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