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AllYou! wrote:

> "jermn" <KXXX@XXX.XXX> wrote in message

> news:7J7dd.105934%$a85.94589@fedlread0O4...

>

>>AllYou! wrote:

>>

>>>['ll try this one again:

>>>

>>>"jlem” <XXX@XXX.XXX> wrote in message

>

> news:FoYbd.28493%UA.2860@Ilakeread08...

>

>>>>\What you're observing when you watch the blinking light or listen to the
>>>>ticking clock is "change" - light/no light, sound/no sound. "Change" is
>>>>the essence of these observations, and the details concerning how the
>>>>change is being produced aren't relevant to that. In your terms,
>>>>"change" is a fundamental aspect of Nature — not change in velocity,
>>>>change in displacement, or change in anything in particular, just

>

> change.

>

>>>

>>>To assert that the details of what makes a clock operate is irrelevant
>

>is to

>

>>>dismiss my theory out of hand. My whole point is that time is a

>

> derivative

>

>>>0f the very real properties of distance and velocity. It's a concept

>

> only

>

>>>and it's measurement is fully dependent upon motion. IOW, all clocks
>

> depend
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>
>>>ypon motion to produce events. And so to say that the very property
>

> which

>

>>>is the underpinning of my proposition is irrelevant to the discussion is
>
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