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Abstract. The crucial but very confidential fact is brought into evidence that — as Kolmogorov himself repeatedly claimed — the
mathematical theory of probabilities cannot be applied to physical, factnal probabilistic situations because #he factual concept of
probability distribution is not defined : it is nowhere specified how to construct factually for a given physical random phenomenon, the
specific numerical distribution of probabilities to be asserted on the universe of outcomes generated by that phenomenon; nor is
it known what significance to associate to the assertion of mere 'existence' of such a factual distribution of numerically defined
probabilities. An algorithm of semantic integration of this factual numerically defined distribution of probabilities is then constructed.
This algorithm, developed inside a general method of relativized conceptualization, involves a sort of "quantification" of the factual
concept of probability. The mentioned result, while it solves Kolmogorov's aporia, fully organizes the general cassical concept of
probability, from both a factual and a syntactic standpoint. In particular, it appears that, while "randomness" can be considered to
be a natural fact, the concepts of 'random phenomenon' and 'probabilistic situation' ate factual-conceptual artifacts. As for
quantum mechanical 'probabilities', it comes out — sutprisingly — that, in general, they cannot be defined factually in an effective
way.

1. INTRODUCTION

The concept of probability isncient and intuitive. It belongs to common thirkamd speaking.
The mathematical formalization of this concept bagun relatively late in the history of thought
(Blaise Pascal 1654) and it evolved slowly (BertolV13, Richard von Mises 1931). The first
thorough axiomatic and mathematical formalizatias been given in 1933 by Andrei N. Kolmogorov
[1950].

Meanwhile, in physics, Ludwig Boltzmann, long befd¢olmogorov's work, has introduced his
famous concept ofstatistical entropy (1872-1877) which rooted the second ppieciof
thermodynamics into atomic physics via the relativequencies of outcome assigned to the

consideredeventsd.

Much later Shannon [1948] published thigory of communicatio¢refined by Khinchin [1957])
where Kolmogorov's abstract concept of a probabitieasure is made use of as a given primary
concept. Instead of 'events’, Shannon introducethlphabet' ofsigns{a;}, i=1,2,....n on which he
posited individual probabilitiep(a), i=1,2,....n constituting a probability 'measure’ in the seoke
Kolmogorov's abstract theory of probabilities. Rermore Shannon defined as a central concept of
his theory, an entropic form calledformational entropyof the source of the signs}ai=1,2,....n
where in the place of Boltzmann's statistical reéafrequencies of outcomes of physical events he
introduced the abstract probabilitie&), i=1,2,....nof the signs from the alphabet}, i=1,2,....n

For some time Shannon's concept of informationatbpy seemed to permit the construction of
entropic measures of complexity thus leading to athematical theory of complexity. But,
surprisingly, 30 years after his construction ofatvlvas unanimously considered as an achieved
modern mathematical theory of physical probabdisituations, Kolmogorov became aware that his
mathematical representation of the concept of fnitibawas in factdevoid of a factual basisecause

1 Throughout what follows the sign '...." indicatesvay of saying; the sign "...." indicates a concepig dhe sign «....» indicates a
quotation.



the factual concept of physical probability simply it defined Therefore Kolmogorov began to
claim that his mathematical theory of probabiliiesiot, as he had believed, an abstract reforiounlat

of a well constructed physical concept, but exolelsi an interesting mathematical construct. He also
asserted that consequently his theory of probasilitannot be made use of as a basis for Shannon's
theory of communication; nog fortiori, for a concept of informational entropy that b#izable for
estimating complexities of factual entities. So hetiated another approach for measuring
complexities, namely the well known theory of ‘aitfanic complexity' ofsequences of signahich
Chaitin and other authors keep developing.

In the algorithmic representation of the complexitya sequence of signs, the semantic contents
of the considered sequence of signs get entirsly While on the other hand, in the recent appresich
on systems and on organization, the accent fallsenamd more heavily upon the structures of
significancesso far however the mentioned approaches stubpstay purely qualitative.

So, quite confidentially, the crucial correlatechcepts of factual probability, information and
complex systems, are undergoing a crisis.

It is not current, nor easy, to convey both a funéelatal problem and a solution of it in only a
couple of pages. However precisely this is whatiésl in this work.

We shall first define thoroughly the problem ofttzad probabilities. Then we shall construct an
effective solution to this problem. This will be rdo inside a general method of relativized
conceptualization of which the first principles baween drawn from the descriptions of microstases a
these are involved in the mathematical formalisnfuodamental quantum mechanics (MMS [1991],
[1992A], [1992B], [1993], [2008], [2009] (MMS: M. Mgur-Schéachter)).

The reader is asked to excuse a largely persoblbdriaphy: this is not a work of erudition, it
is aconstructionextracted from a work developed in extreme isofati



[Il. KOLMOGOROV'S CONFIDENTIAL APORIA:
ABSENCE OF DEFINITION FOR A FACTUAL PROBABILITY LAW

II.1. Kolmogorov's Classical Definition of a Probablity Space

The fundamental concept of the nowadays mathenhattogory of probabilities — in
Kolmogorov's formulation — is a probability spdtke 7, p(7)] where:U={e;} (with i1 andl an index

set) is auniverse of elementary evendg (a set) generated by the repetition of an ‘idelyica

reproducible procedurd7 (called also 'experiment’) which, notwithstanditige posited identity
between all its realizations, nevertheless brimgthfelementary eventg that vary in general from

one realization of7to another oner is analgebraof eventduilt onU 2, an event — let us denoteeit
— being a subset &f and being posited to have occurred each timeatiyaelementary eveef frome

has occurredy(7) is aprobability measura@efined on the algebra of evert3,

A pair (/7,U) containing an identically reproducible proceddfend the corresponding universe
of elementary eventd is called aandom phenomenon

On a given univers& one can define various algebra®f events. So it is possible to form
different associationgrandom phenomenona corresponding probability spatedll stemming from
the same paif/7,U).

With respect to the previous representations ottmeept of probability (Bernoulli, von Mises,
etc.) — where only the ‘probability law' was definmathematically — Kolmogorov's concept of a
probabilityspacgU, r, p(7)] has marked a huge progress: via this concepbtineaf representation of
the factual situations qualified as ‘probabilistiecame inserted in a definite way into the very
elaborate mathematical syntax of the theory of mness whereas previously these situations had been
only intuitively characterized, though also numbsese made use of.

[1.2. On the physical interpretation of an abstractprobability measure

The probability measurg(r) is the unique specifically ‘probabilistic’ elemefrom a
Kolmogorov probability space. Now, to this very dalye application of this formal concept, to a
factual situation which is unanimously consideredbé 'probabilistic’, has not yet been founded upon
an explicit and general effective procedure forcegmg the involved factual and numerically defihe
distribution of probabilities. It is not even clgaknown what significance one has to assign to the
assertion that in this or that concrete situatisseaed to be probabilistic, there 'exists' a nicaly
defined distribution of probabilities fortiori it is not known how to identify this distributiofhe
specification — even only in principle — of suchpeocedure-and-significance would suffice for
installing a concept of factual probability 'lawat be acceptable as a physical interpretatiomef t
mathematical concept of a probability measure. Wuosld rehabilitate Kolmogorov's mathematical
representation in the status that deserves thendeation of a mathematical theoyf physical
probabilities However the specification of such a proceduresigdificance is entirely lacking. This
is surprising concerning a concept so currentljzetl and which so often plays a basically impadrtan
role. In this or that particular case when statstdispersions are recorded while some sestaifle
global conditions permits to define what is caledandom phenomenon, one just asserts — on the
basis of symmetries — that an a priori uniformistributed probability law on the involved universe
of elementary events is justified; and in consegaenf this, the probability of each event from the
algebra defined on the universe of elementary syasitdefined as the ratio between the number of
elementary events by which the considered eventa&@e and the number of all the possible

2 An algebra built on a s&is a set of subsets 8 Sitself and the void s&@ being always included — which is such that ifabtains the
subset#\ andB, then it also contain&B andA — B

3a probability measure defined ds consists of a set akal numbersp(A), each one associated to an evdrftom U and such that:
0<p(A)X1, p(U)=1 (norm), p(D)=0, andp(ALB)<p(A)+p(B) where the equality obtains only Af and B are mutually ‘independent’ in the
sense of probabilities i.e. if they have no elemgnevente; in common(AnB=g). The numbemp(A) is defined as the value of the
mathematical limit — supposed to exist — towardohtany relative frequenay(A)/N converges when the numbegrof realizations of the
involved repeatable proceduf is increased toward infinityy(A) being the number of outcomesAfvhen/7 is repeatedl times.



elementary events from the universe of elementaents. This definition, however, cannot be made
use of inany case. For in general no obvious symmetries do danaad the a priori uniform law of
the elementary events it confirmed by the a posteriori effectively countethtive frequencies of
the outcomes of the various elementary events thentonsidered universe.

The problem specified above still keeps quite amrftial, and also vague. For the majority of
physicists, for the specialists of communicatiaor, the mathematicians who only make use of the
theory of probabilities without placing it in thesdrt of their research, for the men in the straet,
profane confidence reigns that all the importam@stions concerning probabilities certainly havesin
a long time obtained an answer in the specializedksv Beliefs of this sort arise concerning any
scientific question. They are the fragile but neeeg ground on which the evolution of science dyiet
rolls. But those who develop a research involving toundations of the theory of probabilities are
entirely conscious that today the mathematical ephof a probability measure entails a vitally
important problem of interpretation. Kolmogorov19p3]) himself wrote (quoted in Segal [2003]) :

« | have already expressed the view ...that the asihe applicability of the results of the mathatival
theory of probability to real random phenomena naegiend in some form on tlfiequency concept of
probability, the unavoidable nature of which has been estaaisby von Mises in a spirited
manner.....(But) The frequency concept (of proba;bﬁitwhich has been based on the notion of limiting
frequencyas the number of trials increases to infinity, slo@t contribute anything to substantiate the
applicability of the results of probability theoty real practical problems where we have alwaydetal
with a finite number of trials ».

This quotation deserves much attention. One cammatearer. Nevertheless let us comment. At
the present time there exists a more or less fhagyery acting belief according to which the theor
of large numbers would establish in deductive way the existence for any factual random
phenomenon, of a factual probability ‘law' of whichoreover, also theumerical distributionwould
be specified by this theorem. Biliis is false The well known theorem of large numbers assatg o
what follows (I make use of the traditional notagd

Given a se{e}, j=1,2,....qof eventsg (or of elementary events, indifferentlyf),a probability
law {p(e)}, j=1,2, ....qon this setoesexist,then for everye and every paifg,d) of two arbitrarily
small real numbers, there exists an intédgesuch that when the numbirof 'identical’ reproductions
of the experiment7 from the considered random phenomenon becomed &qua bigger thar,,
the metgprobability

PI(/N(8)/IN - p(§)L) = £] (1)

of the meta-event thfthe absolute value of the differenggg)/N — p(¢)) between, on the one hand
the relative frequency(g)/N counted for the evers, and on the other hand what is called the
probability p(g) of the event, besmallerthan or equal te], becomesiggeror equal tq1-J). This
can also be expressed in a more synthetic mannénebyollowing well known entirely symbolic
writing:

0, & d,  (No: LN2Ng) = P(LR(E)N - p@D) se] 2(1-9) )

This same assertion is sometimes expressed lessglyeby saying thaif a probability law
{p(e)}, j=1,2,...q does exist on the set of evefgd, j=1,2, ...q thenfor anyj, asN ‘tends toward
infinity', the absolute value of the differenceween the relative frequencyg)/N and the probability
p(g), 'tends in probability' towar@, i.e. it tendsnearly certainly towardO. Nearly certainly, not

4 The brackets indicate our own specifications.



certainly, because in the expressiBf{/n(g)/N - p(g)J < £] the symbolP designates itself only a
metaprobability, not a certaint§.

So in the theorem of large numbers théstenceof afactual probability law is by no means
proved. It isjust positedthat a 'probability law' does exist, without digfilishing explicitly between
an abstract law that defines exclusively the gdrmreely syntactic structure of any probability law
abstract or factual, and a factual probability knat would specify also theumericaldistribution of
the individual probabilities posited to make upstlaw.

What is proved indeed by the theorem of large numise thatif a probability law{p(e) },
j=1,2....qdoesexist —any one anchon specified numerically then as the numbeX of the achieved
trials increases 'toward infinity' (a non-effectimssumption), the mathematical tendency of each
relative frequencyn(g)/N of an eveng toward the numerically non specified individuablpability
p(g) assigned tag by this supposedly existing law, is itself veryolpable'in the sense of another

probability lawdenoted by the symbd®, which is also jugposited to 'exist'

So concerning the significance to be assigned &o dbsertion of 'existence' of a factual
probability law, the law of large numbers offerdyoan infinite regression.

As for the numerical distribution of the positedlpability law{p(e) }, j=1,2....q a definition of
it is constructednside the very theorem of large numbershe famous 'relative frequency definition’,

insured by the use of the meta-probabiRyust posited in its turn to exist — but this ddfon : (a) is
non effectivdas noted above and as stressed by Kolmogorog)harit is constructed on the basis of

the bare postulation of the existence of the twabability laws{p(g) }, j=1,2....gand P, without in
any way specifying in what sort of physical featuf what sort of physical entity this existence
consists. Indeed, i(2) the counted relative frequenciagg)/N can be conceived to play a role of
specification-by-materialization of merely ideathpservable limiting numerical valuggg) that are
not independently definedynly if they are a priori conceived to be somehsubjectedto the
postulated existence of these limits themselvderatise why should a convergence manifest itself?

This is the very intricately circular conceptudlsation toward which point Kolmogorov's above
guoted critics.

When one concentrates attention upon this ciraitaation it leaps to one's eyes that as long as
an independentlyconstructed concept of factual and effective numerically specifiedorobability
distribution, is lacking, it is improper to relafghysical probabilities, with a formal system like
Kolmogorov's mathematical theory of probabiliti€So what is lacking is an independent and
effective, factually constructed definition of thexistence and of the numerical distribution of
individual probabilities tied with the particulagdtures of any given physical 'probabilistic sitoralt
Kolmogorov's mathematical concept of a probabiliyasure can only be the general formal
representation induced by the class of all the ewable such effective factual definitions. It cahn
be their generator. Kolmogorov's mathematical attar&zation of a probability measure leaves this
measure devoid of any specification able to conitesith a given, singular, concrete probabilistic
situation.

Confusions between the conditions to be requiregecifically — concerning the description of
a given factual entity, and on the other hand tbeditions to be required concerning a purely
syntactic framework for the representation of a llabass of descriptions of a same general typee, ar
not rare. And quite systematically such confusiorieoduce long-lasting illusory problems. There
exists a sort of idolatry of mathematical syntaattinduces the implicit belief that it should be
possible talerivefactual data inside a syntactic system. But thiseiver possible.

Already before Kolmogorov, other authors also heanifested reservations with respect the
applicability of Kolmogorov's theory of probabiti. For instance R. J. Solomonoff [1957] wlote

5 Throughout these formulations the prefix ‘'metaansethat the definition of the considered eventrobabilityinvolves respectively, the
eventsg and the probabilitieg(g) and therefore it is conceptually posterior to ¢hes

6 The possible list of such quotations is certailolyg. But this work is not a work of erudition, maritten by a specialist of the
mathematical theory of probabilities. It is the Wworf a physicist who has been obliged to buildHerself an opinion concerning the present



« Probability theory tells how to derive a new pablity distribution from old probability
distributions........ It doesottell how to get a probability distribution fromtdan the real world ».

But it was Kolmogorov himself who finally developeal definitive veto concerning the
applicability of his mathematical theory, to fadtyaroblems. Throughout the decade 1980 he

expressed refusal of Shannon's central conceptinédrrhational entropi‘. Quite radically,
Kolmogorov [1983] has advocated takminationof his own formal concept of probability, from all
the representations which had been consideregplgcations' of this concept. In particular, he tero

«1. Information theory must precede probability theand not be based on it. By the very essenceiof th
discipline, the foundations of information theomuve a finite combinatorial character.

2. The applications of probability theory can be put a uniform basis. It is always a matter of
consequences of hypotheses about the impossibilitgducing in one way or another the complexity of
the descriptions of the objects in question. Nalyrthis approach to the matter does not preveat th
development of probability theory as a branch othmmatics being a special case of general measure
theory.

3. The concepts of information theory as appliedirtinite sequences give rise to very interesting
investigations, which, without being indispensaf$ea basis of probability theory, can acquire saoer
value in the investigation of the algorithmic smfemathematics as a whole

I1.3. Refusal of Kolmogorov's reaction

In short, the father of the modern mathematicabth@f probabilities wanted the informational
problems as well as those concerning complexitpettreated from now on without making use of the
formal concept of probability. He wanted them to treated by the means of, exclusively,
combinatorial analyses of « hypotheses about tipossibility of somehow reducing in one way or
another the complexity of the descriptions of thgeots in question. As for probabilities, he wanted
to confine them inside the purely mathematical gan@easure-theory as long as no clear definition
of a physical interpretation would become available conceived to imprison in an abstract cage the
concept of probability so profoundly rooted inte toncrete human experience!!!

This is a proposition made by a major thinker,tdtas to be seriously taken into account. But it
is an extreme proposition. Among mathematicians thioposition has been accepted without
resistance and it has already changed the direofioesearch concerning ‘complexity’. This is not
surprising. For many mathematicians the physicalies are like shadows of the mathematical ones.

But for a physicist it is simply not conceivablathta formal concept like that of a probability
measure — whicktemsrom factuality — be unable to point in return el an explicitly constructible
factual significance. For a physicist the concejpgitaation explicated above is simply scandalous.

So the problem dealt with in this work is: constrageneral and effective factual definition of
the numerical distribution of individual probaki#i$ to be associated to any given 'probabilistic
situation'. Thereby the assertioneistenceof such a specifically appropriate numerical disttion
of an effectively and factually defined probabiliawv, would also acquire some definite content.

The problem formulated above will be treated hergide a general method of relativized
conceptualization -MCR — which | keep developing since 1984 (MS [1984]991], [1992B],
[1992C], [1993], [1995], [1997A], [2002A], [2002BJ2006], [2008], [2009]. This method has been
constructed by a synthesis and an adequate geratii of results progressively obtained concerning
the way in which the mathematical formalism of fmadamental quantum mechanics succeeds to

signify.

status of achievement of the concept of probabilitthe sense of physicSo a minimum of quotations from mathematiciarecidized in
the abstract theory of probability measures, sheuftice.

7 The mathematical expressitt(S)=2ipilog(1/p) which possesses the same form as Boltzmann'sidanat physical statisticakentropy
S=2(n(g)/N)log(1/(n(g)/N)) but where, instead of the relative frequen¢igs)/N of a set of factual even{s}, j=1,2, ...,... q are inserted
the probabilities from a probability measyms}, i=1,2,...qin the sense of Kolmogorov's theory, defined aetof signdaj}, i=1,2,...q

emitted by a 'source of information' in order toceded and made use of for the transmission of agess



[ll. THE FRAMEWORK FOR TREATING KOLMOGOROV'S APORIA:
FROM "INFRA-QUANTUM MECHANICS" TO A
"METHOD OF RELATIVIZED CONCEPTUALIZATION"

In this chapter — for the sake of self-consistesog in order to make understandable the use of
the general method of relativized conceptualizatidrgive a telegraphic sketch of the genesis hed t
main features of the method of relativized concajation.

l1I.1. A hypothesis tied with a historical fact

There has been no equivalent, for quantum mechaoica Newton, a Maxwell, a Carnot, a
Boltzmann, an Einstein. Quantum mechanics arosa frorelatively big number of very different
contributions (from Plank, Einstein, Bohr, de BieglSchrédinger, Heisenberg, Born, Pauli, von
Neumann, Dirac, etc.) which finally led to a cohsrenathematical theory of microstates —
fundamental quantum mechanics — that yields piiedist founded on a system of algorithms.
However, up to this very day, the quantum mechéaaigmrithms possess a cryptic character and raise
problems of interpretation. Nobody claims to fullgderstand how quantum mechanics manages to
signify.

What determined these peculiar specificities?

This question, if one becomes aware of it, suggdssfollowing hypothesis. The aim, for a
human being, to construct knowledge concerning asiates, involved a cognitive situation so
radically different from all those encountered bef@and s@xtreme that no individual mind has been
able to dwell with it globally, in isolation. Buteh time that this or that physicist tried to confrthe
aim of constructing knowledge about microstateis, samevery peculiar cognitive situatioacted
without getting wholly explicit in that physicistsind. So the construction of the quantum mechéanica
formalism has been orchestrated by an impersoesl,peculiar cognitive situation.

As for the way of signifying of the quantum meclaahiformalism, it remained cryptic because
each time that an interpretation problem was exadjiover and over again the problem was much
more referred to the formalism itself than to tlegmitive situation which determined its structure.
Correlatively, this cognitive situation and its esequences have never been characterized explicitly,
thoroughly and globally.

l11.2. A project

The above formulated hypothesis suggested a progeotaketabula rasaof the mathematical
formalism of quantum mechanics and to try to camdfrin strictly qualitative terms, some
communicable and consensual knowledge concerningrostates’, by obeying exclusively the
constraints imposed by the involved cognitive dibra and by the general human ways of
conceptualizing. This project led to what | callefta-quantum mechanics sort of epistemological-
physical representation of microstates, construictdelbendentlyf quantum mechanics but where the
whole way of signifying of fundamental quantum maaics becomes clear (MS [2008], [2009]).

I11.3. Sketch of the construction ofinfra-quantum mechanics

What follows is summarized to the extreme. The samnis focused on the goal to bring into
evidence the 'absolutely' basic source of a cemadfically relativized descriptional form, and to
enable the reader to grasp via its genesis thafisppowers of this form, its consequences on the
concept of probability, the universality hiddentirand the potentialities involved by this univaity.

Any knowledge that can be communicated withoutrie&ins (like those involved in pointing
toward, miming, etc.), islescription A description involves by definition aobject-entity-to-be-
describedwhich in general is not also an "objett'the usual sense) and qualifications of this abje
entity.



The basic object-entities-of-description of quantmechanics are what is a priori denominated

'states of microsystems' or in shoricrostate8. These aréypotheticalentities from a class of which
the existence is postulated beforehand on histainé methodological grounds, but which no human
being could ever perceive. The construction foitiest of this sort, of qualifications endowed with
some kind of stability, raises difficult and deegpegtions. Nevertheless quantum mechanics exhibits
very performing qualifications of microstates whiahecessarily, are reducible to some form of
description. This manifests thatdescriptional strategyhas been at work which has succeeded to
overcome the epistemological difficulties. As anmoed, we want to explicate this descriptional
strategy under the constraints imposed by, exablisithe involved cognitive situation and the gaher
human modes of conceptualizing.

[11.3.1. Microstates as objects of description

Consider first the entities that are the objectgledcription, the microstates. Since they cannot
be perceived, it is not possible to make them alsigl for study by just selecting them from some
ensemble of pre-existing entities. Nor can oneystrdities of this kind by just examining obseneabl
marks spontaneously produced on macroscopic devigesadmittedly ‘naturally’ pre-existing
microstates: no criteria would then exist for dewydwhich mark is to be assigned to which
microstate. Themniquepossible general solution has been identifiedetdhe following one. First, to
accomplish a defined and repeatafvlacroscopic operatiothat is just posited to generategia@en
though unknown microstate; and afterward, to trggmehow manage to 'know' something about this
supposedly generated microstate.

So consider the hypothetical microstate produceddiyenoperation of generation. The goal is
to acquire concerning this microstate, informattast in certain pre-established terms, namely in
'mechanical’ terms involving what is called 'pasitj or 'momentum’, or 'energy’, etc. The gridslier
desired sorts of qualification are conceivieeforehandand quiteindependentlyof the generated
object-microstate. And — with respecttteesegrids — the object-microstate emerges in genéilal s
entirely unknown, still strictly non-qualified. Thiassertion is not in the least weakened by the
presuppositions of existence of 'microstates’, énggal, and of the emergence of a given sort of
microstate when a given macroscopic operation afegdion is realized. Even though these
presuppositions insert already the generated ntad#to a net opre-conceptualization, so into a
kind of pre-posited conceptual mould for the reskeed new knowledge, the particular microstate that
has been generated emerges non-perceptible, festiori still entirely non singularizedrom the
specific points of view expressed by the defirstioithe desired qualificatiord this microstate.

But on the other hand the generated microstategaaealsaelative— in a non removable way
— to the employed operation of generation, andglimits now tdabel it: it is a result othis, known,
macroscopically defined operation of state-genemnatlLet us immediately embody this possibility.
We symbolize byG the considered operation of generation and weestilijto the condition of being
reproduciblein a communicable way. We denote img the corresponding generated microstate.
Though in this incipient stage the symb@sandms; are devoid of any mathematical representation,
their introduction is of utmost importance. Indeenhstalls inside the realm of treommunicablethe
fact that the generated microstate, though entiweknown from the point of view of the specific
gualifications that are researched for it, is nthaedesscaptured it is made stably available for being
'studied’. From now, by reproduci®g it is possible to produce as many ‘copies' of rthierostate
denotedms; as one wants, and each copy can be subjectednte sobsequent operation of
‘examination’, while communicating clearly what odees, by words and signs. This, however
involves a posit Namely that any realization of the operat®mproduces a replica of one and same
microstate: that one, denoteds, that is labeled by that operati@ In other words:

8 The stable micraystemshemselves (electrons, protons, neutrons, eteg fiest been studied in atomic and nuclear physikere they
have been characterized by specific 'particle’4zoms (mass, charge, magnetic mome@tjangesof stable micressystemgcreation or
annihilation) are studied in nuclear physics andiefd-theory. Statesof stable micresystems- ‘microstates' — are specifically studied in
fundamentalquantum mechanics (for Dirac the word 'state’,rwiiés made use of concerning microscopic entitieshort for ‘way of
moving' (dynamics)). Inside fundamental quantum medics the dynamic of microstates is characterizgdlistributions of values of
‘dynamical stat@bservable's



A microstate can be stabilized in the role of ajecbentity for qualifications via subsequent
processes of examinatiahand only ifone posita one-to-one relation &> mss.

The question of the acceptability of such a onefte-relationG— ms has been very

thoroughly examined elsewh8reHere we just mention that this posit simplyuisavoidablein the
considered cognitive situation. If it is not inttagkd one cannatart the desired construction of some
knowledge concerning microstates. On the other h#wedconsequences of the acceptance of this posit
are illuminating. So we do admit it, byn@ethodological decisiomaccording to which:

Thatwhich is obtained by any realization of the macopscally defined operation of generation
denotedG — whatever it be- is called'the' microstate corresponding to he grammatical
singular) and it is denotedss.

Thereby we are now in possession of awonceptualspecification — 'definition' — of an
unlimited number of replicas of the object-entitye'microstatems; corresponding t&'; namely, a
purely operational-factual specification of an ajentity still strictly nonqualified as to its
singularities inside the class a priori labeledhsy word 'microstate’. Indeéglis not a qualification of
ms. It is only the specification of the way of producing it (ifieoknows how, say, a baby has been
produced this does not entail knowledge about the restilthe various possible operations of
qualification of that babytself). But, though non-qualifying, this sort of 'defion' can be made
communicableand consensual. This is very remarkable becausérdtmvents the lack of any
predicatefor defining a given particular microstate in thsual, classical way. Indeed in classical
conceptualization a definition is usually realizaegtbally-conceptually, by the help of predicatest th
both defineand qualify at the same time (open a dictionary arekseay, 'cat’. One finds (Webster,
fourth edition of the Merriam series): «carnivoralanesticated quadruped....»).

So the initial extremity of the chain of informatithat was to be started is now established, on
the basis ofa methodological decision that separates radically, a non-classical way, the
introduction of an entity in the role of object-apfialification, from the operations of qualificatianf
this entity

111.3.2. Qualifying a microstate: emergence of arimordially' statistical qualification

We can now enter upon the second stage of thisstigaion, the stage of construction of a
certain knowledge concerning specifically the gatest object-entity denotedss.

Such as it emerges from the operatiirnthe microstate denoteds; is not observable by man.
So it has now to be brought to trigger some obd#evananifestations on the level of human
observability. This can be realized only by useahe macroscopic apparatus able to interact wéth th
generated microstatess.

The interaction, however, in genecilangeghe initial microstatenss.

Furthermore, the observable manifestations prodbgeah interaction between a replicanud;
and a macroscopic apparatus, consist of just sdsitdesor audible markexhibited by the registering
devices of the apparatus, not bygniself. They are manifestatiorisansferred upon the registering
devices of the apparatus. Moreover the transfeofeskervable marks produced by an interaction
between a replica of the microstate; and a macroscopic apparatus, do never triggéreiolbserver's
mind somequalia permitting to directly ‘feel' thenature of the qualifyingaspectof which the
apparatus has been designed to register a quaditatinumerical 'value' (as it happens when 'ed' i
perceived, which is directly felt to be what isledl a ‘colour’). Therefore the significance of the
registered transferred manifestations in termsgif/an value of a given qualifying quantity, has®
entirelyconstructedn some conceptual-operational-material way. Thiar from being a trivial task.

Inside the mathematical formalism of quantum meidsan which has deliberately researched
as amechanicsapplicable to microstates — each conceptual rmitiefi of a mechanical qualifying
quantity Xy has been achieved via a formal prolongation ofntla¢ghematical definition associated to
that quantity inside the classical macroscopic raeids (which necessarily involves some connection

9 Specifically for microstates in MS [2008] and [20@nd ingeneralterms in MS [2002A], [2002B], [2006].
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with the classical concept of a "mobile"). But odhsiinfra-quantum mechanics, mathematical
representations are deliberately banished in dadbring into evidence the consequences entailed by
exclusively, the cognitive conditions and the gahdruman ways of conceptualizing which are
involved when a human being tries to construct Kedge concerning 'microstates’. Nevertheless,
though in strictly qualitative terms, we want tonstruct a representation of knowledge concerning
microstates that would be specifically comparablghwhe mathematical representations from
guantum mechanics. So infra-quantum mechanics sanmseéhow encompass the possibility to refer to
mechanical quantities initially defined inside sliaal thinking and then redefined for microstatas.
these conditions how can we proceed?

Consider a 'test'-operation that is realizable on a microstate by the use ofagroscopic
apparatuf\(X) and each realization of which ends by a 'transfash the registering devices AfX),

of a sef{ 14} of markd 0 that can be directly perceived by the human bickigensorial systems. The
set of all the transferred marks observed to emardhis way will be calledhe spectrum oflata
corresponding to the test-operatidh
Let us now admit on conceptual and historicaelsathat what is called a 'microstames; is

such that for any mechanical quantkythat has been defined inside the classical mechathere
exists at least one test-operatkfx) which in some sense 'correspondXteo that it can be regarded
as the transposition to microstates of the clabdiefnition of the mechanical quanti¥: just a posit
of mere existence associated with the sym¥{), but void of any other specification. Nevertheless
on the basis of this posit the symigX) points now toward a previously defined mechanigelntity

X and it can be considered to represent a 'measoteimeraction of which the result indicates a

numericalvalueXj of X. So we writeX(X)=M(X). But this, in order to be useful, must be assediat
with coding rule which transposes any set of okegley marks 4} produced by one realization on
ms; of the testX(X) into one definite numericalvalue Xj from a sefXj}, j £ of possible numerical
values ofXj assigned to the quanti¥/tied with the test-operatiod(X) (J: an index set, here discrete
and finite by construction, for effectiveness). If, and oiflyan appropriate conceptual-operational-
methodological construct is actually achieved whigdlizes such a coding, then the involved setl of a
the possible numerical valuég will be called the spectrum of the quantiyattached to the test-
operationX(X) andA(X) will be regarded as an apparatus for measurisgohantity.

Suppose that all that has been required above sigréd. Then the initiated process of
construction of a strictly qualitative consensuabwledge on microstates that deserve being called a
infra-quantummechanicsan be continued, notwithstanding the fact thaoitsists exclusively of the
descriptional consequences entailed by the conttratemming from the cognitive situation and the
human ways of conceptualizing.

Immediately however the central condition of unagmbus numerical coding of the observable
data produced by the test-operati®(X) raises a new obstacle: the assumption of transpusi
applicable to microstates, of classical mechaniggllifications like 'position’, 'momentum’, 'kineti
energy', necessarily involve somedelof a microstate, even if a very vague one. Fohaeut any
such model —nor any qualia concerning the studied microstate indicated by gbes {£4} of
observable data — there would be no connectionevbatbetween the 'mechanical’ description of a
microstate and the classical mechanical descriptamhieved via qualifying quantities that have been
extracted by abstraction from the directly obselwahotion of macroscopic bodies. So it would not

be possible to justify why some given sort of measwent-interactioM(X)=X(X) corresponds to
precisely this or that classical mechanical quantit(And indeed, a careful examination shows that —
contraryto the current orthodox assertion that quantumhaeics is free from any modelization — de
Broglie's initial ‘corpuscular wave' model remairnegblicitly incorporated in the quantum mechanical
mathematical algorithms which represent a measurepr®cess) (MMS [2009A] pp. 113-118 and
MMS [2009B]). This organic connection between tledirthbility of a measurement interactitd(X)

and a model of microstates appears at a first siglain insuperable obstacle inside an approachwhic
by the exclusivity of the accepted constraintserndicts not only mathematical representations, but
also anyspecifiedmodel attached to the general concept of micresiut in fact this difficulty also

10 For the sake of effectiveness it is supposed ttfmnumber of possible distinct se{;e{x} is finite (anyhow, any numerical estimation
performed on these marks, even if only concerrtiefy space-time location, introduaasits, so discreteness).
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has been circumvented. It has been transcended(giaite non trivial) generdlame-conditionwhich
permits to code the observed marks by the useusixely, of their space-time locations, thus
tolerating at its cora perfectvoid of specification of the semantic contents of theeovable marks
produced by the measurement-interactions M(X) teth a test-operationX(X) (MMS [20009]
pp.118-122Y): like in the case of the measurement interactithemselves, such semantic
specifications for these results of these are pobited to exist and to bautually individualizedy
the rule of coding accordingly to the general freznadition.

This having been spelled out, let us ask now thieviing question. Can the value§ which
code for the group§s} of transferred observable marks produced by measmt-interaction®(X)
of the kind just characterized above, be conceiteedualify the involved microstatitself ? The
answer is obviously negative. Indeed the measuremeractionM(X) must be conceived tthange
in general the microstatas; that has been initially created by the operatibgemerationG. So the
observable transferred marks emerge indeliekative to also this change, so relative to also the
employed sort of measurement-interaction. It folothat the transferred marks characterize only
globally the whole measurement-interaction, separatelythe supposed object-microstats;.

One can however cling to the fact that the obsdevailarks are relative talso the initially
created microstateng. One has then to take into account that two gladigtinct processes of change
of the initially produced object-microstates;, corresponding to two clearly distinct measurement
interactionsM(X) andM(X") realized by use of two distinct apparatus€x) andA(X") tied with two
different mechanical quantitieéandX', in general covetwo different space-time domairwhen this
happens, the corresponding measurement-interad@gandM(X") cannot be both simultaneously
achieved forone single replica of a microstatess. So — inthis sense — these two measurement

interactions arenutually incompatibl?ez. Furthermore, a measurement evolution in genersiroys
the microstatems; initially produced by the corresponding operatidrgeneratiorG. It follows that

if one wants to obtain for the microstates observable qualifications in terms of valuesboth
guantitiesX andX', in general one has to generaterethan only one replica ohs;, because one has
to achieve the two different sorts of successions

[(a given operation G of generation of a microstaig),(a measurement-interaction on &jis

— in shorf G.M(X)] — namely successiofis.M(X)] as well as successioffs.M(X")] (the chronometer
being re-set at the same initial time-valydor each realization of a succession of this kind.

Furthermore, the measurement-interaction for anlgquantityX, with a given microstatemss,
when it is repeated via the corresponding succe$&dV(X)] in order to 'verify' its result, in general
doesnot yield systematically onsamevalueX;|. If this does happen for some given quanXitghen it
doesnot happen for a quantity' that is incompatible witlX in the sense defined before. Thiaifact
of observation. So, in general, the results areiiged over the whole spectrupdj}, j 20 of possible
values ofXj of the quantityX tied with the test operatiad(X) (J: a discrete index set). So the global
observational situation which emerges by measurenm@eractions with microstates is quite

essentiallystatistical And the nature of this statistical charactepriismordiall3 in the sense that it
marks thevery first knowledge that can be generated concerning matesst(MMS [2007C] (in
connection with Longo [2007])), so concerning matiéherefore — orthis level of conceptualization
itself — this statistical character cannot be assignedmire ignorance of a more basic
conceptualization that would have been achievabdeiqusly in individual deterministic terms, at
least in principle (as it is always assumed ingitad thinking concerning any sort of statisticata).
Only by modelspossibly constructible some day on a higher lefetonceptualization could a fully
non statistical description of this or that micedstbe worked out. The chronology of the levels of
conceptualizatiobeginswith a non removable, essential, primordial stiaté character.

11 The ERRATUM joint to the quoted work (see the lmbtiaphy) should be taken into acodu

12 The restriction tmne replica of the considered microstas; is not explicitly required inside the current mretations of the quantum
mechanical concepts of incompatibility anccofnplementarity, though they these concepts ddvenit

13 primordial' in the sense that it yields trezy firstobservable data that can be generated concehergjudied microstate.
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111.3.3. The peculiar descriptional form tied witlprimordially statistical transferred qualifications

So the sort of stability that can be observed carieg a microstate — that one which can be
researched on the primordial level itself of thea#ptualization of microstates — can equallyohly
statistical. On this primordial level one can resbaa descriptional invariant only by repeating;, fo
each given paifG,X) the corresponding successida.M(X)]. If the numbem of such repetitions is
sufficiently large, each one among the possibleiesifrom the spectrugXj}, jZ4d of the involved
quantity X is realized some number of timeg&G,X]), so with a relative frequencyG,Xj)/N And an
observable invariant can be found only concernimg $et{n(G,Xj)/N}, j0 of all such relative
frequencies.

But which sort of invariant, exacthy

The first tendency is to answer: peobabilistic invariant, aprobability law {p(G,X])}, j/0 tied
with the pair(G,X)». But this brings us back to the problem brought evidence in the chapter I, of
the absencef a factual definition of the 'probability lavé be asserted in a given factual 'probabilistic
situation’, that bendependenfrom that one — non effective and circular — tlsatnvolved in the
theorem of large numbers.

We are here in presence of tim@st basianmanifestation of Kolmogorov's aporia that has been
formulated first inside the classical thinking.

This most basic manifestation of Kolmogoroajsoria might come out talefinitively exclude
any solution worked out at the level of conceptalon where quantum mechanics is formulated,
because of the primordially statistical natureha tlescriptions of microstates that are placechisn t

levell4.

So all that, for the moment, can be factually achievedwhat follows. To realize for each
studied pair(G,X), a finite numberq of series ofN repetitions of the corresponding succession
[G.M(X])], N taking on successively the values from some figiddlection of increasingly large
numbersN1, N2,....Nk...Ngand to survey whether yes or not some tendenayonbergence does
manifest itself for the relative frequencies frore tobtained setdn(G,Xj)/N}, jZ30, N=N1,
N2,....Nk...NgNothing insures a priori the existence of sudo@vergence.

This existence is not a logical necessity. And af gonvergence were found, one would be
obliged to finally give up the aim to construct sorstable observable knowledge concerning
microstates. But in fact it turns out that a termjetoward convergencgoesmanifest itself, for any
pair (G,X);, a fluctuating convergence, of course, as longhasintegerNq is kept definite, finite,
effective. In these conditions, and given the amfient inside effective procedures that has been
decided here and the absence so far of any gem&@ddure for constructing the factual probability
law to be asserted in a given factual situatiomr, can onlysubstitutesomepositto the specification of
such a law. For instance, one can posit that ttaive frequencies from the séi(G,Xj)/N}, j/40,
measured for the longest series of repetitiditg,of the successiofG.M(X)], will be assimilatedy
conventionto the unknown factual numerical distribution nélividual probabilities. Which amounts

to justdecideto write {n(G,X]j)/Nq} = {p(G,X))}, jZ4, i.e. to assign to the ration(G,X])/Nq, -0 the
role played in the theorem of large numbers by whate is denotef(g). Thereby one introduces
concerning the microstatas; a sort of pre-probabilistic knowledge' founded on a mere factually
observedtendencytoward convergence, which, under cover of the eledsud of confusion which

surrounds the concept of probability, is tredtgdconventioras a factual ‘probabilistic’ knowled’&
Namely, in this case, a pre-probabilistic qualifica marked bya non removable relativity to the
involved triad (G,mg,M(X)). This sort of transferred pre-probabilistic quaétion, involving a

14 |nside the mathematical quantum theory it is Igrgeimitted more or less explicitly that tmeathematical formalism permits to
determine therobability law corresponding t&NY factual situation concerning a microstate. Historicallyistview stems from what is
called '‘Born's algorithm' and possibly also frone&lon's theorem on ‘probability’ measures in aeHikipace (Gleason [1957]). We will not
discuss here this view which the present authos aae share. We only mention it in order to sulitriior discussion, noting that it is far
from being unanimously regarded as an establisied as it can be found out by reading a numbevarks where it is variously tried to
justify it (Destouches-Février [1946], Ballentine [197Bfutch [1999], Anandan [20002], and others). Bumight come out that, for
definitive reasons of principle, a justification benceivableonly inside some future modelization in classical terofsthe primordial
transferred quantum mechanical descriptions.

15 After all - for now — something of this same derwhat is also systematically done in any clasgioababilistic situation, more or less
explicitly.
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conventional choice, is called hetige transferred description of the microstatesmsG via the
qualifying 'transfer-view' V(Xand it is denoted

D/G,mg;, V(XY

This notation reminds explicitly of the genesighig description and the relativities which it imves
(transfer-view'V(X) is just a new name and notation introduced for rtleasurement interaction
M(X)). But let us stress again that the descriptioslfits the global qualification that has been
constructed — consists ofiothing more than the partially conventional pre-probabilitywla

{n(G,Xj)/Ng} = {p(G,X])}, /A introduced above.

We have explicitly noted that the strategy impolsgdhe cognitive situation while constructing
knowledge concerning microstates has led to obblrvgualifications that can be posited only to
involve this microstate, but cannot be assigned talahe This might seem to already violate the
classical concept of description. So let us ingesé whether at least the peculiar sort of knowdedg
constructed here and denoteds,ms;,V(X), can be considered to lebaracteristicof the involved
microstatems;, i.e. whether it can be considered to invobxelusivelythe microstatenss. Now, the
answer to this question is negative: no reasorbeaiound for asserting that the same pre-probwgbilit
law {p(G,X)))}, jZQ that has been found for the studied microstadg so for the pai(G,Xj)), could

never arise for also another p@®’,X) with G'#G and the same qualifying quantity

But if one considerswo mutually non compatible measurement-interactiaMi¢X) and M(X")
achieved on different replicas of os@memicrostatemss, then it seems safe enough to consider that
these act as two distinct 'directions of qualifimat which together, by a sort of 'intersectichd
determine a characterization mof;; i.e. that no other operation of generation whcdifferent from
G can generate a microstate for which exactly timeespair of pre-probability laws as those obtained

for mg—G with M(X) and M(X"), does emerge. All the more so, thenalif the mutually non-
compatible pairgG,X) are considered, whekeruns over all the mechanical quantities redefifoedh
microstate: the set of all the pre-probability lap(&,X) corresponding to all these mutually non
compatible pairs can quite safely be consideregkpmess a specificity of the studied microstatg.

So let us call it'the' pre-probabilistic transferred description of theicnostate mg (mind the
singular) and denote it by the symbol

D/G,ms,V/

whereV designateghe global mechanical qualifying view defined for mgtates'consisting of the
union V=/N(X) with X running over all the qualifying mechanical quaetidefined for microstates.
Thereby the initial descriptional form/G,msg;,V(X(X))/ which cannot be considered yet to fully
characterize one given microstate, has been dese@lopgo a relativized descriptidd/G,ms;,V/ by
which such a characterization is achieved.

So a transferred description of a microstate consists of, exclusively, a set of one or several
partially conventionalpre-probability 'laws' on the spectrum of groups ofsetvable markg s}
transferred on various registering devices of weriapparatuses and expressed via coding rules in
terms of values(j of qualifying mechanical quantitie€ Such a description asserts striatlything
concerning how the microstates; 'is' itself,nor everwhereandwhenit 'is":

No connected space-time support is assigned tettidied microstate mdy its transferred
description D/G,mgV/.

This, together with the involved coding which igigted of any semantic content, makes the
transferred descriptioD/G,ms;, V/ utterly unintelligible. Thereby it violently calfer an 'explanation’,
for a model of the microstatms;, in the classical sense, i.e. in terms of ‘intdnspace-time
gualifications ofms; associated with other non-transferred, intrinsadugs of intrinsic qualifying
aspects (‘hidden parameters').
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111.3.4. The global space-time tree-like structuid the transferred description of a microstate

Let us come back now to the space-time mutual ipetiilities which exclude the
simultaneous realization — ame single replica of the microstatag — of different measurement-
interactionsM(X) that are mutually incompatible. These incompatied entail that the set @il the
physical successior$.M(X)] which involve onesameoperation of generatio@®, falls apart into a
subset ofmutually in-compatible classesf mutually compatible successiofs.M(X)]. This, by a
‘geometrizing’ process of integration, brings fatpre-probabilistic whole of mewtype, witha tree-
like space-time structuréounded on one common 'trunk’' corresponding tosjh&ce-time domain
ds(ts-t,) covered by all the realizations of the operationgeferationG, and possessing as many
measurement-interaction ‘branches' as there angathuincompatible classes of mutually compatible
operations of the considered sort, each branchricmyva specific space-time domain and generating

on its top a corresponding Kolmogorov-type pre-piulity spacé6. We shall call this structurine
pre-probability tree of the pair (G,\@nd denote it by the symbd{G,V)whereV is the utilized view.
The fig.1 represents an example with only two bin@sccorresponding to only two quantities re-

noted for simplicityX= B andX= C and topped by, respectively, the two pre-probighipaces
[(C1, C2, C3,...Ck,...Cm), p(G,CGhd [(B1, B2, B3,....Bj,...), p(G,B)]

A

[(C1, C2, C3,...Ck,...Cm), {p(C1), p(C2)....p(CRXCm)}]

[(B1, B2, B3,....Bj,...),  {p(B1), p(B2),.. p(Bj.. p(BA)}]

de(te-ts))

dB(tB'tG)

dG(tG'to)

of
x

Fig. L The probability tred [G,(V(B)/NV(C)]

(The algebra on the universes of elementary e(@itsC2, C3,...CKk,...Cm3 skipped for the sake of
simplicity and the pre-probability layp(G,C)} is defined directly on the universe of elementary
eventsmutatis mutandishe same is done for the unive(Bd, B2, B3,....Bj,..andp(G,B)).

16 These space-time specifications from the 'geomietyi integration of thgenesisof a transferred descriptidVG,ms;,V/ do not in the
least alter the fact that ayvn, intrinsicspace-time specification of the microstatsg, is lacking.
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[11.3.5. Necessity of a deepened and extended tlyeafrprobabilities

We have shown elsewhere that the qualitative detsmmal formD/G,mg,V/ with the tree-like
space-time structur@(G,V) of its whole integrated, 'geometrized' genesigpduces a number of
characters whicbverflowKolmogorov's classical concept of a probabilitasg, quite essentially and
in several important respects, namely: fidpresentationof the structure of the involved random
phenomenon; meta-probabilistic-dependence betwhenevents from the mutuallincompatible
probability spaces which top the branches (accgptinspecific mathematical representation not
singularized before inside the general concept @fetated probabilistic spaces); pre-organized
receptivity for also the logical aspects of the sktll the involved elementary events and events,
whether compatible or incompatible, and which camenot to be expressible by a lattice structure).
Thereby the concept of probability tree of the [§&@ijV) calls for an extended and deepened theory of
probabilitiesunified with a corresponding logic of all the involved ate This has been achieved in
MS [1992A], [2002A], [2002B], [2006].

111.3.7. Conclusion on infra-quantum mechanics (IQM

The descriptional formD/G,msg,V/ with the geometrized, integrated tree-like spame-t
structure of its genesis and the consequences of ihe heart of the strictly qualitative, physica
epistemological sort of representation of micregatonstructethdependentlyof the mathematical
formalism of quantum mechanics and caliefila-quantum mechanigcsn shortlQM (‘infra’ is to be
understood here alseneath the mathematical formalism and partiallgrgpted in i).

Here infra-quantum mechanics has been only sketchadrery simplified way. But when it is
exposed in full detail it brings into light the whoway in which the quantum theory manages to
signify. In particular, it permits to separate inside duenmechanics that which has been introduced
there by prolongation of classical models aimedat@athe construction of, specifically n@echanics
of microstates, from what has been induced theckisixely by the cognitive situation, by the getera
requirements of human conceptualization, and by dme to construct knowledge concerning
microstates.

Notice however that, notwithstanding the elementsclassical models encrypted in its
formalism,the descriptions of microstates from the quantusomy aretransferreddescriptions of the
form D/G,ms,V/ identified inside IMQ, involving the thetrekdispace-time structure T(G,V)

A systematic comparison between infra-quantum ma&chkand the mathematical formalism of
guantum mechanics should now permit to dealtmified coherentnanner withall the interpretation
problems, and to achieve an organized dissolutidhese.

But this remains exterior to the present conteke dwn aim of the present work is to identify
the factual probability law to be asserted in aiwgig factual probabilistic situation.

From the chapter Il and from what precedes indiite dhapter it appeared that the problem of
defining a factual probability law in any given pabilistic situation stays open as much in the
classical probabilistic thinking as in the caseha primordially statistical transferred descripgoof
microstates that lie at the basis of the whole mtaya physical knowledge. And it seems worth
announcing immediately that it is precisely by tis® of a generalization of the descriptional form
D/G,msg;,V/ constructed concerning inside infra-quantum meidsarfior the particular case of
microstates, that we will be able to enter upors tping problem that vitiates the probabilistic
conceptualization. In order to introduce the mardib generalization we shall now first bring into
evidence a certain universal character involvethkydescriptional forrd/G,mg;,V/.

[11.4. Universality and the possibility of a generd method of conceptualization
So, to achieve a descripti@G,ms;, V/ of a microstate it is necessary to:

(a) achieve the epistemic operation dendBthat introduces a corresponding object-entity-of-
descriptionmss, independently(in general) of any epistemic action by which thistity could be
qualified;

(b) achieve the measurement-interactibi{X) that lead to qualifications of the entitys;;
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(c) realize both operation8 and M(X(X)) in a radically creative way, bfjrst generating —
physically, in space-time — an object-entity-ofctg®tion that did not pre-exist (instead of just
selectingit among already available physical objects) aftgérward generating, physically again,
observable manifestations wis; (instead of justietectingproperties supposed to pre-existing and to
be possessed by this entity);

(d) realize a big number of times each succesggM(X)] for each quantity involved by the
utilized viewV, in order to try to reach — on the level of obadte manifestations ahs which
irrepressibly arises with a statistical nature — iamariant able to constitute a qualification
characteristic oing and endowed with an acceptably degree of stability

The pointqa)-(d) summarize a maximally displayed and creative wieacbieving descriptions,
where all the involved relativities are active aobvious and the resulting descriptional form

D/G,mg;,V/ is explicitly relativized to each one of the eleneof the triadG, mg, \/)17.

It is crucial to realize that such a degree of ldiggand creativity is ignored in most of our
current classical conceptualizations such as theyeflected by the natural languages as well as by
classical logic, classical probabilities and cleaksphysical theories, Einstein's relativity inakad In
the classical conceptualizations it has always Ipessible to suppose more or less implicitly tihat t
considered object-entities-of-descriptipne-existto the descriptional process and are 'defined' in
advance by 'properties' which they 'possesshsically, independently of any act of examination, and
in an alreadyactualizedway. As long as the peculiar aim of describingrostates had not yet been
conceived, these suppositions had never led toawtiifficulties. Therefore, classically, a destiop
is conceived to consist exclusively in ttietectionof one or more among the properties possessed by
the object-entity-of-description which itself preigs either as an 'object' in the usual sensesm
'situation’, etc. The question of how an objecttgmtf-description isintroducedas suchis entirely
skipped. As for the process of examination thaater® a qualification of this entity, it is contredt
into one static act of mere detection. This laassical contraction is the source of the nowadays m
explicitly stated differences between the logic anababilities of the descriptions of microstatasd
on the other hand the classical logic and prolasli But the very deep consequences of the way in

which an object-entity-of-description is generai@e, quasi systematically ignoﬂ&i

It is however noteworthy that, while in classicalgic and probabilities — the two most
fundamental classical syntactical structures —déscriptional forrD/G,ms;,V/ is not apparent, this
form nevertheless is explicitly involved in manyassical and quite current epistemic procedures.
Indeed, once one has clearly perceived the peaiigvery difficult cognitive situation dealt witor
describing microstates, as well as the descriptiettategy that permitted to dominate this difftcul
cognitive situation, a very paradoxical inversiars@s, by a sudden variation that reminds of those
which make appear certain drawings of a cube a®thomms convex and sometimes concave. What
first, in D/G,mg,V/, had seemed to be fundamentally new and surprialmuiptly appears now on the
contrary as endowed with a certain sort of univdysao of normality. Indeed it leaps to one's thin
that:

* any explicit and full account of a given procegsdescriptionhasto include specification of
the action by which the object-entity-of-descriptiis introducedas such as well as specification of
the operation, physical or abstract or both, bychla qualification is obtained for this object-gnti

* often the above mentioned two actions are mwuatlependent;

* the introduction of the object-entity-of-descigt is sometimes achieved byeation of this
entity, while the operation of qualification, ifig aphysicalprocessalways— in principle at least —
changegshe object-entity, and sometimes radically, in ebhtases the consequences of the relativity
to one or the other or both these basic epistentiorss, upon the obtained description, have to be
explicitly taken into account and thoroughly analyz

17y might seem at a first sight that the relativityms; can be absorbed in that @ But this cannot be done: the results of the
successionfG.M(X)] depend explicitly omns; andthey cannot be derived from.G

18 This is so even in fundamental guantum mechathese, for verbal reasons, many physicists iderifpneously the operatida of
generation of a microstate, with what is calle@paration' of the microstate, which in fact is ilved only in the operation of qualification
of that microstate vianeasuremertteractions. This amounts to presupposing thatticrosystem to be qualified is already thereariy
case, the operations of generation of microstatesamathematically represented inside the formalism.
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For instance, think of a detective who is searcliongnaterial indications concerning a crime.
What does he do? He usually focuses his attentican @onvenient place from the physical reality, say
the theatre of a crime, and there he first opematésction of some samples (he cuts out fragmaints
cloth, he detaches a clot of coagulated blood);etc.he might even entirely create a test-situmtio
involving the suspects, and insure registratiothefr behavior. Only afterward does he examine the
gathered samples or, respectively, the behavigisteged during the test-situation.

One can equally think of a biopsy for a medicaldiasis, or an extraction of samples of rock
operated by a robot on the surface of another pland the subsequent examinations of these entitie
to-be-described. In all these cases the obsenrerepdor — more or less radicallygeneratesan
object-entity-of-description that did not pre-existthe desired state or quantity, in order to dyat
later by operations that are quite independenhefdperation which generated these entities. And in
certain cases the operation of examination so alldichanges the object-entity, that, if several
different examinations of this object-entity are@gsary, also several replicas of it must be predluc
Furthermore, the obtained qualifications arise mdrkndelibly by two quite distinct relativities: a
relativity to the way of generating the object-gntif-description (this way can simply exclude eant
subsequent examinations), and also a relativitthéosort of examination that has been achieved.
These considerations call forth the following reksar

In the first place, the nature and realm assigngdclassical thinking, to communicable
knowledge, are misleadingly reduced. The whole pritial zone of conceptualization where mind
actively constructsout of pure factuality, the very first forms ofradically new communicable
knowledge, is so deep-set, that it remained hidumeath the two basic building blocks of all the
current occidental languages, namely subjects aediqates. These do both suggest available, pre-
existing elements for describing. Furthermore, ghienordial, always radically creative zone of
conceptualization remained cut off even from manlasgsical scientific representations.
Notwithstanding the well known analyzes of Hussedincaré, Einstein, Piaget, and many others, not
only classical logic and probabilities, but als@ thet theory (hence most domains of modern
mathematics), modern linguistic and semiotic, gke their start fronlanguageand by use of —
guasi-exclusively danguageagain. Physical operations are not considered. factlality — via
language — is widely supposedsigontaneouslimprint, uponpassivelyreceptive minds, ‘information’
concerning already existing and actual propertfgg@-existing objects. Thactiverole, when it does
come in, is assigned quasi exclusively to the etéactuality, not to the mind. This attitude, farct,
is stronger and more general concerning the objetities-of-description (grammatical subjects) than
concerning qualifications (predications). As farl&mow, an attempt at an integrated and systematic
representation of, both, the modalities of emergefandividual object-entities-of-description, aoi
gualifications of these, byeliberate epistemic actions, and the way in which these swods of
descriptional elements can be integrated into comcable and regulated procedures, has never been
made by another author.

Quantum mechanics, by having suggested the cotisttuaf infra-quantum mechanics which
led to the identification of the relativized desgtional formD/G,ms;,V/, brought forthfor the first
time the potentiality of a most deep-ggneraloperational method of relativized conceptualizgtin
general method founded on the very first intergéyvhat is called mind, with an entirely unknown
physical factuality and that involves explicitlyl dhe successive 'local' descriptiorgims to be
achieved, all the physical operations and devisasdome in, as well as the evolving stratum of pre
existing conceptualization.

Indeed, the descriptional forBYG,mg;,V/ is paradigmatic.

This is so because it has captured in it a pasicembodiment of an extreme epistemic
situation that is universal. Namely the situatidrattarises each time that a communicable and
consensual representation is researched concesomgnon pre-existing physical entity of which — a
priori — only the possibility is conceived and ldgke and which, if then effectively generated, eyasr
non-perceivable. In such extreme circumstancesi®oempelledto a radically active, constructive
attitude, associated with a maximal decompositiothe global process. All the stages of the desired
description have to beuilt out of pure physical factuality, independentlyooie another, each one in
full depth and extension. The severity of thesestraints revealed a descriptional fobfG,mg,V/ so
exhaustive and explicit that any other more paldictorm of descriptiomustsomehow find lodging
in it. This is why this fornD/G,mg,V/ possesses a universal epistemological value.
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As soon as this universal epistemological valuéhefdescriptional fornD/G,ms;,V/ has been
understood, a new aim becomes conceivable : totrembsa consensual canonical method of
conceptualizing endowed by construction with thpacity to exclude a priori any possibility of
paradoxes and false problems. Our natural way ofeutualizing incorporates quite currently seeds
of problems and paradoxes which, when they blodotkibthe understanding, sometimes for a very
long time. If it were possible to discern whethegi@en process of conceptualization — not only of
deduction, but quite generally of conceptualizatioms 'well formed' accordingly to some explicit
consensual standard, or whether on the contrasflawed by some genetic malformation wherefrom
false problems or paradoxes can emerge, it wouttbrbe possible to indefinitely develop ‘clean’
conceptual structures, able to carry safely andtlgwihe human mind along any path of investigation
or creation. Such a canonical form should consfstprecisely a most displayed and explicit
descriptional structure, with maximally carved capacities. For it has to be a void form, a mould,
able to offer an available, specific, and suffitigrlarge location, foreach main stage ofany
descriptional process. In this or that given desicm, one or more locations offered by this canahi
form might remain partially or totally unutilize@®ut this, if it happens, would benown since the
form will exhibit alabeledvoid of which the ampleness can be estimated.ifgtance, if | say «l
consider what | see just in front of my eyes and i a red surface», by reference to the maximally
complete descriptional mould/G,ms;,V/ it will appear that in this case the two canonijcdistinct
descriptional actions, of generation of the obpity-of-description, and of qualification of this
entity, have coalesced in the unique act of lookirg-in-front-of-my-eyes, whicliboth delimits and
gualifies the object-entity. So in this case theatmn reserved for the stage of independent gaaera
of an object-entity-of-description remains entirelgid. It will also be possible to estimate the
magnitude of only partial voids and to draw consgmes. For instance, imagine the assertion «l
plucked this flower, | examined its morphology wahmicroscope, and the result is this». Comparison
with the canonical mould brings forth that this amts to a description where the object-entity is
introduced — as such — by an only partially creataction (plucking a flower) while the act of
examination might only very little change the olbjentity initially introduced in this way. So inigh
case the two distinct locations reserved in thegial mould in view of a possibly radical creatvi
in both the stage of production of an object-ertitylescription and in that of qualification of shi
entity, are both made use of, but each one to @aMgry reduced degree. So we know that a classical
treatment (assuming the pre-existence of the chjetity-of-description as well as its invariancelwi
respect to the process of qualification) can bet@dgdo produce a very good approximation to the
result that would be obtained by a complete carbmieatment.

l11.5. The Method of Relativized Conceptualization

The goal of thenethod of relativized conceptualizatiMRC)is to offer a structure of norms of
conceptualization which exclude by constructionghssibility of emergence of any false problems or
paradoxesMRC achieves this goalia a systematic relativization of each step of cohcazation.
The method has been constructed starting from zehas been developed in a deductive way. The
descriptional strategy explicated inside infra-guammechanics for the particular case of microstate
played the role of a guide. The progressive ralahions introduced with utmost detail along the
whole process that leads from a zero-point of cptugdization, to any conceptual system, no matter
how complex, protect this whole process from anyegititious insertion of false absolutes. These
relativizations, on their trajectory, produce general equivalent, denoted/G,og,V/, of the
descriptional forrD/G,mg,V/. The formD/G,ag,V/ recurs then at all the descriptional levels, kke
fractal character. So hierarchical chains of reizg¢id descriptions can be constructed, and nedaaif
chains. Along the mentioned patRC achieves, in particular, 'clean’ reconstructiohsatural logic,
of syntactic systems, of the probabilistic concefpration, of the informational conceptualization.

In what follows we introduce only an enumeratios @pposed to ‘construction’) of those
features oMRCthat will be made use of in the following chaé%r

19 Detailed presentations can be founchtp://www.mugur-schachter.net/publications.html
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(1) MRC is founded upon a systematic relativizatibrarmy description, to a triad (G&gV)
whereG denotes theperation of generatior physical, or abstract or consisting of some doatipn
of physical and abstract operational elements wibgh the object-entity is made availalsle such
for being qualified pe; denotes thebject-entityitself introduced by ; V denotes theiew by which
the object-entity is qualified.

(2) Any description is denoted by the symbBuG, 08 ,V/ that points toward explicitly toward the
non removable relativities to the particular tri&log ,V) that is involved.

(3) A one-to-one relation G oe; is posited between the operation of generation G e
object-entity @ introduced by GThis isa methodologicalposit not a fact But upon very careful
analysis it has been found that, concerning therg®ns of microstates, this posit imposes itself
inescapably. And a very attentive subsequent exatom established that — if one wants to erect a
method of conceptualizing that indeed banishes iaripany insertion of false absolutes — this
methodological posit also imposes itself inescapalith full generalityinside the whole class of first-
stratum descriptions odny nature. Precisely this inescapable character oherto-one relation
G - 0g; entails major conceptual consequences concerhafptimordial' sort of statistical character
brought in by first-stratum, ‘transferred' descops ((MS [2006] pp.61-66 and 213-221, [2008],
[2009)).

(4) Any view V is endowed by definition with a strictly prescribstructure:
- A view V is afinite set ofaspect-view¥gwhereg is an aspect-index.

- An aspect-viewq (in short : an asped) is a semantic dimension of qualificati¢oolour,

weight, etc.) able to carry arﬁiylitezo set of 'valueqgk) of the aspeag which one wishes to consider
(for instance for 'colour' one can choose to carsahly the ‘values of colour' indicated by the dgor
'red’, 'yellow', 'greerto each one of which is associated a samlee bracket surroundirgk shows
that this symbol functions like aniqueindex different frong alone ; in a definite case the indexes
and(gk) can be replaced by any other pair of conveniagis3i An aspect-viewq is definedif and
only if are defined all the devices (instruments, appseasjuas well as all the material or abstract
operations on which is based the assertion thaxamination of a given object-entity via the aspect
view Vg, has yielded this or that — unique and definitelie(gk) of g (or nong.

- A view V is a finitefilter for qualification:with respect to aspect, or values of aspects that a
not contained in it by its initially posited defiioin, a given view V iblind, it does not perceive them

- The qualifications of space and time are achieviada very particular sort dfame-views
V(ET)(reducible, if convenient, to only a space-franma\/(E) or only a time-frame-view(T)).

(5) Given a paifG,Vg) the two epistemic operato&andVg canmutually existor not. If any
examination byg of the object-entityog; introduced by the object-entity genera®mproduces one
well defined resulfgk), then the aspestalue(gk) of g does exist with respect @, i.e. there isnutual
existencebetweenG and (gk); hence,a fortiori, there also is mutual existence betweenath@ectg
itself and the operation of generati@ In this case the pai(G,Vg) constitutesan epistemic
referential This means that in this case, if one applieshto dbject-entityog; introduced byG, an
examination byg, so if one produces the operational succesgiN(g], then onemight obtain a
corresponding "description" @g; via the grid for qualification consisting of thepect-viewVg. This
happens indeed only if by repetitions of the susioes|G.V(g] there does emerge sormevariant
result, either an individual invariant or a 'prolliabic' one (though what that meafactually is
precisely what remains to be specified in this work

If on the contrary, what is defined to be an exatian byVg, when applied to the object-entity
0g;, Yields no definite result, then there is no mutdstence betweewg of og; (0g; does not exist
relatively toVg andvice versa (for instance, a song does not exist with resfgeatgrid for qualifying
in terms of intensity-values of an electrical catreandvice versd In this case the initial matching
(G,Vg) has to be eliminated a posteriori as unable t@igae a relative descriptid/G,og ,Vg/ (non
significant from a descriptional point of view).

20 By construction, every counting or numerical chgerinvolved inMRCis finite: MRCis conceived as a strictly effective method. lasid
MRCany sort of infinity can be understood only imterofrelativized absences of a priori limitation
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The concept of mutual existence of an operatiogeoteratiorG of an entity-to-be-describem;
and an aspect-vieWg, is theMRGexpression of the fact that the aspgbias emerged by abstraction
from a class of entities to whide; does belong; while mutual in-existence betwegrandVg is the
MRGC-expression of the fact that the entigz doesnot belong to the class just specifigde pair of
concepts of mutual existence and mutual inexisteanstitutes the MRC-expression of the fact that a
gualification can be applied only to the entitidsatt have participated to the (social, statistical)
genesis of this qualification

These considerations can be extended in an obwaydso also any paiG,V) whereV=(Ng
contains a finite number of aspect-viewg. In this case one speaks of the possibility, dr aban
epistemic referentidlG,V).

(6) The space-time frame-principlsserts what follows concerning — specifically hygcal
object-entities.

Any physical object-entity does exist relativelyatdeast one aspect-view Vg that is different
from any space-time frame-view V(ET); but it is 4eowstent with respect to any space-time
frame view V(ET) considered alone, separately flaomp aspect-view Vg different from any
space-time aspect ET

Consider then a physical object-entig generated by a physical operati@Bnin consequence
of the space-time frame-principle, the vigifrom any epistemic referentiéb,V) able to generate a
description of a physical object-entity-to-be-désed must include a space-time frame-aspgEIT)

as well as at least one aspect-viéguifferent from any space-time aspEdt21

(7) Consider a paifG,Vg) whereG and Vg do mutually exist. So the pairing,Vg) does
constitute an epistemic referential where it issgule to construct a relative description of thgsob
entity-to-be-describes; produced bys. Let us denote this description BYG,og ,Vg/.

If after some numbeN of repetitions of the successi{:@a.Vg]22 only one and the same value
(gk) of the aspecy is systematically obtained, the correspondingtiredadescriptionD/G,0 ,Vg/ is
said to be'N-individual (an 'individual description' relatively td repetitions of{G.Vg]), N being
finite.

If on the contrary the obtained val(gk) in general varies from one realization of the sss@n
[G.V(] to another one, the corresponding relative deson/G,og ,Vg/ is statistical so via a very
large butfinite numberN' of series ofN repetitions of[G.V(g] it can only'(N-N")-point toward' a
probabilistic descriptionD/G,0g,Vg/ (cf. MS [2002B] pp. 145-147, [2006] pp. 75-78). tBine
specification of the conditions in whichfactual 'probabilistic' invariant associated with the ¢gisic
referential (G,Vg) does 'exist' and furthermore can be identifiedsbyne effective procedure, is
precisely the aim of this work. As long as the duesof an effective specification of a factual
numerical probability distribution associable téaatual probabilistic situation is not yet solveshe
can only spealstatistical descriptions endowed witliN-N")-stability. (This is an illustration of the
way in which insideMCR all the involved concepts are kept rigorously effe).

The preceding assertions can be generalized toabe that the utilized vieW contains more
than only one aspect-vieMg: one has then to realize — separately, in gererapetitions of all the
sequences of operatio&.Vg] for all the aspect-viewd/g fro V. The whole of all the final
qualifications thus obtained will be denotBdG,og,V/. This description, if some stability of this
whole manifests itself, can again be found to aividual relative description, or a statisticalatdle
description endowed with a(N-N")-stability

Let us now add a remark of crucial importance camiog the concept of relativized description.
Inside a relative descriptioD/G,0g,V/, the ‘generator’, the ‘object-entity-of-descriptioand the
view, arenot fixed entities, they are descriptior®DLES freely assigned by the observer-conceptor to

21 One can construct an infinity of space-time fransavs, via various choices of axes of referencerimins of these, or various choices of
differential geometric structures of referencegllRiemann geometry, for instance), or via varidusiaes of space units and time units.

22 genera after a successidis.Vg] the replica of the object-entitg; involved in that succession either is changedhleyetxamination
via Vg, or it is destroyed (absorbed in a device, e8o)in generatepetitionsof [G.Vg] require repetitions of also the generation openati
G (creation of a new replica o).
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this or that entity, accordingly to his own destidpal aims the entity which in one description holds
the role of the view, in another relative descoptican be put in the role of object-entity-of-
description or of operation of generatioffhis sort of freedom — characteristic of formetiz

representations — is the source of the unrestriépdlicability of MRC to any process of

conceptualization that is subject to the constrafirexcluding by construction any false absolute.

(8) A view V is by construction a union of a finite numimeif aspect-viewd/g, we can write
V=/[,Vg, g=1,2...m Each aspect-viewq introduces asemantic g-axighat carries its 'valuegyk),
k=1,2,...w(g) where w(g) is by construction an integer that dependsgorSo V introduces by
construction the abstraapresentation spacdefined by the set of thesesemantiqy-axes. It follows
that:

Any relative description D/G v/ consists of cloudy structure, a 'points-form' of (gk)-value-
pointswith g=1,2...m k=1,2,...w(g) contained in the m-dimensional reprdation-space of the
view V which it introduces

If the object-entityos; is of aphysicalnature, one must add insidfea 4-dimensional discreet
space-time view/(ET) and then the relative descripti®G,og,V/ becomes a cloudy structure or
‘form' of space-time-(gk)-value-pointsith g=1,2...m k=1,2,...w(g),and x,y,z,t somefinite space-
time grid upon which the units of space and timpase a discrete set of possible space-time values,
this whole form being contained in tfra+4)-dimensional representation-space now introduceith®y

view V23,

(9) One can fornthainsof relativized descriptions connected via commtaments in their
respective object-entitiess;, (So in their involved operations of generati@Gp or in their viewsV.
Along such a chain there existsdascriptional hierarchyor order : in general the ordet is
conventionallyassigned to the first description from that chaihe second description connected to

the first one is then of ord@rwith respect to this first description |(raaeta-descriptior?4 with respect

to the first one) ; the third description is assigrthe ordeB and it is a meta-description with respect
to the description of ordé and ameta-metadescription with respect to the first descriptioont the
chain). Etc. So in general the order of a desampinside a chain is relative to the process of
construction of the chain.

But consider the case of a chain of descriptiorst ttarts with a 'basic’, first-stratum,
‘transferred' description of a type that generalide descriptional type explicated for microstates
the chapter Ill; namely, a description in which tperation of generation creates an object-erttay t
has never been examined before and of which thereddsle manifestations — for somen-restricted
reason — cannot bdirectly observed (for instance, the chemical structureadample of rock
dislocated by a robot sent on the moon which igpgmad with apparatuses able to identify chemical
structure and to transmit the result on a compstegen from an laboratory on earth-laboratory). In
such a case:

The initial basic transferred description deterngnan absolute beginning of a particular
process of construction of knowledge. To expreiss tthe order O — in an absolute sense — is
assigned to it

(10) Passage from a given description from a chainesfcdptions, to the following one, is
commanded byhe principle of separation R$ the following sense.

Each relative descriptiod/G,o ,V/ is accomplished inside an epistemic refereii@a\/) where
G — in consequence of the methodologically positeettn-one relatiols — ag; — is tied tooneobject-
entity ag; and the viewv consists of gjivenfinite set of aspect-viewgg each one of which carries a
finite set of aspect-valuggk). Furthermore the relative descriptibiG,og ,V/ is achieved via some
finite number of realizations of successidis.Vg]. So a relative descriptioD/G,ag,V/ is by
construction dinite ‘cell of conceptualization' if all the aspect-views from the global vidéhave
been taken into account, am@ch one with all its valuesgk, and after the realization of some

23 |f all these distinctions were made inside thettes of chords, the significances involved migatdme clearer.

24 |n logic the verbal particle 'meta’ indicates arbédding language, so it is conceived as placatktuthe studied language. Here, on the
contrary, 'meta’ is deliberately assigned the fi@arice ofafter'-and-connected-with
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arbitrarily large bufinite number of successiofé.Vg] achieved foall the aspect-viewsgfromV a
descriptional invariant has been found, thereby descriptional resources from the epistemic
referential(G,V) have been entirelgXHAUSTED. Then, if one wants to obtain some new knowledge
not already obtained bfp/G,og,V/, one has to bring imnother convenient epistemic referential

(G'\V", different from(G,V) by G'=G or by V'#V, or by both, and to construct insif@',V') the new
relative descriptiortD/G',0e,V'/) corresponding to the new descriptional aim. Now:

Themethodologicaprinciple of separatioRSrequires that this new descripti¢D/G,og ,V/) be
always achieved by a processplicitly and entirelyseparatedfrom the descriptional process
that led to D/G,&,V/.

Thereby any uncontrolled coalescence or confusatwden the aims and the geneses concerning two
distinct relative descriptions is systematicallpiaed.

(11) Frequently, in a chain that starts with a basiogferred description of ordd), in the
immediately subsequent description of ortiethe first description of orddy— as a whole — is put in
the role of object-entity, in order to be qualifieg a certain peculiar sort of view that assigns it
'values' of an 'aspect’ dpace-time connected suppomhereby the unintelligible transferred
description of ordef becomes intelligible in the sense that it gaingf@onity with the space-time
frame principle(6). A view that generates such conformity is callaedirdrinsically modeling view
The final result of a description of the specifledd, which inside a given chain acquires some orde
I, can bedetachedrom its genesis. This leaves us witinadel of classical type with an 'object’ in
the currents sense — where nothing recalls any theraitial transferred description. The behawibr
such models can be represented in ‘causal’ téramnitsa deterministic principle

In this way, insideMRC there emerges split inside the pool of all the relativized descripgon
achieved at any given time. Namely, the very fipstsic, transferred relative descriptions of alisolu
order O from this pool constitutea primordial stratum of conceptualizatioAnd the corresponding
classical models of the transferred descriptiomsnfrthe primordial stratum, together with the
progressively more and more complex forms acguisethem or with their insertions in nets of more
complex conceptual structures, constitute an emglvtlassical stratum of conceptualization of
indefinitely growing thickness.

Thereby MRC incorporates the famou$fquantum-classic] cut'and explains it inside a
generalization in terms of a concept olfimiversal transition'[(transferred descriptions)-(classical
descriptions))’

(12) According toMRC any knowledgethat can be communicated iman restricted way, is
description (the action of 'pointing toward' restricts to rea virtual co-presence inside some
delimited space-time domain, so do also mimics, temal sounds, etc.). Only descriptions can be
unrestrictedlycommunicabl&nowledgenot ‘facts' which are exterior to any psyche, pgychic facts
(emotions, desires, etc.) which are not expresgesblme more or less explicit description, verbal or
of some other constitution. When we say know this house> we spell out an illusion, because of
unawareness or only for the sake of brevity; ohly &ssertior | know thedescriptions(plural) of
this house> would correctly express the situation toward whighwant to point.

(13) When the concept of probability is re-construategside MRC, the elementary events and
the events from a probability space acquire theceptual status of relativizedescriptions their
MRC descriptional status (rolejeasesbeing only that of object-entities-"of-descriptionte;; it
becomes that of relativeescriptionsof object-entitiesog;. This has come out to be a quite essential
progress that entails many clarifying consequenasesell as a considerable increase of the power of
discrimination and expression.

This mere enumeration of the main features frony ¢iné kernel ofMRC, should suffice for
finally entering now upon the specific problem eaisn this work.
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IV. CONSTRUCTION INSIDE MCR OF
AN EFFECTIVE PROCEDURE FOR DETERMINING
FACTUAL NUMERICAL DISTRIBUTIONS OF INDIVIDUAL PROBA  BILITIES

IV.1. Games with a parceled painting

Throughout this chapter IV we place ourselves mgitkclassicalstratum of conceptualization.

So the imagined object-entities involve 'objects'the classical sense (dice, apparatuses, tables,
vehicles, roads, and so forth).

This preliminary investigation will consist of acaession of examples. These will familiarize
with the use oMRC.

By passage from a small obviousness to anothei simabusness there finally will emerge a
novelty: the definition of an effective procedurrmitting to research and — in general — to idgratif
open set of relativized factual probability lawsattlsan be asserted in any given factual prob#bilis
situation.

IV.1.1. Relativized parceling and notations

Consider the puzzle of a paintifigrepresenting a landscape, containli® square pieces:.
Consider also a spatial grid that can be superptostind integrated solution of the puzzlePofOn this
grid each square is localized by the specification of its two spao®rdinategx,y,) wherex, is an
element from a set df0 successive equidistant coordinafeg, k=1,2...10marked on a horizontal
space axi®x superposed to the lower edge of the painBngvhile y, is an element from a set b0
successive equidistant coordinafeg, h=1,2...10 marked on a vertical space arissuperposed to
the vertical left edge d®. The labelx,,y;) indicates the square from the left lower cornelP @ind the
left lower corner of this square is the ori@irof the plane Cartesian system of referexmgattached
to the grid superposed B; while the pair(xio,Y10) indicates the square from the right upper corfier o
P.

Consider an epistemic referent{@y,V) where : the object-entity generas is a 'selector' that
selects as an object-entity the integrated solubiothe puzzle of the painting; V is a view which
consists of three aspect-views defined as follows:

* A space-frame-view defined as the uni(kE)=V(EI) V(E® where V(EI) is a frame-view of
spatial location(l : location) of which the possible values are 1 pairs of spatial coordinates
(XY, k=1,2,...10, h=1,2,...10(so a square examined via the vieW(EI) leads to the description
D/G,,oV(El) of spatial location ofo consisting of one among the pairs of coordindtess),
k=1,2,...10, h=1,2,...10; V(E¢ is a frame-view obpatial formendowed with a very big number of
'values of form' (this amounts to the introductioha very small unit of length that permits to
reproduce satisfactorily any perceivable contour).

* A colour aspect-view/c endowed with a set of colour-values rich enoughirisuring that a
relative descriptiorD/G,,g,VcN(E@/ yields a form-of-colour which reproduces 'satsfaily’ that
one perceived oo by a normal human eye. (However, since everythinte definition of any view
is by construction discrete and finite while angwiacts like a filter, the total number of possible
distinct 'values-of-colour-form' is discrete anait). The viewVc/N(E¢ can be synthetically
rewritten asvVc/ NV (Eg=VcpwhereVgis aview of colour-form

With these definitions and notations the descriptid the integrated puzzle of the paintiRg
achieved inside the epistemic referenf@d,V), has to be written &3/Gp, P, V(EI)Z/ Vcg!.

Consider now a 'local' epistemic referen{i@l,V) whereG, selects as object-entity onbne
squareo while the viewV is the same one is in the referen{@k,V). Then a relative description
corresponding tdG,,V) is to be written aB/G,, g,V(EI)/Ncg : it consists of a 'colour-form' covering
the selected squareand which is located as indicated by its 'va{ugy,) of spatial location.

Let Vac be a new aspect-view tdpproximate-colourendowed withg uniform approximate-
colour values, j=1,2,...q (this square is approximately of this uniform stedred, that square is
approximately of this uniform shed of blue, etc.).
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If in the local relative descriptioD/G,, 0, V(EI) NMcg of a squares, the space-location aspect-
view V(EI) is suppressed one obtains a local descrifidi®,, o,Vcg of a squarerachieved inside the
referential(G,,V cg) where anydirectindication of spatial location is filtered out.

If furthermore, in this new local relative descidpt D/G,,o,Vcg, the view of colour-formVce
is replaced by the vieWac of uniform approximate-colour, the value of coldarm that covered the
considered squarer is equally filtered out and a new relative dedwip achieved inside the
referential(G,,Vac) arises — to be written &'G,,g,Vad — where, in consequence of tingformity of
the approximate-colour values assigne&/#m, one looses now also the perceptibility of anynatff
or repulsion between the form-of-colour reachintgoeder of the considered squarewith respect to
another form-of-colour reaching another borderruther squarer. So one ceases to be able to play
puzzle with thel00 squares described via exclusivégc : this time any hint of some connection
between the considered squarand the global 'significance' carried by the ind¢gd paintindP, is
lost.

Suppose now that the global dimensions of the mcki and the distance between two
successive values of thgor y;, coordinates, arsuchthat:

(a) Any squareco is small enough for carrying onlyne approximate-colour-valug Then its
relative descriptioid/G,,0, Vad via the viewVac of uniform approximate-colour entirely consists of
only one uniform approximate-colour : it reducegutst its unique approximate-colour valjie So we
can writeD/G,, 0, Vad =Dj, j=1,2,....q Then we havgD/G,,cVad}Dj} ={j} j=1.2,....q

(b) Any given partial descriptioDj=] is realized ormuchmore than only one square frdtn
Thereby, by construction, the cardinpdf the set ofnutually differentelative descriptionfDj} ={j 2,
j=1,2,....q ismuch smaller than 100

So finally, each one among th80 squaresr can be taken knowledge of via three distinct views
: the frame-view/(El) of spatial location , the frame-view view g€g of colour-form, and the view
Vacof uniform approximate-colour.

Let us now mix the squares and throw them all intmllot box.

Starting from this point we define a successiorigaines' which will lead to the announced
interesting conclusion.

IV.1.2. Game illustrating the power of reconstruoti contained in space (or space-time) order

Let us accomplish th&00 possible successive extractions of a squeirem the ballot box and
look at each extracted square via the frame-Wékl) of spatial location. This, for each square, yields
a description which places each square at the ptatdhe reference grid subtended by axeg
which is indicated by the obtained coordinapesy,). Since any view acts as a filter, this happens
without having taken into accouttite colour-form carried by it, nor the uniform ajpgimate-colour j
defined on it by the view Vablevertheless, after exacthO extractions, the global paintirg is
reconstructed. Though the order of extraction efdhuares will have been random, each individual
act of progression toward the reconstruction ofglabal painting? will have been accomplished in a
way marked bycertainty, while the global process will have befamte: the spatial grid of reference
possesses a power of topological organization wisdhdependent of the 'semantic content' of the
squares

These remarks extend in an obvious way to the @aseof a space-time grid.

IV.1.3. Puzzle with only one replica of P

Let us now proceed differently. Let us again mig fiquares and shed them into the ballot box.
Let us then make again tH€0 possible successive extractions of a square flarballot box. But
this time, let us make use of — exclusively —\tteav Vcgof colour-form. So each square is perceived
by its relative descriptioD/G,, o, Vcg. Thelabel of space location (y,) as well as well as its labgl
of uniform approximate-colour are filtered out, thare ignored. In these conditions, again, after
exactly thel00" extraction the global paintir@ will be reconstructed. But in general, for finditige
right place where to put an extracted square, Wiehave had to fumble around by trials and errors;
but, guided by the structure of the form-of-coloarried by the square, we will have finally ideietf
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the 'good' place of the square. And the structtirie form-of-colour of the square will have been
useful mainly by its content in the proximity ofthordersof the square where, for each given border,
it determines a sort ofieighborhood-coherenceith the form-of-colour reaching anique other
border of another square. A sort of attraction éymantic continuity acts between the two mentioned
borders and, on the contrary, a sort of repulsipedmantic discontinuity works between the form-of-
colour that reaches the initially considered borofethe considered square, and any other form-of-
colour reaching any border of any other squares Time the independent power of topological
organization of the space coordinates will haventfdered out and replaced by these ‘attractidas v
semantic continuity' or 'repulsions via semantiscdntinuity’. And again nothing infinite will have
been involved and nothing will have been randorh abstraction is made of the randomness in the
order of extraction of the squares — notwithstagdime presence of trials and errors. For, quite
obviously, the trials and errors are tied with fees of the defined situation, of which the natigre
radically different from that of a predictive untanty in the probabilistic sense.

This example, like the preceding one, can be exignd an obvious way to the case of an
‘evolvingpicture' fragmented in spatieae cubes of which the space-time labels are by-pasgeite
exclusively other descriptional contents are carsid, with the attractions by continuity on the
borders and the repulsions by discontinuity onlibeders which these contents entail. (During the
research of a criminal, for instance, in essence,pdays a generalized space-time puzzle game).

IV.1.4. Puzzle with several replicas of the pairdi®

Let us now provide ourselves witld00replicas of the fragmented paintiRgand let us proceed
with these in the same way as we did above forrepkca : we mix together all thE00 000squares
which we now possess, we shed them all into thé-lpmq and then we extract the squares one by
one, ignoring the space label and the approximaliaic label imprinted on it and searching for the
square an appropriate place on one or other ant@t000 void space-time grids placed in front of
us. What will happen? Aftet00 000extractions from the ballot-box weertainly shall have entirely
reconstructed all th&000replicas of the fragmented paintiRgBut this will have been achieved only
after quite a lot of trials and errors and not byeatly separate completion of the replicas, in
succession, but by an intermingled process of cetigol of all the replicas, involving leaps from one
replica to another one. In general, only by the éadractions will all theL0O0Oreplicas have entirely
separated from one another.

In principle, no essentially new features are bhbug by the use, instead @D00replicas, of
10" replicas withn an arbitrary whole number. And this game alsoaariously be extended to a set
of 'evolving paintings'. And again nothing infinigll have been involved and — notwithstanding the
presence of trials and errors — nothing will hagerbrandom if abstraction is made of the randomness
in the order of extraction of the squares.

A puzzle game, no matter how complex and big, veslrandomness exclusively in the order
of extraction of the squares.

The attractions by semantic continuity on the bosdef the squares and the repulsions by
violation of semantic continuity on the borders,clade randomness from the final
reconstruction of any number of replicas of thebglaentity which has been parceled

IV.1.5. Probability game with one replica of the ipéing P

How, then, does 'probabilistic randomness' emeBye@ modification which, at a first sight,
will seem insignificant, suddenly all the charastef a 'probabilistic situation' will come in: urting
sequences of elementary events, the correspondatgstisal relative frequencies, probabilistic
randomness and probabilistic convergence. The arweouapparently insignificant modification will
reveal itself to have been in fact a radical coheaggump.

We make use of the same parceled painBrigvolved in the preceding paragraphs. But this
time, instead of a puzzle game, let us play, witkt jone replica of this puzzle, the following
‘probabilistic game'. Let us mix the squares aretighem into the ballot box. Then let us extract a
square. Let us use exclusively the vigac of uniform approximate colour, note the valuels index
j that appears in the corresponding relative desmnij, j=1, 2....q and thendrop the examined
square back into the ballot bdkoth the aspedt¢r of colour-form and the space frame-aspé(l)
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of spatial location remain dumBp a fortiori the semantic continuity on the borders of the sgua
remain inactive). Let us then mix the squares fthmballot box and repeat the same procedure an
arbitrarily big number of times.

| assert that this time, in consequence of theipéanodification of the procedure, we find
ourselves in a standard 'probabilistic situatibmdeed, contrary to what happened in all the prieced
cases, this timeheforeeach extraction, a certain setinfariant conditions is reconstituted, which
defines — in the usual sense of probabilistic laggu— a 'reproducible proceduréand astable
universe of elementary events{j}, j=1,2....q, so a random phenomen@fi,U). Since according to
MRC (point (9)) any communicable knowledge is description, letavgrite explicitly the universe
as a universe of relative descriptidgs{Dj}, j=1,2....0.

What will happen in these new probabilistic corais?Can that be predicted?

If the number of successive extractions and drampimack into the ballot box is very much
bigger than the numberof elements fron, one can make the two following rather obviousagks
R1andR2

R1. Since the whole initial content of the ballot hexeconstituted after each drawing, all the
descriptional valueg=1,2,....q that had been possible before some given extractioe equally
possible for the following one. From one extractionanother one, no possibility is irreversibly
‘consumed’, as it happened in the cases consittetieel preceding paragraphs. This entails statulity
the global factual situation.

R2. Correlatively, the content of the ballot box mvar exhausted. Nothing brings any more to
an end the sequence of results which can be obtdgerepetition of extraction-dropping. This
sequence is of arbitrary length, it can increasedtd infinity'. This is the source of potentialmo
effectiveness.

| add now two other assertions which are not peeckas certainties.

The first one is the answérl to the following questiol®Q1: "If one continues indefinitely the
repetitions of extraction-dropping, will all theevalues of the indek of medium colour show up, or
not ?"

The second assertiof2 is the answer to the following questi@Q2 "If the repetitions of
extraction-dropping are continued indefinitely, howl evolve the relative frequency(j)/N of the
outcomes of a given valjef the index of medium colour ?".

I now assert psychological factafter a short reflection, the following answé&kandA2 to the
guestionsQ1 and Q2 will gain quasi unanimous consensus among perst&illed in current
probabilistic thinking.

Al. It is nearly certainthat if the numbeN of repetitions of extracting-dropping becomes big
enough, all the) values of the indexof medium colour will show up.

A2. If the numberN of repetitions of extracting-dropping is increaseithout a priori
limitation, then — earlier or later boearly certainlyandfor anyj — the relative frequenay(j)/N of the
outcomes of a given valugeof the index of uniform approximate-colour will migest a certain
convergence. Namely, the valueté relative frequency n(j)/N will tend to repro@ute value of the
ratio np(j)/100 which refers the numbeg(j) of squares from the integrated puzzle of thigay P
which carry the considered value j of approximatésar, to the total number100 of all the squares
from the puzzle of P.

But why should there be a convergence? And quite espeaily precisely toward this ratio
ne(j)/100 defined on ® And why, in both formulation®\1 and A2, should one assert a 'nearly
certainty' instead of, clearly, a certainty? Beeausore or less explicitly, in the minds of thoskeow
adhere to the answefd andA2, some equivalent of the following reasoning tailese.

"Since after every extraction and registering &f ¢ibtained-value, the square is released back
into the ballot box, and since the extractionsal@wved to be repeated indefinitely, there exigis n
basis for strictly excluding a priori, concerningequence of arbitrarily big lenghty the outcome of
any one among the different possibilitigsl,2,...q}; nor, moreover, the outcome of any order of
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succession of-values fron{j=1,2,...q} ; nor the outcome of any one among all the glahatistical
distributions{n(j)/N, j=1,2,...q} 2n(j)/N=1, of relative frequencies(j)/N that are constructible for a
given N, with j-values belonging to the univer$Bj}, j=1,2,...qof relative descriptions. In the
conditions of indefinite repeatability that haveeheposited here, any outcome of any feature that
cannot be a priori excluded on the basis of soneeiipd reason, has to be a priori admitted as
possible. These two formulations have the samefigignce, so any distinction between them would
amount to a contradiction. For instance, nothingnis to strictly exclude a priori the maximally
unbalanced statistical distribution which, for agiyen N andj', is characterized bwy(j')/N=1, i.e.
n(Y=N, n(j)=0 for anyj4' (with j)=2: 2222222222..... Wmes). Indeed if in the first extraction it has
been possible to find a square carryjng, since that square has been released back iratios fox
before the second extraction, the same possilfiliigs also for the second extraction, and so on,
indefinitely. But nothing excludes either to fijyeR. This entails the answévl.

However we know that the number of squares in thel pox and the number of possible
approximate-colour valugsare both finite and thany square comes from the puzzle of the integrated
painting P. In these conditiondhefore each extraction it is natural to expect more talfon the
extracted squarejavalue of approximate-colour which, on the integdapaintingP, is repeated, say,
on 10 different squares, rather than to find phalue of approximate-colour which on the integtd®e
is repeated, say, on onB different squares. What is effectively fouafter an extraction leaves
invariant the reasonableness of the specified d¢afpec before that extraction. We must avoid
confusion between a prioand a posteriori as well as between 'possible"@mthable’. So, since we
know that before each extraction the pool box dostxclusivelythe 100 squares which compose the
total number, let us denoterit=100, of puzzle-pieces from of one replica of the pamtP, it is
natural to expect a priori that in a sufficientgny sequence dgfresults each possibjevalue be
obtained a number of times approximately propodida the number of squares on which this j-value
is realizedon the integrated painting; and to also expect that while the humbleof accomplished
extractions increases, the relative frequen¢yN be found to tend to converge, for each giyen
value,toward the ratio R(j)/npr=np(j)/100 realized for that j-value on one integratezplica of the
painting P. In the posited conditions, any different assuomptivould be devoid of support, while this
one — in a certain sense — simfoifows

Indeed the global form of one replica Bfis contained in there, the pool box, even if it is
parceled. So, in the long termpitustmanifest itself via any view that is not entiréljnd with respect
to it. Now in the conditions of our probability ganthe unique active view is the approximate-colour
view Vac endowed with the possible valued,2,...q This view is not entirely blind with respect to
the form ofP. And in the conditions of our probabilistic ganlee unique possible manifestation of
the global colour-form aspect &fthat is possible via the approximate-colour viésy consists of a
set of relative frequencida(j)/N}, j=1,2,...qwhich reproduces the set of ratios(j)/ner }, j=1,2,...9
from the global colour-form aspect & So such a set of relative frequencies is whatthalse
expected, by default. This amounts to the assedadergence.

However this has to be expected nearly with ceagtamot with certainty. This is entailed by the
conditions which ourselves have posited: these itiond simply excludethe assertion that each
relative frequency(j)/N} will certainly converge toward the correspondintiorfine(j)/nsr= np(j)/100,
so all the more that it will strictly reproduceghtio.

Indeed it has already been pointed out that anuyesemp ofN resultsj is possible, even a
sequencekkkkkkkkk...of N resultsj=k. But we are reasoning inside the abstract framiewabrthe
concept of probabilit§'5, so for the probabilities on a universe of evesitsany sort, there is a
condition of norm : the sum of all the probabilities assigned to &wents from the considered
universe, whatever these be, must be equal @onsider than a sequenggN,j) of N results) where
‘o is an index obtatistical structurgn(j)/N}, j=1,2,...q andN is any whole number. For any giixe
there exists a correspondirfipite set {g,(N,j)}, j=L.2,...q, ar1,2,...... v, of v mutually distinct
statistical structures constructible with These constitute a universe of events (meta-syavith
respect to the events frofi}, j=1,2,...9). And the probabilitiep(g.{N,j)), &=1,2,...... Vv assigned to

25 |t is not circular to introduce such considerations: herly ¢ime concept of &ACTUAL probability law is acknowledged to be still
undefined, but the abstract mathematical probaibikyntax introduced by Kolmogorov &ceptedat least as an initial basis.
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these new (meta)events are also subject to thetmond,, p(g.{N,j))=1. So any sequenceg,(N,j),
while on the one hand it is possible a priori, ba bther hand it 'consumes' inside the condifign
p(g.{N,j))=1 a certain 'quantity of probability'. This interlico assign a priori certainty (probability
1) to any given sequeneg(N,j) : if one did this, thereby, contrary to the inig@sumption of a priori
possibility ofany sequence, he would a priori exclude — for the idemedN, but whatever it be — the
possibility of all the sequencég,(N,j) but only one among them. This would be a conttamlicSo a
certain and strict convergence towall the ratiosns(j)/100, is excluded by the very rules of our
probabilistic game.

But nothing in the rules of the probability game, does intdrthe intuitive notion that with
sufficiently large numberisl eachrelative frequency(j)/N would — nearly certainly — come arbitrarily
near to the corresponding rafios(j)/ner = np(j)/100. This is precisely the answAR to the question
Q2

So the quasi intuitive motivations which underle tanswer#1 and A2 to, respectively, the
guestiongQ1 andQ2, are now explicit. These, of course, are not natitdns exiting inside any mind.
They are trained motivations generated by, pregiseldeep understanding of the theorem of large
numbers. So let us compare their manifestation exomaeg the special case of the probability game
with the puzzle of the painting, with the general theorem of large numbers.

IV.2. An effective factual probability law in the case of the 'probability game' with the paintingP

At a first sight, the motivation brought forth algofor the answers to the questi@$ andQ2,
seems trivial. But in fact it discloses a conclasighich, itself, is far from being trivial. Indedcbm
Al andAZ2 there finally emerges — for the particular casa pfobability game with the picturRe— an
effectivedefinition founded upon 'real facts', of the sasele concept of a factual probability law. And
it is by reference to the law of large numbers thist definition imposes itself. For when one wsite

L, K& 9, [MNo: [AN2No)) = P[([h()/N-p(g)j<e]2(1-9 (2)

via a merddentification of term®ne is led to clearly perceive that the expres&dmf the theorem
of large numbers can be regarded as a rigorousematical translation of precisely the partially
intuitive and partially ‘reasoned' answ&rksandA2. Indeed let us set

§=Dj,  {p(Di} HAne()/ner} Hne(j)/100}, j=1,2...q, ®3)

This yields the form(2) where the number§(j)/100)}, j=1,2...q,satisfy all the conditions to be
imposed upon a probability law (cf. the note 3),ettter formal or factual (they are real positive
numbers — heretional numbers — they obey the norm conditigne(j)/100)=1, etc.).

So, in the case of the probabilty game with thectyse P the set of ratios
{ne())/npr} FNnp(j)/100)}, j=1,2...qdefines on the set of everdBj}, j=1,2...q a quite definite and
effectivefactual probability law

{Pe(D))} ={np(j)/npr} ={np (j)/100}, j=1,2,....q, F: factual 4)

It is striking to notice that the definitiogd) amounts to make use of the intuitive concept ef th

probability of an ‘outcome’ as [the number of ‘faable casedfthe number of all the possible
‘casesl:

The theorem of large numbers, established insidartathematical theory of measures, implies
this intuitive definition.

But such as it is implied by the theorem of largembers, this intuitive definition igon
effectiveandabsolute In this sense, so such that it is involved is thieorem, it is banished MWRC.
On the other hand the construction that led todéfeition (4) has been drawn into evidence by the
use of the descriptionaklativities imposed byMRC. This remarkable agreement-and-dissention
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between the theorem of large numbers BHRIC might conceal a clue in the search of elucidatibn
the connection between factuality and syntax inctise of the concept of probability.

So, in the particular case of the probability gasnd the puzzle of the painting, the problem
of the construction of a factual probability lawnstructed "on the basis of real physical facts§ ha
found a solution: Starting from the integrated fiatn P, by a 'probabilization’ involving a puzzle
founded orP and a 'simplification’ of the descriptions of {ieces of this puzzle by passage from the
initial elementsD/G,, a(X, V), VCIN@N(EY of this puzzle, to the universe of evedBj} ={ j2
j=1,2,....q we have finally constructed a standard factuadbgbility space in the sense of
Kolmogorov

[{DJ} v Ix, {nP (j)/nPT}]1 J:112’q (5)

where 7y denotesany algebra on{Dj}, j=1,2...q,while the factual probability lawng(j)/ner},
j=1,2,....qis defineddirectly on the basic univers®j}, j=1,2...q(which then determines also the

factual probability law orry, whatever its specificatioR§.

This conclusion, together with the questidps Q2 and the answeral, A2 which led to it,
involve a definite solution to the question, algbthesignificanceto be assigned — this case — to the
assertion of merely thexistenceof a factual probability law. Indeed in the anssvafl andA2, the
belief in the existence of a factual probabilityl&aas been founded upon the fact that before each
extraction of a square,vaholereplica of the parceled paintiigywas contained in the pool box, and
nothing else. So the significance of the 'existenta factual probability law is [the systematigal
iterated implicit presenceof an integrated fornthroughout the operated probabilistic trials]. sThi
significance remained hidden by the fact that, Iy tonstruction, by the rules of the game, the
presence of this integrated form is constrainethémifest itself to ouknowledgeonly progressively
and in cryptic terms, namely via the evolving nefatfrequenciegn(j)/N}, j=1,2,...q of outcomes of
this or that sign, inside sequences & such signs. (I make use of the word 'signs' bexag
construction,j=Dj and inDj any trace ofform-of-colour D/G,«(x,Yn),VCN(E)N¢l/, k=1,2,...10,
h=1,2...10,carried by a square, has been filtered out bytfirm 'values' of the approximate-colour
aspect-viewag so that any hint of participation in a more imeggd structure endowed with a global
'significance' that would exceed that descriptiijsj, has become non perceptible, and s(b)rany
Dj5 acts only as a sign from a set of signs). Coixalt, in consequence of the relativizations
imposed byMRC, the vague intuitive definition of the probabiliof an ‘outcome’ acquires a quite
precise character and it is associated with dlmanticnotion of ‘integrated form’. Globally, the
imprisonment in, exclusively, the probabilistic é&vof perception and conceptualization has been
broken: awareness of an essential connection witthar superposed level has been established.

We summarize. In the considered case, the knowletigee colour-form carried by the global
painting P, together with the way of parcelifyand the view defined on the fragments, deternine i
effectiveterms, both, theignificanceof the assertion ofxistenceof a factual probability law acting
on the universe of even{Bj}, j=1,2...q (hamely knowledge of the presence inside theobhthx, at
the time of each realization of the procedgfeof the whole (parceled) painti®) and thestructure
of this factual probability law, namely the s@t) of rational numbers. In this case ware in
possession of a factual interpretation-and-modethfe concept of an effective factual probabilayv!

And by a conceptual feed-back, the interpretatiod-aodel obtained for this case acts as an
intuitive ‘justification’ or ‘explanation’ of theheorem of large numbers. It makes this theorem
immediately intelligible. It also brings into evidee the source, ithis case, of the non effective
character of the theorem, namely the impossibtlitynakeuse of the finitenes of the integrated
whole (a form, in this case) that is involved ire tboncept of probability lap(e)} = {p=(Dj)} =

26 we want to strongly stress that the content®/df.5 and IV.2 are not asserted here gsaof, but as aonstruction We are here outside
any syntactic system. We are researching a fadefalition of the concept of probability law. Theebrem of large numbers has been used
like a guiding element, nothing more. Our final,rMngeneral aim is precisely to clarify tredation between the syntactic elements and the
factual elements which — together — organize timeept of probability.
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{np(j)/100}, i=j, j=1,2,....q, from the theorem, simply because we do not krioand we even are
unawareof it.

Indeed as long as one does not dispose explicitiknowledge offinite constraintsthat
determine and assign significance to the factuatbglility law to be asserted, while also permitting
fragmentationn finite sequencesf the total numbeN of repetitions of the involved experiment, there
is no other recourse than to make use of

(a) anindefinitely increasing integeN that counts uniformly, without any inner organiaa
the total number of achieved realizations of th@lived experiment; and

(b) of — directly — a non effective definition of the concept of probabilitin terms of a
mathematicallimit that be able to offer conceptuadom for any factual sequence dfl rational
numbers.

Inside the theorerR) of large numbers the assertidy) of a mathematical limit for any relative
frequency n(g)/N requiresreal numbers in the formal general definition of a pioiity law.
Correlatively it wholly skipsthe question of amdependent and effectifactual definition to be
associated with the abstract existence of such themetical limit — supposing that it is genuinely
useful. And furthermore it abandons inside the iaipthe major fact that the formal definitioby
itself, yields no indication whatsoever concerning theigalar numerical distribution from the factual
probability law to be associated with a partictitartual probabilistic situation.

IV.3. Generalization

IV.3.1. Preliminaries

The 'probabilistic game' with the puzzle of thenpiaig P has brought forth perception of the
possibility thatany given factual probabilistic situation be somehammectable with a corresponding
‘global form' that expresses the semantic contetiieoconsidered situation and which determines by
mere counting and in terms of a finite setrafional numbers, the factual probability law to be
asserted in that particular probabilistic situationwhat follows we investigate this possibility.

The role of MRC throughout VI.1 and VI.2

To begin with, let us note th#te new insight gained above is indelibly tied WARC. The
development from VI.1 and IV.2 would not have beessible in the absence of an explicit awareness
of the fact thaany communicable and consensual knowledgaeiscriptionand without a systematic
relativization of each one among the various sofrftdescription that have been considered, to a well
defined corresponding epistemic referentf@,V), so to a definite triadG,og,V). Indeed the
preceding development stayed blocked a priori &g las a descriptiol/G,o0g ,V/ was simply
identified with the object-entity ganvolved init, which furthermore was being denoted like in the s
theory by just a written labeg' devoid of any semantic content specifically connectech wite
considered factual situation, as indeeid inside Kolmogorov universes of elementary eveintsuch
conditions no ‘contours' of any sort would havenbepressible, no 'local forms' nor 'global fomd,
'semantic’ attractions to pass from the first dioethe second onespthingavailable to host and to
guide a puzzle-like approach, nothing availablediegn only being able to conceive of it. Moreover,
before having perceived that 'truth' also is a definimaept only when it is relativized, so before
having acquired capacity to confront the problemstroth in a sense that becomdsfinite in
conseqguence of relativizations, the danger to sitk paralyzing false problems of absolute 'truth’
would have threatened the mind at each step.

But now we have grown aware of the crucial roleegplicit and exhaustive relativization. In
particular, it has become clear that the concep fdctual probability law, since it is involved in
relative descriptions like any communicable andsemsual knowledge, is marked by non removable
relativities. So now we know that:

Speaking ofthe' probability law p(U) to be asserted on the unieetd from a probability
space, is a false absolytehuge, and devastatingly false absolute

Therefore from now on, to avoid fuzziness and thiesequences of fuzziness, we have to work
on the basis of explicit gener®RGredefinitions. We reckon that these will clearligaose new
guiding lines — and possibly also categories ofesaandlimits — concerning the possibility to
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construct the unknown factual numerical probabitiigtribution that can be asserted on a given
universe of elementary events.

MRC definitions and consequences

Consider what is currently called 'a random phemmneaccordingly to Kolmogorovf®rmal
theory of probabilitieg/7,U) (cf. 11.1). We want to specify the correspondiragtiial and relativized
MRG-concept.

The MRG-definition of the proceduré/ from a random phenomengfv,U) has been found in
earlier works (MS [2002], [2006] pp. 193-202) tatguyenerally correspond — factualterms — to a
"big" numberN of repetitionsof the sequence of operatidita V] corresponding to a given epistemic
referential (G,V) (like in the special case of microstates). So dofactual proceduré7 we write
/7=[G.V] where, foreachrealization of/7:

(a) G is a factual operation of generation which — bythudological posit — systematically re-
introduces onsamecorrespondin@ntity-to-be-described g2

(b) Vis a factual, active, operational view which rgdduces some given global ‘experimental
situation’ and creates deliberately the whole actiat leads to a qualification of; via aspect-values
of the aspect-view¥/g from V that are observable on the final effect of one mlete sequence
[=[G.V]. OftenV involves aregistering test-entityfor instance a di@é which is an 'object' in the
usual classical sense.

By what precedes thlRCredefinition of the repeatable procedureis achieved. So we can
proceed to establishing thdRC-redefinition of the universe of elementary events produced Ay

In general the viewV includes more than one aspect-vid&lg. So 'one' realization of the
sequencd/=[G.V] in general involves values of several aspect-vidwshe case of a microstate the
aspect-views/g from V in general are not all mutually compatible in #ense defined in 111.3.2, so
‘one’ full realization of 7=[G.V] in general consists of a union of distinct and ually incompatible
sequencef5.Vg]. But here, in agreement with the classical thedmgrobabilities, we suppose that all
the aspect-views from the acting view are mutuedignpatible so that all the effects of the realati
of one sequencé’=[G.V] are obtained simultaneously. So hé¢fa)+(b)] entails that each one
realization of the sequence of epistemic operatidd$s.V] produces, for the entitgg; generated by
G, one given set of qualifications by aspect-valgiesf the aspect-viewgg fromV.

Now, according to the centrdlRGdefinition 5 from IIl.5 the assertion ofny relative
description requiresepetitions of the corresponding sequengg.V]. (Indeed for a fully regular
relativized description it can be conceived a pribat when the procedur&=[G.V] is repeateN
times, thesamegroup ofgk-values of the aspect-viewsg from V comes ouiN times; and if that
happened we would be by definition in presence rofNaindividual' descriptionD/G,og ,V/ (111.5
point 5); in this sense even ax-individual' description involvedl repetition' of/7=[G.V] in order to
be able to assert itd-individuality). But here, by hypothesis, we arat in presence of an ‘individual’
description, we are in presence of a case wheige dssumed that the successi@a[G.V], when
repeated a large numbB¥rof times, produces a whole univergeof mutually distinct 'elementary
events'. So iMRCterms, eaclone of these elementary events can only be regardadsast oflimit
of the canonicaMRGC-concept of ariN-individual relativized description, namely the iiimg case in
which N=1. Nonetheless we are now already in presence afivigied description instead of a mere
notation ¢ devoid of any specified semantic content, as ithis case in the classical theory of
probabilities; and the probabilistic game with tpazzle of a picture has offered already an
opportunity for realizing how precious new guideknfor reasoning and epistemic actions are offered
by the fact that insid®IRCwhat is called an elementary event reemergeselatavized description.

A limit-description of an elementary eveldt in the sense just specified above will be denoted
Dr/G,0g; ,V/ or, in shortDr. Since insiddMIRC everything is finite, the univergé of all the possible
descriptionsDr producible with the epistemic referent{@.V) is finite. So theMRGredefinition of
the universeJ of elementary events produced Bycan be written a&)={Dr}, r=1,2,...5 with s a
finite integer and a global unique index associated to thwole setof qualifications{gk}, /VgeV,
produced bynerealization of the procedur@

27 n general more than only one test-entity cambelved, but for simplicity here we speak of onfyecsuch entity.
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The preceding considerations entail the followivg MRC-definitions.

MRC-definition of a factual relativized random phemenon In MRC terms, afactually
realizableand relativized random phenomer(@hU) has to be re-written as

(7U) ={[G.V],{Dr},r=1,2,...s, n=1,2,....N =D/G,0 ,V/
where: /75[G.V], with G an epistemic operation that introduces the embitipe-describedos;;
V=/Ng, g=1,2,...m with m an integer, is an operational view that existhwaspect tag;; U={Dr},
r=1,2,...s with s a finite integer and a global index associated to thdole setof qualifications
produced byone realization of the procedur&=[G.V]; n — finite —labels the repetitions of the
procedure/7=[G.V] and'the'relative descriptiolD/G,og ,V/ which finally emerges (mind the singular)
is astatisticaldescription (l11.5, point 5) and is presupposed¢oendowed with some definite though
conventionally chose(N,N") stability (111.5, point5).

MRC-definition of a factual relativized probabiligt situation. Consider a random phenomenon
(/7,U) ={[G.V],{Dr},r=1,2,...s, n=1,2,....N=D/G,0g ,V/. The experimental circumstances supposed
by this concept — namely the 'identical' repeaitgbibf the procedure/7 — seem to justify the
presupposition that — in a factual sense that @ashown to be in agreement with the formal non
effective theorem of large numbers — the statistiglativized descriptio®/G,og ,V/ will necessarily
manifest a degree @N,N"}-stability that permits tgosita 'probabilistic convergence' of the relative
frequencie(Dr)/N whereDr eU, r=1,2...5 when(N,N') are increased. This amounts to jossitthat
in the considered circumstances a factual numepieddability distribution{pe(Dr)}, r=1,2...son the
universeU={Dr}, r=1,2,...s can be identified. So we shall say that a relztidi factual random
phenomenon ipresupposetb create a corresponding relativiZadtual probabilistic situation

Consequences
Let us now explicate the consequences of the twogaling definitions and the questions raised
by these.

(a) Descriptional aims and corresponding descriptad roles The preceding definitions bring
into evidence the feature of freely chosen desonpt aimsand of corresponding descriptional roles.
This feature is crucially important throughddRC. In the following point(b) it will lead us to a
surprising conclusion.

In microphysics, quasi systematically, the operatmf generationG acts inside abasic
epistemic referential and it radically creative, while the corresponding entity-to-beedlié®ed is not
directly observable. But in classical probabilissituations the operation of generatiGis — in
general — just an operation of selectiosgbectorwhich, each time that it is realized, re-introdues
entity-to-be-described that wirectly observable and even can, in particular, consisaroflready
preexisting ‘object’ in the usual sense.

For instance, consider a dice-random phenomenoteand imagine successively two different
cases.

(al) The dice is suspected to be loaded and the désoapaim is to know whether yes or not
this suspicion is founded. This aim suggests tmfan epistemic referentié,V) whereG consists of
selecting the 'object' consisting of the dice assigming it the descriptionable of the entity-to-be-
described, while the table on which the dice iswhr is regarded asragistering devicencorporated
to the qualifying viewV from (G,V). These choices entail that the table is supposdzktaknown
datum that has been previously worked out corredipgly to the descriptional role assigned to & (it
horizontality, planarity, etc., have been insurdd)this case one elementary event consists oftljiest
number readable on the upper face of the dice whess settled on the table after having been throw
on it. But the researchetkscriptionof the dice is not exhausted by the individuatieg of the result
of only one throw of the dice, it is a statistidalscription. The observation of a quasi uniforroityhe
whole obtained statistical distribution will be emtlby saying « the dice is not loaded », while non
uniformity of this distribution will be coded by ag « the dice is loaded »: in this case the factu
probability law on the universe of elementary esastnot known and furthermore its exact form is
not even researched. It simply is exterior to thesen descriptional aim.
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(a2) But nothing hinders to choose another descriptiaita, namely to construct fair dice-
game. This might induce the choice of an epistaafierential(G,V) whereG is a selector which now
selects the table to be put in the role of thetyt-be-described (in order to check its degree of
horizontality and of smoothness) while this time thice is assigned the role of a registering device
incorporated to the acting view. So this time theormgetry and structure of the dice have been
deliberately constructed before such as not torféyoits inner structure any one among the six
possible outcomes, 2...6 But we do not know whether the table also is adé® so for this we have
to check. In these new conditions an elementargtes@nsists of the place on the table where the dic
settles after a throw. And the researched desonipf this place is statistical again: uniformitytie
obtained statistical distribution of the settleddtions of the dice on the table will mean « ths#eas
plane and smooth » while non-uniformity will mearthe table has defaults of smoothness or/and
planarity ». In this case the factual probabilifgtdbution on the universe of elementary events is
neither known, nor unknown: according to the chasescriptional aim this law has to benstructed
such as to be uniformly distributed. (Obviously thies of the dice and the table can be reverbed, t
aim of constructing a fair dice-game being kepaiiant).

The considerations frofal) and(a2) suffice for illustrating in what a sense accordiogMRC
‘operation of generation’, ‘object-entity-to-be-dted’, ‘view’, 'elementary event', 'descriptior’eanot
features tied with some support, but omlgscriptional rolescorresponding to the choice of an
epistemic referential (cf. Ill, poirt).

This sort ofindependence of any fixed support — whether matematonceptual — that
characterizes theMRC descriptional roles'G", "og", "V", founds the flexibility of MRC the
possibility to apply it for any descriptional aiMiMS [2006] pp. 97-105). It can be regarded asra so
of methodological ‘principle of relativity' thatsares annvariant general procedure for describing in
MRGCterms whatever is describable and one wants trites

(b) The concept of random phenomenon as a methodial artefact The MRGC-definition of
a factual and relativized random phenomenon wighcibrresponding 'probabilistic situation’, together
wit the comments fronfa) bring into evidence a fact that might come asrprse, though as soon as
it has been formulated it appears as obvious:

A formal 'random phenomenon'rigt a concept that designatesaturally existing structure. It
is a generalconceptual-factual artefactAnd each specified factual random phenomenon — in
particular, as defined insiddRC — is a conceptual-factual artefact deliberatelgstaucted with a
correspondingaim; namely precisely thereation of a corresponding 'probabilistic' factual sitoati
that is, a situation endowed with 'probabilistiedictability’, so involving a definite factual nuneal
distribution of probabilities coherent with the geal formal concept of a probability law.

One might be tempted to resist this assertion. @ight want to think that factual random
phenomena with their respective factual probahilisituations can also occur naturally. This doubt,
however, is doomed to fade away. One realizes soana full and rigorous materialization of the
concept of random phenomenon cannot be conceivadhasiral circumstance. Natural conditions can
only yield abasisfor organizing a random phenomenon out of natyrsthtistical impacts upon the
human biological registering apparatuses, withrthsificial prolongations.

Consider for instance the case of meteorologioadliptions. The earth with its water volumes-
and-surfaces, its relief, vegetation, fauna, as@itiosphere, constitute a finite and practicdthged
whole which nowadays has become perceptible as lsydhe help of global descriptions realized
from satellites. Let us consider a relativized dgsion D(t;) of this whole achieved at a tintge The
view from D(t;) is a 'meteorological view' including the aspe@ws of "pressure”, "temperature”,
"humidity", "local velocity of displacement", etas well the space time frame-aspdetandT (the
valuet, of T being fixed). The Navier-Stokes equations permitransposd(t;) into a set of other
descriptionsD(t,), D(ts)... D(t)... corresponding to a set of other time-valtgd,>ts... >t,,..., the
utilized view remaining fixed. If these time-valuae all sufficiently close tt the transpositions are
endowed with a remarkable degree of certainty. Bén the time interval;-t; is increased this
degree of certainty decreases and one is pusheddqwobabilistic predictions.

Now, a human being does newtirectly perceive a global description from the Bét;), D(t,),
D(t3)... D(t).... At any given timet, he can only encompass a spatially local percepbiothe
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corresponding global descripti@(ty). Though in this casB(t,) itself is not parceled like in the case
of the pictureP, the descriptiorD(t;) can be treated as an equivalent of the globalrigg¢isn of P
from IV.1. Indeed, suppose that on the basis ef khowledge of onlyD(t;) we want to make a
prediction concerning the various local perceptiacsessible to a human being at a tignéhe unit of
time being, say, one day. Thep is relatively distant fromt; and in the present state of our
meteorological knowledge the prediction cannot beain. But a probabilistic prediction can be
researched. In particular it can be researcheé Vigrobabilization" ofD(t;). The global description
D(ty) (just like that of the pictur®) can be divided imp fragments(for instanceit can be realized
such thatach fragment covers an area equal to that of tdwmedium extension). Each one of these
fragments emerges as a relative descripboft,) achieved with respect to the same aspect-views as
D(t;) but which is local with respect to the frame-asgeof spacer being a unique notation for the
whole group of values of the aspect-views fromrtigteorological view fronD(t;) that is realized on
the considered local description. In these conafitione can work with the descriptiobgt;) and
Dr(ty), r=1,2...sin a way entirely similar to that from our examplethe puzzle of the paintirig

So one might think that in this case, via the pdoce from VI.1, it is possible to identify the
probability distribution on the local descriptiol¥(ty), r=1,2...s by working with thenaturally
preexisting initial situation denoted B(tand with the subsequematural statistical local
manifestations denoteDr(ty), r=1,2...s. But obviously the jump to such a conclusion cannet
accepted. For the treatment outlined above involiete essentially relativizedescriptions(among
which the Navier-Stokes equation which also is dpson) and descriptions are not natural facts,
they have to be deliberately realized and to beipudated in a waysuchas to permit to make
probabilistic predictions on weather.

So we reassert that the gendvdRC concept of a factual random phenomenon is always a
artefact: it is amethodologicalartefact conceived for capturing a sample from the oceanatfiral
randomness where we are immersed and for subjetttisgsample to local constraints which — in
specific relation with this or that particular aimdo insure the more or less feeble — but not ull
degree of predictability, endowed with a peculiart sof stability, which is called probabilistic
predictability.

This conclusion is a guide, in various ways. Iings into evidence dimensions of liberty for
deliberateconceptual-factual constructions which can beyfekploited if — and only if — they are
clearly known as such; whereas if they get mixedhwibscure tendencies to 'discover’ some
'independently preexisting factual truth' they camly produce indefinite stagnation and even
misleading assertions and procedures.

For instance, let/7,U) be a factual random phenomenon involved by a™'t@me of chance. It
is deliberately constructed as such under spewifitstraints. Among these let us note the factithat
this casethe randomness is deliberately included in the pdaee /7, in a way which (in general at
least) insures — for thewn features of randomness — a 'normal’ Gaussiarstgtati distributions,
without thereby altering the distribution imposegon the factual probabilities on the elementary
outcomes. This draws attention upon a freqaenfusionbetween:

- The distribution of numerical probabilities ageg to (or constructed for) the random features
of the modalities of performing the experiméht

- The distribution of numerical probabilities to bssarted on the univerdé of the events
produced by the repetitions of the experimént

This sort of confusion might explain the unreasdmatrofusion of Gaussian distributions
asserted on the universe U of the events produgdtiebrepetitions of the experimefit (It is Jean-
Marie Fessler [2008] who, in a private exchanges Baongly drawn my attention upon this
unreasonable and certainly false profusion of dansdistributions asserted on univers¢go be
studied.

(d) On the 'significance’ of the 'existence' of aftual probability distribution But what sort
of significance, exactly, can be assigned tortieze'existence' of the factual probability law entdile
by a given probabilistic situation, abstractionngemade of its form?
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Karl Popper's well known ‘propensity interpretatigMS [1992B], [2002], [2006]) offers a first
rather strong indication:

"Take for example an ordinary symmetrical pin boaaconstructed that if we let a number of libdls

roll down, they will (ideally) form a normal disknition curve. This curve will represent thebability
distributionfor each single experiment, with each single ldlleaching a possible resting place. Now let
us "kick" this board; say, by slightly lifting iteft side. Then we also kick the propensity, and th
probability distribution,... Or let us, insteadpreve one pin This will alter the probability for every
single experiment with every single ballhether or not the ball actually comes near theeplirom which
we removed the pin....we may ask: "How can the ball 'know' thatia has been removed if it never
comes near the place?" The answer is: the ba#l doe"know"; but the board as a whole "knows", and
changes the probability distribution, or fhpensity for everyball; a fact that can be tested by statistical
tests".

According to this interpretation the global expegintal situation introduced by the proceddrérom
any given random phenomenon, with all the matesigects and all the actions involved by it,
determines the specifically corresponding numeriaal of distribution of the probabilities of the
involved elementary events.

We admit this interpretation as fully general. Butwhat follows we shall try to bring into
evidence the whole structure of its foundation; Hreh, on this basis, to constracgenerakffective
procedure for specifying the factual numericalriistion of probabilities involved by a probabilist
situation, in coherence with the formal theoremlarge numbers. Finally, we shall submit to
discussion the question of the limits of this efifiee procedure, so the question of the limits to be
assigned to the constructability of a '‘probabdisituation’ in the full sense of this expression.

IV.3.2. Probabilization of any given entity perceig or conceived as a whole

We begin with the easiest part, namely the germatidin of the procedure which in IV.1 led
from the pictureP to a corresponding probability game.

According toMRC «...only descriptions aranrestrictedlycommunicablé&nowledge not ‘facts'
which are exterior to any psyche, nor psychic féetsotions, desires, etc.) which are not exprebged
some more or less communicational structure, veybaf some other constitution. When we saly
know this house> we spell out an illusion, mainly because of unamass but also for the sake of
brevity. Indeed only the assertienl know thedescriptions(plural) of this house would correctly
express the situation toward which we wanted totp@il.5, MRC, point (11)). Furthermore, any
relative descriptionD/G,0g,V/ consists of a cloudy structure or ‘formf points from the m-
dimensional representation-space of the Wiéfsiom D/G, o ,V/, points representinfgk)values with
g=1,2..mand k=1,2,...w(qg) If in particular the entity-to-be-describeg is of a physical nature one
must add to/ a space-time view(ET) (111.5, point 6). Obviously any such global whole or ‘form' of
points, if it is introduced as th@imary datum,can be subject tovarious modalities of fragmentation,
SO to various relativizebrobabilizations', each one realized in ways gsitailar in essence to that
performed in IV.1. So the procedure of probabilmatcan be generalization to any relative
descriptionD/G,0g ,V/ that is introduced as a primary datum.

This possibility, though in many circumstancesibf no use, might play a quite important role
in certain domains (like medicine (systematic reization of the scanning procedures and other
modalities of analytic investigation, military expations, explorations conducted from satellites or
spatial devices or by robots, etc).

IV.3.3. Toward a general procedure for constructirigctual probabilitydistributions

Conversely now, westart with the relativizedMRG-description of a factual probabilistic
situation generated by a given random phenomendrfram the data offered by this description we
shall try to specify the corresponding factual ntioaé distribution of probabilities via an effeativ
procedure similar to that from IV.1 and IV.2. Withspect to this new descriptional aim the path to
follow is much less obvious. So we develop a vepgpessive approach.
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Distillation of the essential points

Relatively 'simplified' and relatively 'complexif@. Let us once more go back to the
example of the probability game with the puzzlehsd paintingP. The aim is to bring into
evidence which features of the approach practioethat particular case are essential for a
generalization and which ones can be dropped.

The universe oflabelelementary-event-descriptionsl=Dj, j=1,2,....q from that

example consisted of a set @imutually distinct sorts of pieces of puzzle — witke100 —
that had beemxtracted(in certain specified conditions) from the setl®O 'local’ relative
descriptionsD/G,a,V(EI)/Ncg constituting the pieces of the puzzle f These'local’
descriptions D/G,0,V(El)/Ncg were maximally individualized with respect to the
descriptional potentialities of the epistemic refaral (G, ,V(ElI)/ NMcg) where they had been
constructed.Whereas the set of descriptiofBj}, j=1,2....g had been obtained by re-
qualifying each one of all these ‘local’, maximalhdividualized relative descriptions
D/GoV(El)/Ncg, by the use of aimplifying view Vacof uniform approximate-colour.
This, because anWIRCGview is by definition afilter (11.5, point 4), has reduced the
perception of each local relative descriptio/G,oV(El)/Ncg, to only a unique
approximate-colour valuguniformly spread over it. So when, instead of mgkuse of the
‘complete’ view/ (El) NMcgacting inside the referentié®,,V(El)/NVcgy, we decided to make
use forlooking at a local descriptioD/Gg,0,V(El)/Ncg, of only the simplifying viewac
we were led to just re-write this ‘'local' descoptias a simplified 'label-description’
D/G,0,Vad =Dj.

On the new simplified univerdd={D/G,,c,Vad}=Dj}, j=1,2,....qwhere we had) <100, any
connection with the integrated relative descripGr,,P, V(EI)/ ANV cg/ of the whole painting
had beereffaced it had been replaced bycat from this integrated description Bf

Correlativelyinside any probability spad€Dj} , 7« {p(Dj)}l, j=1,2,....q constructed otJ={Dj}
the factual numerical probability distributidip(Dj)}, j=1,2,....q to be inserted into thabstract
measurgp(Dj)}, j=1,2,....q wasunknown But in that particular case, the theorem of langenbers
associated with thknowledgeof the integrated puzzle of the paintiRgled to the assertion of the
researched numerical factual probability distriont{pe(Dj)} Snp(j)/ner} Xnp(j)/100}, j=1,2,....9
This happened in consequence of the very partiaitaumstance that each label-elementary-event-
descriptionDj had remainednaterially immersed in aralready availableand previously perceived
more complex ‘local’ relativized descriptiéG,, o, V(EI)/ Ncg (the operation of generatio@,
remained unchanged) that was itself material fragment of the integrated description
D/Gp,P,V(El)/Ncg of the whole paintind®. This compensated for the cut mentioned abovéhén
following way: it permitted taefer the 'simplified’ descriptions frod={Dj} to the more complex
local relativized descriptiond/G,, o, V(E)/NVcg from the integrated puzzle Bfand to then to count
the occurrences of eadj in a descriptiorD/G,,q,V(El) NMcg from the puzzle oP. And this in its
turn permitted to specify the factual probabilitystdbution {pg(Dj)} Sne(j)/ner} Sne(j)/100},
j=1,2,....qby comparison with the theorem of large numbers.

But it seems certain that so propitious conditiaias not realize in general. So, could one
compensatén generalfor the absence of perceivable connections witlossibly still not materially
constituted global form permitting to determineaim effective way the researched factual numerical
distribution of probabilities®What, exactly, in the case of the puzzle of Pttdide connections entail,
which was so essential for revealing the researdhetiial distribution of probabilities, and whatrca
be dropped?

Let us first focus our attention upon the i, j=1,2,....q of labeldescriptions’, witlg <100
This amounts to starting this time with a randonem@menon that produces directly the universe
UXDj}, j=1,2,....9. With respectto this set{Dj}, j=1,2,....q the set of100 ‘local’ descriptions
D/G,,oV(El) Ncg worked out inside the referentié®, ,V(EI) NVcg is a ‘complexified’ set; a set
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which is richer by both the semantic content asgigio each element and by the number of elements.
From a probabilistic point of view, this richer s&t the description®/G,,o,V(El) Ncg can be
regarded as a ‘univers&’ of 100 complexified ‘elementary events’ on which one camstruct the
complexified factual probabilitgpace[U° %, p=(7*r)] where the algebra is chosen to be tibtel

algebra orlJ® so that we havel®cr % andpg(7°7) is the factual numerical distribution of probatiéis
directly defined on; (as it is required by the abstract concept of @bability space) but which

contains also the probability measureldin Now, the complexified probability spafé ®, 7, p=(75)]
possesses a feature which in the present contempatant:

Any descriptionDj €U which inside the factual probability spdt&={Dj}, 7, p(x)], j=1.2,....q
constructed onU was an elementaryevent-description, reappears insideas aneveni
description that is 'realized' by a whole set ofmptexified elementary-event-descriptions
D/G,,g,V(El)[Ncg from the univers&)®.

MRC brings into strong evidence the well known butdistressedelativity of the elementary
character of an event, in the probabilistic seeEmentary character, or not, of a probabilistierdvs
only a matter ofreference This entails a consequence. Inside the probglsfiace[U°€, % ,p(15))]
which, with respect to the initially considered spfU={Dj},r, p(d], j=1.2,....q is 'complexified
one carcountthe number of complexified elementary-event-dgsioms D/G,, o,V(El) NV cg from U°
that realize a given considered descripti2jrfrom the complexified total algebr@; constructed on
U° (which are ‘favourable’ to the outcome describgdpbecause insidgU °,7°,p(z°r))] an outcome
Dj is less constraint than an outcoB#s,, g, V(EI) NVcg). It was on the basis diis fact that, inside
the integrated puzzle of the pictuPewhich represents precisely the 'complexified' arseU°, we
have been able to identify the ratips(j)/ne1}, j=1,2,...9q (which then have determined the effective
numerical factual distribution of probabilitigps(Dj)} = {np()/ner} = {np (j)/100}, j=1,2,....q, (F:
factual) from (4) by mere identification of terms with the equat{@p expressing the theorem of large
numbers).

The generation of referencebackground U endowed with a structure specified with more
detail than that of the initially considered degtions Dj from U themselves permitted
specifications concerning the descriptioD$ which in the absence of such a reference-
background were not possible.

Let us now note that we would have obtained theesassult inside the classical theory of
probabilities — without making use of the integdaprizzle of P — if we had directly posited thaides
the more complex spa¢f ¢, 7°r,p(z°7))] the probability of an everidj from 7°; wasproportional to
the number of mutually distinct complexified elertay eventD/G,,o,V(El)/Ncg from U° that
realized Dj. But this posit would have beeequivalentto postulating that the distribution of
probabilities on the univerdd® wasuniform Indeed this postulation would have entailed m@lgithe
numerical factual distribution of probabilities ino(4), namely — on the basis of the general formal
requirementp(ALB)<p(A)+p(B) where equality obtainsiff A andB are mutually 'independent’ (cf.
note 3):

This postulation would have rendersdperfluousthe possibility to act with the fragmentary
local descriptiondD/G,,q,V(El)/Ncg from U° as in a puzzle game, so also the existence of
'semantic continuities' on the borders of these.

But why should we postulate a uniform factual distrion of probabilities on the univertg&?

[a priori - a posteriori] oscillations in classidgrobabilities.Inside the domain of the classical
factual probabilistic conceptualization, Laplaces hatroduced his well known principle which
requires the a priori assignation of a uniform ritistion of probabilities on the univerdg of
elementary events from any spdtk 7k, p(zx)]. This a priori assignation, however, is in Laplace



38

thinking just aninitial bet. This bet is expected to be in general invalidabyda posteriori
measurements of the relative frequencies of thesidered elementary outcomes frasn and when

this happens indeed, and often it does, it requares-definition of the universg of elementary
events itself as well as a new bet of uniformitp@@rning the probabilities on this modified univers
and then a new confrontation with factuality, ancda and on. The number of necessary such pairs [a
priori assumption — a posteriori confrontationhis predictableSometimes this sort of [a prieai
posteriori] confrontation is repeated until thdially found dissention is effaced. But often an
a priori posited uniform law simply is accepted andefinitive way, unquestioned and in

absence of any a posteriori cor®®l(like in Boltzmann's statistical theory of gasesia
presumably in many quantum mechanical investigatishere symmetries are invokeihe
process might even never find an end. The procddymecticed in an arty-crafty way.

The abstract theory of probabilities has left plémethe principle of Laplace. Indeed the fact
that in an abstract probability spdté 7 ,p(7x)] the abstract probability law(zy) is defined directly
on thealgebraof eventsry, not on the universe of elementary evebtgcf. 11.1), indicates that the
distribution of probabilities otJ is considered to be always decided a priori. (Eié® explains the
fact noticed in VI.2 that the theorem of large nemnsbis compatible with the intuitive definition thfe

probability of an ‘outcome’ as [the number of ‘feable cased]the number of all the possible ‘cases']
which amounts to assuming not opi§A//B)<p(A)+p(B)) but also a uniform distribution du.

Sothe problem of the identification of a true factnalmerical distribution of probabilities on U
is left open by the principle of Lapladggimilar assertions hold concerning the well kngwinciple
of Jaynes).

[A priori - a posteriori] oscillations inside MRCIn the present approach however we have
placed ourselves insiddRC, not inside the classical theory of probabilitiBees this not change the
conceptual situation? Well, no, not with respedh®necessity to assume uniformity of the numeérica
probability distribution on a universe of elememgtavents: According to MRC the principle of

Laplace is a deductive consequence of the prinapkeparation P29, and this last principle plays a
quite crucial role throughotRC.

28 \When this is donéhe ‘predictions’ drawn from the calculi are in famly 'best bets’/And very often this is the case indeed, for eifen
the involved 'constraints' (in particular the ltimg conditions')are taken into account and so the principle of Jaysésvoked instead of
the principle of Laplace, still what is accepted isest a priori bet that remains open to a pasténivalidation.

29 |nsideMRC - quite remarkably — the principle of Laplaceduals deductivelyfrom the principle of separatioRS

Proposition. Consider a random phenomendrv,,U), USDr}, r=1,2,....sworked out inside an epistemic referen(i@alV) where
the viewV containsall the aspect-views that ad@ectly observablen the outcomes 7,U) and the descriptiorBr aremaximallyworked
out with respect t&. Consider also the probability spdeex{Dr}, 7+(U), p(rr)] founded on(/7,U) whererx(U) is thetotal algebra orJ, so it
contains also all the elementary events fldnConsider now the factual numerical probabilitgtdbutionp(U) which, by construction, is
contained inp(z7). In the above conditions — a prioripfU) can only be the uniform distributiop(U)=p(Dr)} 5{1/s}, stimeg, wheres
denotes the cardinal of the index-s€t,2,....s

Proof By hypothesis the descriptios from the univers&) XDr}, r=1,2,....s are maximally qualified with respect to the vidw
from the involved epistemic referenti@,V). So once the relative descriptidds have all been fully worked out, all the qualifyipgwers
of (G,V) have beerexhausted Suppose now that one wants to furthermore mesdifguthese already achieved descriptionsdbgbal
numerical qualifications, namely in te&tisticalterms of the relative frequencies of outcomesefdlementary-event-descriptidbs from
U, and then furthermore in also meta-mptababilistic terms of convergence of these relative frequendiben one has to construct
successively two new epistemic referentials, nanfaist (G',V') where G'£G introduces as [object-entity-of-descriptiog-] the whole
previously achieved description b¥s{Dr} considered globally an¥"#V is now a purely 'counting' statistical view thaeeifies values
n(Dr)/N of the aspea=relative frequency(with N the total number essays) but leaueshangedhe semantic contents of the descriptions
Dr from U achieved insidé€G,V), and then a referentigdG",V ") whereG" introduces as [object-entity-of-descriptios-] the whole
previously achieved descriptions of relative fraggies while the view " qualifies theconvergenceof these but leaves unchanged the
semantic contents of the descriptigmeviously achieved insid&,V) and(G',V').

Now, according to the principle of separatiB§ each one of these new desired descriptions hae toarried out inside itswn
epistemic referential in a wasgrictly SEPARATEDfrom the descriptional processes from the oth&remtials).

In these conditions, the a priori assertion of etual probability law{p(Dr)}, r=1,2,....s on UDr}, r=1,2,....s that wouldnot be
uniformly distributed, coul@nly stem from :

(a) suppressior- in the viewV from (G,V)— of one or more aspect-viewg or of one or more valuegk of aspect-view ;

(b) addition— in the viewV from (G,V)— of one or more aspect-viewsg or of one or more valuggk of aspect-view.

But both(a) or (b) would amount to a surreptitious retroactive madifion introduced in the epistemic referenfia)V) on the basis of
some incentive induced by some other descriptiom fanother referential. This would violate the pifite of separatio®S

So the principle of separation entails witlecessitythe a priori assertion of a uniformly distributéaictual probability law
p(U)Xp(Dr)} X1/s, stimeg, thereby insuring that the amount of data avail&id&le the initial epistemic referenti@b,V), is not arbitrarily

transgresseda
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Now, given that the principle of separation invaaibjective epistemological-methodological
features, theMRGrequirement of uniformity of the probability digtution posited on a universe of
elementary events cannot be hoped to certainlyilenfaosteriori confirmation of it$actual truth
This entails that the a posteriori factual truththe# distribution of probabilities on the eventsnfrthe
algebra of eventy constructed otJ is equally left open. In short, insil@RC also, as long as we rely
on the methodologically required a priori assumpioof uniform distributions of numerical
probabilities, we do not get rid of possibly indtié oscillations. But this sort of oscillationseaa
form of non-effectiveness, precisely what we wantliminate.

ConsequenceThe above considerations entail that in ordedeniify in an effective way the
factually true numerical distribution of probakéi# on the universe of events introduced by a given
factual random phenomenon we magtumvent any insertion of a priori assumptionslyoa purely
factual and finite sequence of operations couldizeghis aim

Now, in the case of the puzzle of the pictBreffectiveness was entailed by the possibility of
countingelementary events and events inside any replichedfnite, closed whol&'. The semantic
attractions on the borders of the ‘complex’ andallodescriptionsD/G,,o,V(El)/Nc@g have been
useful for that only in so far that:

- They have permitted to build the finite closedoleiP’ ;

- They have permitted tknow when a replica of this whole had been complethds tbreaking
retroactively the non interrupted flux of the ineséng numbeN of registered ‘'outcomes' involved by
the theorem of large numbers, into a sequencepticas of the integrated puzzle Bf these were
emerging in a mixed way, but separately from oralaer, and each one of the replicas — as soon as it
had been completedsufficedfor estimating inside it the numbers which detewxi the researched
probability distribution.

Any substitute to a puzzle game which would introdibeetwo features explicated above, would
bring solution to Kolmogorov's aporidhe requirement of possibility of a fully regularzale game,
can bedroppedin favor of such a minimal substitute, necessang sufficient for our aimThis is a
liberating conclusion.

On ‘syntax’ in the usual sense, factuality, and MRGVe add now the following general
remarks. We have already much stressed that ittstdmathematical theory of probabilities puaely
syntactic system — the concept of a probability liawdefined only by its general features. No
statement is made concernimwyat probability has to be assigned to this or thateletary event or
event from a given factual probability space. Tloemfal definition remains void of numerical
specifications. This is only a particular maniféista of a quite general and much too neglected
characteristic of any formal syntax, mathematicalooly logical, that is made use of in order to
represent rigorously a domain of facts: The factizdh to be introduced into the syntactic framework
offered by such a purely formal systeatwayshave to beentirely obtained inside the considered
domain of facts.

Nevertheless there persists a widespread and stesvipncy to want talerive factual data
inside a mathematical syntax. When such a tendengielded to, it generates paradoxes and false
problems, so stagnatioMRC expressly eradicates by construction the posibiif realization of
such erratic tendencies, at various crucial leyBl$5 points 5 and 10). This eradication imposes
conditions of possibility: Inside any formal repeesation it requires 'hosting places' offered for
introducing in them the necessary specificationgklwbetermine this or that factual application.

Consider now the case of Kolmogorov's classicamédrrepresentation of the concept of
probability. In this representation the void forntadsting places' offered for introducing in theme t
factual elementary events or events, are far freingbendowed with a structure sufficiently definite
and detailed for permitting to satisfy thRGCrequirements. Indeed since any knowledge that is
communicable without restriction, @escription an elementary event or an event has to be specifi
as a description, namely a relativized descrip(itill.5, point 12). But a relativized descriptios
referred to a triadG,og,V) and any one aspect-vieMg from the involved viewV introducestwo
indexes (formal places), one for the involved samadimensiong and a second one for each

SoMRCbrings into evidence thmethodologicakource of the principle of Laplace.
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corresponding value indggk). So, obviously, the bare notatiogsande simply cannot be utilized

without savagely amputating the communicable exgwesof the involved descriptions. These —
which have to be generated in a purely factual wago not find a pre-organized formal recipient
where to be inserted. This withstands the fullizagibn of applications of the classical theory of
probabilities. The example with the puzzle of tietyre P indicates howMRCHfills in this gap.

IV.3.4. The algorithm of semantic integration of éfactual distribution of probabilities in a given
probabilistic situation

The above preliminary considerations have distitleel essential features on which it can be
tried to found a general procedure for estimatengual probabilities. With these features in mirel w
want to construct now a general for identifying thenerical probability distribution to be asserted
a factual probabilistic situation. We require threcedure to containothing elsehan directly a large
number of factual repetitions of the procedure camgphenomenof/7,U), UDr}, r=1,2,....s: No a
priori assumptions nor any sort of [a priori-a goslri] dialogue; from the start and up to the enty
registration of factual data endowed by constructioth features permitting to finally perform the
researched identification exclusively by finite ting of factually registered outcomes.

For only the first constructive step, namely tleagration of a minimal substitute for the puzzle
game of the pictur® — we begin by an example. Then we shall consth&tvhole procedure in fully
general terms.

Introductory example of a minimal substitute for éhpuzzle game with R.et (/7,U), (D: dice)
denote a dice-random-phenomenon constructed iasidpistemic referential denot@d,Vr) where:

- G introduces one replica of the object-entity-of-adggmn og; consisting of alice This dice,
however is here suspected of beiogdedand so it is treated as amknownobject-entity to be
studied and qualifiedthe dice-random phenomenon considered here, insiBdeblonging to the
domain of games, is turned into a procedure foreaty a piece of scientific research.

- Vr is an ‘active’ view that consists of performing ttealizations of the experimeMfrom the
random phenomenoff7,U)p in deliberately constructed conditions, namelye Thble is put in the
role of a device incorporated ¥r and the smoothness, horizontality, etc. of théetap have been
thoroughly controlled in advanc¥®r includes also an automatic device for throwing diee; each
time that, after a throw, the dice has settled atilthe table, the numerical value of a globalkixd
r=1,2,3,4,5,6is by definition the number marked on the uppeefaf the dice; a very big number of
previous tests has established that the dimengibiise tabletop and the mechanism for automatic
throws aresuchthat the set of all the possible locations whéie dice can settle after a throw is
confined inside a finitspatial zone on the table-top, which is largely distaotrfrthe edges. Let us
denote this zone .

The universe generated ly7,U)p, is by definition the seUsDr}), r=1,2,3,4,5,6 of the
specifications of a value ofr. On this universe we construct the probability cgpa
[U={Dr},(V),pr(V)], r=1,2,3,4,5,6 where r(U) is thetotal algebra orlJ and the unknown factual
distribution of probabilities which we want to idéwn is p=(U)={ps(Dn)}, r=1,2,3,4,5,6 For simplicity
{pe(DN)}, r=1,2,3,4,5,6 is researched directly dh (which then determines it also afU)).

Let us now construct for the univereto be studied, a 'complexified’ structure of entbeg
and reference. Le(G,V) (c. complexifed, complexifying) be a epistemic refdgial where the
operation of generatio@ is the same as ifG,Vr) but the complexified view* perceivesall that in
this case iglirectly observableoncerning the outcome of a dice-throw, not ohty six label-numbers
r=1,2,3,4,5,6 namely:

- The values of the label-aspect-vi®in

- The projection on the tabletop of the positiorthaf centre of gravity of the dice with respect to
a definite frame-aspect-view of spaZe.

- Theorientation of the dice with respect to the direes of the edges of the rectangular table;
this can be defined, say, by the angléetween a reference direction parallel to a giwdge of the
table, and an edge of a face of the dice sing@dri® some explicit definition.
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So we have now‘sVr/Na/NE. The new complexified epistemic referent{@,\f) with
V=Vr[Na[NVE generates a complexified set of elementary-evestiiptionsU°s{Dr %}, r°=1,2,....S.
Oviouslys™s. Now — and this is quite essential in the presentext — nothing permits to assume that
all the complexified representatioBs® of this or that initial descriptio®r do factually occur when
the initial experiment7 is repeated an arbitrarily large number of tim&s are not informed of the
physical determinations which entail factual poiisjbor factual exclusion of a given complexified
outcomeDr® such as it is singularized by the complexifiedwi¢". The random phenomendgrv,U)
has been constructed under deliberate controlshadlid not take into account all the aspects and
values of aspects subsequently introduced in theptaxified viewV°. These controls are quite likely
to have entailed physical characters involved/iof which the roughness or even the nature excludes
the factual outcome of certadr® even though these atenceptuallyconstructible with respect to the
complexified view V; while among the complexificationBr® which have remained factually
realizable, the outcomes are factually favorednhibited by the mentioned physical characters in
different unknown ways. In shothe factual content of the complexified"gDr, r°=1,2,....§ and
the factual distribution of probabilities on it, @not known in advance

Let us now achieve a more intuitive perceptionhaf whole conceptual content df. This can
be done best by constructing an abstract repreagentapace ofV’=Vr/Na/NE. We choose to
subtend the complexified view® by mutually orthogonal semantic dimensions. Thiea $patial
location frame-aspect-vieWE introduces three mutually orthogonal semanticresfee-directionspx,
oy, 0z that carry on them, respectively, valuey, z, defined with some finite arbitrary precision, say
corresponding to a unit of length fmillimeters. The label aspect-vievr introduces one semantic
label-direction that carries displayed on it the 'salues'l,2,3,4,5,6(marked in an arbitrary order).
The orientation aspect-vieWa introduces a fifth semantic direction that carresit values of the
anglea equally defined with some finite arbitrary precigsigay corresponding to a unit'élegrees.

According toMRC (1l1.5, point (4)) any aspect-view is a filter that is blind withspect to
qualifications that are not built into it. So thiew V’=Vr/Na/NE, endowed with the chosemits of
length and of angle, does not distinguish qualiiices that lie inside a unit interval. Let us agtieat
such a qualification is assigned the value defiogdhe biggest one of the two numbers that delimit
the involved unit interval. This leads finally toveell defined5-dimensional representation space
endowed with 5 mutually orthogonal semantic diwiand defining a finitpointsgrid of valuation.

Let Y(V°) denote this points-grid. Thengaven quintuple of values of the parametepsy,za defines

one given 5-dimensional point fropfV°) represented by thglobal value-index“(r,x,y,za). So each
conceptuallyconstructed complexified elementary-event-desiondDreU’ is represented by a point

r’(r,x,y,za) from the gridy(V°), and vice versa.

We now construct the total algelsraon U°. Theelementaryevent-descriptionBr eU from the
initial universeU=Dr}, r=1,2,3,4,5,6 have now migrated int6.. And there — with respect to the
complexified view V=VrNa/NE — they appear retroactively as 'simplifiegl’entdescriptions
reduced to exclusively qualifications via the aspéew VreVe. So now, with respect tv°, each
given one outcom®r el appears as realizable via a whole set of mutwidiinct descriptions from
the complexified universe of ‘elementary’ evelfss{Dr}. The pair(U°, %) constitutesa structured
reference backgrountbr the initially considered descriptiobs eU, which at the start did not exist.

It is clear that the point-representations of a plexified descriptiondDr°eU® are not fit for
playing puzzle with them on the basis of semanticaetions by continuity on their borders: the
concept of 'borders' has faded away in the abstepeesentations of tHer“eU®. But we have reached
before the liberating conclusion that the requiretvad this possibility can be dropped. And the pair
(U, 7) might be found to suffice for insuring the defiili of an effective use of the two conditions
which have been recognized as essential, namelypetonit to build a finite closed whole
corresponding to the studied random phenoménfb), and toknowwhen a replica of this whole
had been completed.

But here we stop the development of this introdycexample and we go up on the general
level of construction where we shall finally ouddithe whole procedure frofto Z.
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A general substitute to the puzzle game withQdnsider now any random phenomeliohu),
UDr}, r=1,2,....s. Let (G,Vr), r=1,2,....sdenote the epistemic referential where the detsonipf
this random phenomenon is worked auts(aglobal index each value of which consists ofet of
definite values of aspect-viewgeVr, all the aspect-views from the vievr having contributed). Let
[U, 7, p=(77)] be the factual probability space definednvhererr is thetotal algebra orJ. So 7+
containsU and if we knew the factually true probability distition p=(U) this would determine also
the factually true distributiope(7r) on 7, via the abstract requiremep{A//B)<p(A)+p(B) where
equality obtains iffA andB possess no common elementary event.

Quite generally the viewr from the epistemic referentiéB,Vr), r=1,2,....swhere the random
phenomenori/7,U), USDr}, r=1,2,....s has been constructed, doex involve all the aspects that are
directly observableon an outcom®r. In particular, the spatial qualifications are gjusystematically
ignored. While according to the space-time framagiple (cf. IIl.5 point6) such qualifications are
necessarily present in the perception of the ouésoof the procedurg .

Let us form the epistemic referent{@,\f) where the generat@ is kept unchanged and SVr
is a complexified view that contains the initialgnsidered view and furthermore introduces all the
observable spatial qualifications. Lgt<{Dr}, with r° a complexified global index including all the
directly observable aspects, be the set of all 'dwenplexifications’ of the elementary-event-
descriptions{Dr} =U, r=1,2,....s that are conceptually constructible by the helghe view V. By
construction we have>s.

The setU° is only an abstract, theoretical universe. Indeeddonot know in advance which
ones among the conceptually constructible compeakibutcome®reU° do effectively realize when
theinitial experiment/7 is repeated a very large number of times and tiieomes are examined via
the complexified viewW*. Indeed the initial random phenomen@i,U) tied with the descriptions
{Dr} =U, r=1,2,.... to be studied has been constructed under cornieasvith only the rougher view
Vr to which certain conditions dhactual realization of this or thabr®eU°® qualified via the more
complex viewV* are likely to have escaped, notwithstanding theceptual constructability dre.

Consider now the total algebra on U". Like in the introductory example developed before,
the elementaryevent descriptionBr eU from the initial probability spaci) SDr}, r(U), p=(U)] have
now migrated into the total algebra of everfison U°. And there — with respect to the complexified
view V° — they appear retroactively dsimplified’ eventdescriptions reduced to exclusively
qualifications via the initial aspect-vievreV-. So now, with respect to the new complexified viéw
an outcomédr appears as (theoretically) realizable via a wisel§Dr(r)}, r fixed, r’(r)=1,2,..s%(r) of
elementary-event-descriptiofs(r) eU° of which the exactactual content is not known in advance.
But we know by construction thatvo sets {D(r)} and {Dr(r')} with r#r' are mutually exclusive
Like in the introductory example again, the paif,¢r) is just a medium of conceptual embedment
and reference organized for the elementary-evestriions DreU in order to become able to
gualify them in a way more detailed than that whiklpossible inside the initial epistemic referahti
(G,Vr).

Let us now construct explicitly the representatpace of the complexified view. Since each
elementary ever®Dr’eU° is aphysicalentity, according to th®IRC frame-principle (I11.5, poin6) the
complexified viewV® necessarily includes some convenient space-frampeetviewV(E) endowed
(in particular) with some definite choice of a lémaunit that determines the values of the space-
coordinates of the directly observable locationstr@ physical aspect-valuggk involved by the
outcomeDr®,

We admit that — by the construction of the randdwenomenon/{,U), UXDr}, r=1,2,....s — the
set of all the possible space-location coordinagesonfined inside a delimited spatial zondrsideZ
the complexified elementary everi?s®eU°® can be mutually individualized as exactly as or@ts, in
consequence of the practically unlimited precistbat can be assigned to spatial qualifications.
Furthermore, we suppose that convenient units Heeen chosen for also all the semantic axes
introduced by all the other aspect-vieMgeV° that do admit of measurement. Finally, we supjploae
on the semantic axes introduced by aspect-viewsvimg non-measurable aspects, the values that are
taken into consideration have been specified withesdefinite ordemrven if an arbitrary one
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When all this has been achieved, one can endowefltesentation space 9f with a definite

finite points-grid y(V°) which covers an@xceeds largelyhe spatial zon& where are confined by
construction the factual outcombseU of the initial random phenomen¢fv,U) to be studied..

By our construction agairthe representation on the grigV°) of any factual realization of a
complexified representation BaU° of an outcome DU, is unique.

The algorithm of semantic integrationFrom now on an effective identification of thetizal
numerical probability distributiofpe(U)} can be attempted via considerations entirely amntd those
which in IV.1.5 and IV.2 concerned the probabitigiame with the puzzle of the paintiRg

As many replicas of the points-gryfV°) as are necessary can be made use of. Let ushstart
realizations of the experimen? from the random phenomenon to be stud{égU). Via the
complexified viewV* the first outcomédr €U is observableas acomplexifiedoutcomeDr®eU® which,
inside 7, realizes thabr eU. The representation with respect to the compledifeferentia(G,\) of
this first observed outconier®eU° falls on a uniquely corresponding point from finst replica of the

points-grid y(V°), which we denote by7 (\*).
While N increases, any new outcome will be represented:

- either on the first replicay/(V°) of the grid y(V°), at the uniquely corresponding place
indicated by the newly observed value of the comifiéal indexr®, if this place is not yet occupied on

y1(V);

- or, if on y7(V°) the place indicated by the newly observed valuthefcomplexified index*
is already occupied, the new outcome will be regmasd on theearestreplica yA(V°) of y(V°) where
that place is still available, witk=1,2,....K an integer that labels the already introducedicagplof
HV°) andK also a finite integer.

The total number of points on one replica of thiel g(V°) is finite by construction and any
factual outcome of the experimefitis represented with respect\¥o by auniqueplace ony(V°). So
the way of acting specified above entails the megive emergence gr/(V°) of a cloud of points for

which an evolving dottedelimitationacquires definition because by constructj¢v) covers largely
the zoneZ where factual outcomd3dr eU can emerge: ithis sense we can speaktbe emergence on

y1(\V°) of a first representatiop/ of a still unknown but confined 'points-forga'Moreover — in the
same time — also a sequence of other emergentandrenoreunachievedeproductions of this same

points-form ¢ will have become observable on subsequently inted replicasy2(V°) y3(\V°),...
Yk(\V°)...,yK(V°) of the points-gridy(V°).

Sooner or later but in #nite time because everything is finite by constructithe, first replica

@l of gwill be observed t@ease to evolvavhile the numbeN of realizations of the procedur@
continues to grow and to nourish the growths of shbsequent emergent points-forms labeled by

k=2, 3,.... K Thereby we shaknowthat ¢/ is quasi certainlgompleted

Here we stop to make immediately a basic remarkeawing the locution 'quasi certainly'. We
employ this locution because nothing can excludmlaltely that never at some future time, winle

increases, an outconigr® will realize that finds its place still free gn/(V°), so which adds a new
element to the points-forg All the following considerations are marked bisthermanently pending
possibility. But any natural law is marked by similar possibilities. dAreven aradical future
modification keeps always possible, for a factuabgbility distribution as well as for any othenrtso
of natural law. Both distributions of probabilityé@ natural laws asserted as certainties are bat loc
conceptual constructs founded on a postulatiomohanged ‘conditions' (MMS [2002] pp. 291-303).
A certainly definitive, an absolutely stable fadttraith can never be constructed conceptually. Only
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syntactic ‘truths' can be absolutely stabl8ut these are conclusions of deductions, trutHsgcal
inner coherence, not observational factual tru{Moreover their sort of stability also, though in
contradistinction to factual truth it can last ifidgely, nevertheless is indelibly relative, namel
relative to the necessarily restrictive syntax wehtbey have been established).

We now resume the interrupted development. Supti@ewe have continued to increase the
numberN of realizations of the experimeftand that this has produced, sKyintegrated point-forms

that areall identical with ¢7, as well as a new sequence of less and less ach@werging point-
forms. We denote byg(K) any one among thed¢ mutually identical point-forms and we calklite K-
variant of the unknown point-fora On ¢K), just like on the integrated puzzle of the pictBreve
can count the total numben‘, of all the complexifiedoutcomesDr®, that have beefactually
realized ther&. And we can equallgount for anygivendescriptionDr eU reconsidered as an event
from the algebra of events;, the numben®y,(r) of realizationsnside ¢K) of that Dr, via this or
that complexified factually realized outcome frdme set of all the factual outcomi@r ©,«(r)} with r
fixed andr®u)(r)=1,2,..8 y(r). For the cardinaf’(r) of this factually realized set we can now
write: Sur) S N (r) (the sign's:' is to be read: factually identical to): this cawalihas acquired
a meaning with respect tgK).

By construction a complexified descripti@r® that is element ofDr4«/(r)} cannot be also
element of a sefDr°y (')} wherer'#r. Equally by construction we havgy)r=2n ) (r) and

Zn,/,(,()(r)/n,/,(,(),r}zl, r=1,2,...s. So — on the basis of considerations that aretlgtranalogous to
those from V.2 concerning the probabilistic gamghwhe puzzle of the pictur®, but are quite
generallyfounded this time — we can assert that via a fiibagame with the elemenf3re ) of the

finite and confined ‘formiy’K), the factual numerical definition of the probabilty an evenDr is
found to be the set oational andfactually registered numbers:

{Pe(r K} o) Ny 7}, 1=1,2,...8 4)

Simulations by computer might permit to organizéhea rapidly all the substratum for the
estimations frong4").

The procedure that led to the definiti@h) will be calledthe algorithm of semantic integration
of the factual numerical probability distributiolw e asserted on the universe U generated by the
random phenomenor/U).

This algorithm is purely factual. The possibly udiexy confrontations between an a priori
assertion of a uniform distribution of factual pabliities and an a posteriori verification of this
assertion by measurements of relative frequendias, been dissolved in a unique sequence of
exclusively factual operations.

But is this algorithm also clearly effectivé®w large should the integéf¢ be in order to be
authorized to assert the distributi¢s)? As soon as one seeks the answer to this questien,
definitions of the involved concepts lead to a catsimplificationof the algorithm outlined above:

What happens if, whildl is still increased, a new point-eveédit is observed of which the place

is still unoccupied ony/7(V°), even though before the content pf(V°) had remained unchanged
during an already long succession of repetitiong7&f Well, this would reveal that the point-event
DrceV°’ is factually possible, in other words, that its factual probigbi- whatever it is — isiot null
But the statement of a non-null probability of thatvDr® is equivalent to asserting that if the number
N of repetitions of the experimerif were very much increaseBy® would quasicertainly reappear
from time to time, so that, progressively, it wowddcupy its place oall the alreadyK constructed

30 By definition, an ‘observational truth' is an atvs¢ion confirmed by comparison with natural ciratances, not with the requirements of
a purely formal construct.

31 Remember this crucial point thef has been constructed as the receptacle of attdhmplexificationsDr® of all theDr €U, which are
conceptuallyconstructibleinside the referentialG,\F), without knowing which ones among these canfdmually produced when the
initially constructed experimenf¥ is repeated.
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replicas identically denoteg{K). This amounts to a retroactive modification of domcept ¢K)'. But
we were prepared for this possibility: preciselgdigse we have conceived it we have specified

relativity to K of the successiop/, @2, @3, ,...¢k,...¢K of the identical points-forms which we had
obtained.

On the basis of this reasoniagy eventDr® which still finds its place free om/, even after a
very long period of apparent saturation, can be egliately reproduced on also all the other possible

replicas ofg So, as soon as we are already endowed withtadpbcag/ of gthat behaves for a time
as it were saturated, we are in fact endoduthg this timewith anarbitrarily long sequencex?, @3,

,-.-- 4k, ... of mutually identical point-forms. This is entailbg the fact that, in contradistinction to the
example of the probabilistic game with puzzle af gaintingP, in the general case treated here the
presupposed formpitself is unknown at the start, not only the factualrdistion of probabilities tied
with it. So, by absence of a definite reference, neger know certainly whether a replica of the
posited formgis achieved, or not. However, the mere postulatdiaiihe existence of a forgatogether
with the deliberate construction of the conditidos observable manifestations of this existence —

namely a stability of the content @ff while a whole successigw, @3, ,..... ¢k ... ¢K of subsequent
replicas ofgemerges and develops — induce already a pecuolibofguantificationof the numbeN

of achieved repetitions of7: say, aK-quantification. For these manifestations of thestexce of a
form ¢ though relative to the numb&;, act throughout the process of emergence of allpthints-
forms ¢(K) like a sort of punctuation that breaks the amouaghfiux of the uniformly increasing
numberN of realizations of 7 from the theorem of large numbers, in a sequehosutually separated
entities. Precisely here lies the importance oh@peible to associate with the random phenomenon
(/7,U), a concept of a finite and delimited whole. Evenweé cannot know with rigorous certainty
whether this punctuation is like a full-stop ordik semi-colon, so whether yes or not the content o
outcome<Dr° already registered inside all the repligéls) exhausts the content of the unknown form

@ nevertheless the mentioned quantificatioarks— by the parametek — the places reachable by a
finite number of repetitions of7 where we can decide tteasethe research and to draw already a
conclusion relative to the numbi€y namely the conclusion defined @)).

In this sense the algorithm of semantic integration4¥ is effective. And one cannot hope
more:

As long as we stay inside the framework of the giodistic conceptualization, effectiveness tied
with rigorous certainty is justontradiction

But of course, the exact relation between the sbdffectiveness entailed by the algorithm of
semantic integration, and the theorem of large rrsjbmust be examined more thoroughly. Just
below however we shall first draw attention to thain conceptual consequences of the algorithm of
semantic integration.

Significance of the 'existence' of a factual probaity distribution. The algorithm of semantic
integration involves radically new and quite dakmon-mathematicameaningsfor the notion of a
factual distribution of numerical probabilities tive universéJ generated by the random phenomenon
(/7V):

- The 'existence' of a factual probability disttibn — themereexistence whatever the content —
is equivalent to the assertion of a progressivegs®s of emergence and saturation, on the ki)
constructed for(/7,U), of a points-formg made up by the representation-points of all fletually
possible complexified elementary-event-descriptidrisfrom the reference-universé.

- The numerical distribution of probabilities itsekpresses thevay in which, when the points-
form @ has reached a quasi certain stability indfdeeplicas ofg the probabilities of the event-
descriptionDr €U are defined inside this fornelativelyto K, as well, of course, as relatively also to
all the other involved restrictions.
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Individual description versus probabilistic desctipn. The meanings stated above identify the
specificities of a probabilistic description insidee general category of descriptions of physical
entities: According t&MRCany communicable and consensual knowledge is géiscrj so precisely
a points-form of space-time-and-aspect-values erdowith some invariance, either individual or
probabilistic (1.5, point®b, 6, 11.

When the description is individual, the correspagdiorm of space-time-aspect-values, usually;
is immediately 'understood', it carries an obvigignificance'.

But when the description is tied with a random mmeenon(/7,U), UXDr}, r=1,2,....s the
involved physical situation in general escapesrectliand integrated human perceptibility, becatise i
involves features too tiny, or too large, or paftlgden, and anyhow too complex to be immediately
put together inside one organized structure. Maggoin the fragments of the involved integral
physical situation whictare directly perceived, certain spatial features orrengenerally certain

space-time featurdgd (distances, angles, relative durations, etc.),cm@ilted; they are filtered out
more or less conventionally or arbitrarily. Onlyrteén isolated indications stemming from this
integral structure are directly observabled noticed What has been denot&xt eU represents only
such indications; and the lacunae with respech¢oglobal physical organization which is at work,
destroy theintelligibility. They destroy even the capacity to merghagine the existence of the
involved factual 'whole'. The relative frequencidghe outcomes of the watched 'elementary' events
DreU, by their observable tendency towasthbility when the numbeN of repetitions of the
procedure7 increases, construct progressively — by parceladam touches — a purely numerical and
radically cryptic representation of the unknown gibgl whole from which they stem. They generate a
sort of coded, random and approximate asymptogiading' of this whole, which conveys only
impoverished and pulverized signals from it. An@mewhen, a posteriori, these relative frequencies
are considered simultaneously for all the evddtsand with their stabilized values, the factual
probability distribution {pg(r,K}, r=1,2,....s which emerges still yields merely a meaningless
numerical expression of the now fully accomplishiedt impoverished and randomized process of
reading in cryptic terms the unknown physical whaléch generated the distribution.

Here comes in the remarkable role of tbemplexifications' Dr(r) €U° constructed for the
directly perceived event-descriptiods eU. These complexifications, by embedment and reteren
permit to accede a more or less conventional reptagon of a global fornpassociable witl{/7,U).
Because of the various conventions involved ircdtsstruction, this global form is only an elemeht o
a whole class of forms equally possible with resgecthe data(/7,U), USDr}, r=1,2,....s. The
representations from this clastll offer an onlycodedintegrated description of the whole conceived
to be at work. Indeed the involved qualia are aelyresented, they are not perceived, and — as it is
requires by the conventional character of certaprasentational choices — any specifications of the
ways in which do realize in fact the juxtapositioné the complexified description®r®eU°
represented by the points from are entirely lacking. But in spite of all thesehs, the mutual
individualizationby the complexified outcomesr(r) eU° of 'one sameDr eU and the possibility to
count of these outcomes inside a finite and claglkdle, suffice for investing with intelligibilityhte
notion of probability of an event-descripti®m eU.

On the truth of the points-form@ The considerations made above show that it woeld b
meaningless to ask whether the integrated fgrs 'true'. It is just a conceptuabnstructachieved
with the aim to work out $actual definition for the numerical probabilitysttibution to be asserted
on the universé generated by a random phenome(tU). As for this definition itself, it is true in
so far that it can be factually produced and "ieilf

This brings us back to the necessity of a thoroeghmination of the logical compatibility
between the definitiofd') and the formal concept of probability and the tkeoof large numbers.

32 all the considerations from this work the rplayed by spatial features can be extended to spaedeatures.
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Construction of a factual-formal variant of the trarem of large numbers

Consider again the expressi@) of the theorem of large numbers

Lk, [R& 9, MNo: LAN2No) = P[([n(e)/N-p(e)j=¢e]2(1-9 (2)

This expression has been proved inside the syotdéladory of probabilities. The abstract
concept of a probabilitp(e) involved in(2) amounts to:

(a) Presupposition of thexistenceof a numericallynon-specified mathematical limit denoted
p(e) toward which the measured relative frequeno{egd/N are asserted to converge atadinition of
the 'probability of' as precisely that limit, for any fixed value bétindexr ;

(b) Specification of exclusively the well knovgeneralabstract structure recalled in the note 3
assigned to the whole set of mathematical ligp{g;))}, r=1,2...s left void of any specification of a
distribution of numerical values characteristidtig or that factual probabilistic situation.

The same holds faP, mutatis mutandis.

Both (a) and(b) express a non effective and semantically void tpoirview, deliberately made
fit for the role of insuring maximal generality asnathematical receptacle for any factual probsthili
data. And there is no other semantic content iratistract concepts of probability of an event aihd o
probability measure on a universe of events.

Consider now the whole equatid®). It represents the syntactic evolution of the trefa
between the mathematical linp{e) — initially void of specification of a numericable — and the
relative frequencyn(e)/N, while the integerN that counts the accomplished repetitions of the
considered experimen¥ tends toward infinity by uniform ordered steps ataunit integerd which
progressively inject a numerical valugo the sigm(e).

The uniform progression df extends over the whole abstract interval frbo « and it runs
through this extension in a way thabiid with respect t@emantigeaks of 'significance' of the ratio
n(e)/N with respect to the definability of a factual pabldity p,e(Dr,K)=n,ux(r)/Ngx), 7. Furthermore,
it does not take into account factual human imgmléses concerning the future; correlatively itat
not distinguish between a priori hypothetical fattassertions and a posteriori factual findinggudt
goes on toward by mutually equal steps. The fluctuations in treywf evolving of the value of the
ratio n(e)/N, are free of any regulation. The syntactic wayfighiting these fluctuations inside the
framework of the equatio(R) is only their métgrobable confinement imposed by a pdif,d) of
arbitrarily small real numbers.

Let us compare with the quantifying procedure omaetic integration where mainly the
semantic contents and their evolution are watcddle the number of successive realizationg/o$

increased froni to nyx), - the variableN evolves inside a domain of ‘absence of a full ificance’
with respectto the concept of probabilitg,e(Dr,K) = ngu(r)/Ngx),» with r=1,2,....s. Indeed with
1<N<ny« the points-formgK) is not yet achieved, so the counting that detezmithe probabilities
from the factual distributiod’) cannot be assumed to be fully significant. Theesanlds fomgy) r <
N < 2ngagr, 2Nt < N < 3Nyt ... So with respect to the semantic consideratiang to

definability of the probabilitiespxe(Dr)= Nyu(N/Mgx),7, 1=1,2,....s from (4') there are peaks
N=kn,x, with k=1, 2,.....Kof full significance outside which this relativegsificance is gradually
increasing or decreasing with a peridid=n g r..

But from a purely numerical point of view, the aligom, just like the equatio(®), introduces a
uniform and ordered progression of the inteleMeanwhile however this algorithm also takes into
account simultaneously all the semantic contentallothe outcome®r (r), r=1,2,....s and on the

basis oftheseit selects the place of each outcoB€ on this or that replica of the grigV°) quite
independently of the order of its emergeint&ide the sequence of 1,2,3.....N of repetitionthef
experiment7. In this way, by semantically founded locationgha outcomes, the algorithm separates
from inside the steadily increasing sequence ddtiipns of the procedurd, accomplished-quanta
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of significance with respect to the aim of definitfie set of factual probabilitiegu«), (Dr) =
Ng) (NM g7, 1=1,2,...S.

These semantically regulated organizations of theeessively registered resul®s® produced

by the uniform progression of the numid¢rare what absorbs and dissolves into a unique and
entirely factual approach, the necessity of pogsil@ver ending [a priori-a posteriori] dialogs,
which up to now could not be avoided.

Let us now examine closely the formal compatibilbgtween the algorithm of semantic
integration and the theorem of large numi@)sWe shall attempt to embed the algorithm of semant
integration, into the abstract framework of theaton (2).

We introduce the identification of termas=Dr and from now, for simplicity, we renofgr by r.
Wefix a given value, as in the equatiof2). Furthermore in the absolute difference from theation
(2) we substitute to thenspecifiedbut real numerical valug(e), therational numberm ) (N/n yx), r
specified by(4'). Therebyp(e) acquires a factual specification of its numerizaue which in(2) is
lacking, while the rational numbe,x,(r)/ng«),r acquires thesyntacticdefinition from (2) for the
probability of an evenDr which for the factual probabilityr(r,K) was lacking in(4'), namely its
definition asthe mathematical limit toward which the classiadtéial ration(r)/N must tend wheiN

increases toward infinity via its semantically bliavolution. So withk =1, 2,...KandK indefinitely
increasable we have:

[p(e)=pe(r.K)] =
= 2NN 2k N, 7 = K N pcNIK Ny, 7 = N (DM i), 7 = limMg.N— a0 (n(r)/N) (5)

The symbolimg N—eo meandim.N—a(n(r)/N) relatively to the hypothesis that the points-fagi{)
exhausts the unknown forga We furthermore introduce the new notations:

N=N(K)=Kngx),7+N'", n(r)= Kngx,)(r)+n'(r) (6)

wherethe termKngx), r represents the number of unit steps fidrnwhich have got consumed in the
construction of all the mutually identic& points-forms ¢(K) and so have introduceldn,(r)
realizations of the everidr. The termN' represents the supplementary number of unit dtepsN
which have got consumed in the construction of gamrbut not yet achieved drafts of the unknown
form @ and so have introduced some unknown nunmey of realizations ofDr that are not yet
'significant’ with respect to the definitiga’) of pe(r,K).

With the notations introduced above, the absolifterdnce from(2) becomes

LA(N/N(K) = pe(r,K) 7= L[ (K gy (r) + 0'(1) 1 (Kngr 7+ N = (Ngyrey (VM gy 1) (7)

So we finally obtain the following 'factualized'danumerically specified variant of the theorem
of large numbers:

Lk, LR 9), LK, [MNo: LA(N(K)=No), N(K)=Kng,r+N =
= P[O[(K ngey(r) + 0'(F)) 1 (KN, 1+ N - Ny (VMg 1) T < €] 2 (1 - 2)

By trivial transformations the absolute differerféginvolved by(2') becomes
(Ngop 1 D) - Ny (1) N) 1 (K(Nggr, 7 Y+ Ny 7 NY) L7 (7"

On (7" it can be explicitly seen that when the numKdsoN(K)) is increased indefinitely, the
difference from(7) and (2') tends toward zero becausgx),r and ng)(r) are quasi certainly
constant;n'(r) andN' can be considered to keep constanthe meaneven though in general they
fluctuate when a passage occurs from a given ltethe valuek+1, because the general physical



49

conditions are invariant with respect to the vadfi«k that marks such a passage; widléncreases
indefinitely and g, r is bigger than both g, (r) and n'(r).

The form (2") of the theorem of large numbers has been obtdiyeplist injecting into the
expression(2) the factual structur€6) of the numberdN, n(r) defined for these numbers by the
algorithm of semantic integration, as well as thenarical factual valugg(r,K) assigned by this

algorithm for the abstract probabilipfDr) defined syntactically dsn.N— o (n(Dr)/N).

The substitution(5) to the unknown but fixed numbgx(e), of the possibly evolving and
‘quantified’ numbepg(r,K), is the core of ahangein the general view expressed (), with respect
of the view expressed K{g): the numbepg(r,K) is no more regarded as a fixed limit, but as aibbs
evolving term (though foK of the order of several units the evolution of tfue of pe(r,K) is
already unlikely). But this change of view genesate formal contradiction inside the very tolerant
(& 9)-approximate and (metg@robabilistic (via P) syntactic framework of the theorem of large
numbers: this framework remains blind with respied¢he mentioned change.

On the other hand it permits to complete this fraomk by semantically founded numerical
specifications which if2) are left free.

The resul(2") is now anon circular syntactic-semantic proposition, in the followirgnse. The
definition (4') of a factual probability distributiome(r,K)=[n 4« ()/ng«), + changesnothing in the
numerical values of the ratiogr)/N from (2) and in the evolution of thédeNow, a definition of the
type (4") which does not interfere with the purely numeriaspects of the relative frequencies of the
events to which this definition refers, can be tamded forany probability. So in particular, a
definition of type(4') can be constructealso for the meta-probability® from (2) (in that case the
considered 'events' are the numerical values ajliy the absolute difference frof@) for each
choice of a set of valugs, (& 9), K)). This general possibility entails that the fo(®) ceases to

define a probabilityp(e) by use of another probabili#f?, since the probabilitieg(g) and P possess
own and mutually independent definitions which do altér the relative frequencies tied with them,

respectively. Sq2') asserts only relations between the probabilingsK), P, and the involved —
respective — relative frequencies. Namely, the nfagtual, semantic-syntactiand non circular
proposition(2") asserts — as the expressignsand(7') show — that the involved absolute difference
concerns only the 'non-significant excessa&s) andN' from the ration(r)/N), with respect to the peak
of exact definability of the factual probabilipg(r,K) by use of the algorithm of semantic integration.

As for the proofof the whole theorem of large numbers, it insuteg the chosen pair of real
numberg(g,d) and the meta-probabilitl? guarantee that the value of the absolute differdram (7)
and(2") — calculated for the hypothetical and possidyiable numerical valug4') assigned to the
probability p(r,K), which in (2) is not defined— tends toward in probability whenK (so N(K)) is
indefinitely increased (indeed since rational nuratae real numbers the substitut{®h amounts to
considering a particular class of mathematical £asehereby the theorem of large numb@iges in
chargeboth the a priori possible fluctuations of what asve called 'the quasi certain completeness
of the points-formsgK), and the existence, in general, of fluctuationghaf numbersi'(r) and N'
while K is increased.

We conclude that theiie logical consistency between the algorithm of seroantegration and
the theorem of large numbers; and that moreovee tisesynergy between them. But in fact, for cases
where the 'quantumiyk) - is large, the algorithm of semantic integratiomnpiés far more rapid and
more informed estimations than those which can f@avi from (2", of the factual probability
distribution to be asserted on the univddsef outcomes generated by a random phenomgfigd).

33 We have already stressed, and we repeat, thatahsiation of this ratios in our terms r{r)/N=[(Kn g, (r)+n'(N)/(K ngx),t + N')] —
point exclusively toward the semantic choices @f lftations of the outcom&s°© of the N successive repetitions of the experiméhthey
change nothing in the pure numeration of thesetitggns and of their outcomes.
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Conclusion

The algorithm of semantic integration solves Kolimay's aporia.
It does not solve it by a deductive approach, lyua ftonstructive procedure which is formally
compatible with the theorem of large numbers amdiedntegration in it.

It seems difficult to advance further in the attémpassociating in a common coherent view, a
syntactic, fully deductive structure like the thexor of large numbers, and on the other hand a factua
procedure achieved inside a qualitative methodoateptualization. Insofar that one accepts that the
attempt developed here offers a satisfactory aasowiof this kind, this attempt organizes the vwehol
classical concept of ‘probability’.

V. ON 'PROBABILITIES' IN MICROPHYSICS

The algorithm of semantic integrati@annotbe applied to the random phenomena tied with
microstates. Indeed for these, ‘complexificatidns’ of the observed results cannot be constructed.
The results of measurements on a microstate quaserglly consist ofexclusively space-time
locations of observable marks that do not prodadbe observer's mind amyalia carrying a definite
semantic content. The mere space-tiovation of these marks is pre-coded in terms of valuesoofe
‘gquantity’ assigned to a microstate, on the bakikidien, 'illegal’, more or less implicit and non
consensual, but nevertheless utilireddelsof a microstate and of its mechanical characters

These mere space-time locations of observable mewic of own direct significance, cannot in
any way be observably expanded in more complexteven

This — surprisingly — entails that what is quiteanimously called the 'essential’ or 'primordial’
probability lawsestablished for microstates (cf. MMS [2009]), actf are merelgtatistical primordial
distributionsfor which the existence of a mathematical limit ¢en at most, just asserted and — more
or less — checked by an obserteddencyin a way thaheveris strictly effective.

As for the possibility to determine the factual gquen mechanical probability law to be asserted
in any given probabilistic situation concerning rogtates, bylerivingthis law from the mathematical
representations that constitute the theory, itsegeity seems highly problematic (cf. note 14). 8o,
general with respect to a microstate, one is reduced rity indications of a tendency toward
convergence obtained hyeasurement®f relative frequencies performed in physical dtods
consistent with the mathematical representations.

This conclusion, which probably is very personal, heresubmittedto the physicists for
discussion: It might come out that the conceptrobpbility is constructible in aaffective way only
inside the domain oflassicalthinking where the entities-to-be-qualified areedily perceptiblavith
gualia different fromexclusivelytheir space-time locatiorsnd wherenodelsfounded on these direct
more complex perceptions can be built and expressdédrms of 'objects’ (MMS [2006] pp. 118-
127p4,

VI. GENERAL CONCLUSION

In the present phase of the scientific thinkingdbacepts of statistics and of probability require
a thorough reconstruction if it is wanted to brthgm to cover in an exhaustive and coherent way bot
the classical thinking and nowadays microphysics.

This work has been intended as an attempt on it@stibn.

At the same time it has been conceived as alstiusiration of the way in which the method of
relativized conceptualization can be made use ajrder to clarify concepts and questions and to
construct solutions to the questions.

34 Here these are stidinly conjecturegormulated in order to be discussed.
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