The Special Theory Of Relativity In Human Decision Making


Introduction:

One difficulty in my experience has been to answer the question; “Why don’t I end up like I want to end up?”  This question has concerned me for quite some time.  Recently while reading a biography of Albert Einstein, I stumbled across the seed of an idea that could solve my issue.  One of the things that the biographer pointed out regarding Einstein was the thought process that led up to his discovery of his “Special Theory Of Relativity”.  Early in Einstein’s career he followed a two step process of rigorous experimental observation followed by application of the results to develop a model.  This is a tried and proven technique in the scientific community.  The breakthrough that Einstein made was to realize that this led to models that were accurate in the range of data that was available from experimentation.

He took this breakthrough and reversed his scientific method.  First, develop a theory of how the world works and second devise experiments that test the validity of your theory.  At times in my life I have been able to control certain parts of my life.   Sometimes I’m in shape, sometimes I’m a good father, sometimes I’m a good husband,  sometimes, sometimes, sometimes…

To solve my problem I have applied the Einstein Scientific Method.  This results in a model based on the theory that humans are predictable and programmable.  What is needed is a model that accurately monitors the human control variables.  Before getting to the control variable, one must first understand the Human Decision Making Process.

This process is made up of several functions that are vastly different across individuals on earth.  These functions are:


f Status Quo()

How comfortable am I now?


f Desire()

What do I want and how badly?


f Resources()

How can I acquire and allocate my resources?


f Fear()

What am I afraid of?


f Confidence()

What capabilities in myself do I feel good about?


f Input()

What do my senses receive?


f Paradigm()

What are my reality filters?


f Value()

What is important to me?


f Demands()

What demands are made of me?


f Self Image()

How do I feel about me?


f Accountability()
What is my methodology for making my walk = my talk?


f Direction()

Where do I see myself in a month, a year, a decade?


f ?1()


f ?2()


f ?3()


f ?n()


What are the undiscovered functions?

CQ
= change quotient 

= a signed quotient proportional to how willingly you will change?


(A positive CQ yields improvement and a negative CQ yields regression.)


= C1 + C2 * ( f Desire() * f Resources() * f Confidence() *  f Self Image() *

      * f Accountability(f Direction(f Value()),f Paradigm(f Input())) \ 

\ [f Status Quo() * f Fear() * f Demands() ])

WAI
= Who am I is the integral of CQ(dt) from birth to now.

It is not clear that this mathematical representation of an individual is at all possible.  The intent is to devise a model and determine from experimentation if the model is sound.  The model contains those items that are thought to drive change in humans in the proper proportional relationship.   By learning more about the functions that drive CQ it is assumed that a working model of WAI can be developed.  The initial development of this model will work with the assumption that the frame of reference for the CQ is the individual.  Once a sustainable model can be developed in that frame, an attempt will be made to develop the relativity between the frames of reference of different individuals.

Hypothesis:
For any individual a quotient exists, the Change Quotient, that accurately predicts their ability to change in a positive or negative sense.  Additionally, this quotient can be integrated from birth to any particular time to determine who this person is now or was at some time in the past or will be in the future.

Assumptions:
There is no predetermined mathematical formulation for the various functions that make up the CQ.  This model can be developed independent of an understanding of how it actually works.  Classical thought about how the human decision process works should be understood as a jumping off point for this theory.  If classical thought could have solved this problem, we all would be exactly who we wanted to be!  Therefore it is assumed that the scientific basis for this theory might not yet exist.  It is further assumed that this theory is consistent with spiritual and physical considerations in the individual reference frame.

Analysis:
In reflection over the initial development of the CQ, it is apparent that the proportionality was correct however the product arrangement gives rise to a vector result of that product leaving the CQ either positive or negative based on the sign of the functions that make it up.  A more correct adaptation would consider the sign and magnitude of each component in developing the CQ.  Therefore, it is redeveloped as a sum rather than a product.  This gives rise to a little good and a little bad makes neutral.  If one adds a little good or removes a little bad you get an improved CQ.  This treatment seems theoretically to be a better match for reality.

CQ
= change quotient 

= a signed quotient proportional to how willingly you will change?


(A positive CQ yields improvement and a negative CQ yields regression.)


= C1 +  f Desire() + f Resources() + f Confidence() +  f Self Image() +

      + f Accountability(f Direction(f Value()),f Paradigm(f Input())) +

· f Status Quo() - f Fear() - f Demands()

Further evaluation of this phenomena has showed that the CQ function can be represented in a simpler form of:

CQ
= C1 +  f Desire() + f Resources() +

       + f Confidence(f Self Image(),  f Success()) + 

      + f Accountability(f Direction(f Value()),f Paradigm(f Input())) +

· f Status Quo( f Fear(),  f Demands(),  f Comfort())

CQ
= C1 + Desire + Resources + Confidence + Accountability – Status Quo

This treatment suggests a matrix where the subordinate quantities of: Self Image, Success, Direction, Values, Paradigm, and Input are allowed to function against the main CQ variables.

	Desire
	Resources
	Confidence
	Accountability
	Status Quo
	

	D
	D
	D
	D
	D
	Self Image

	D
	D
	D
	D
	D
	Success

	D
	D
	D
	D
	D
	Direction

	D
	D
	D
	D
	D
	Values

	D
	D
	D
	D
	D
	Paradigm

	D
	D
	D
	D
	D
	Input


This table marks the dependence (D) or independence (I) of each of the row variables for each column.  This leads to the following formulation of CQ:

CQ
= C1 +  f Desire(Self Image, Success, Direction, Values, Paradigm, Input) +

    +  f Resources(Self Image, Success, Direction, Values, Paradigm, Input) +

    + f Confidence(Self Image, Success, Direction, Values, Paradigm, Input) + 

    + f Accountability(Self Image, Success, Direction, Values, Paradigm, Input) +

    - f Status Quo(Self Image, Success, Direction, Values, Paradigm, Input)

The next step in this analysis is to develop a dimensional analysis of the input variables and the sum that represents CQ. 

Phase II – cost versus willingness to pay the cost (1/23/2)

The piece of the change quotient function that has been missing so far is the cost and willingness to pay for any particular change.  Simply stated, what does it cost to make the change you want and what are you willing to pay?

Taking the obvious example of getting in shape.  The cost is to lower intake and raising the output.  Are you willing to exercise regularly?  Are you willing to eat less?  So what is the cost of not eating as much as you want to eat?  What is the cost of regular exercise?  This raises the issue of true cost versus perceived cost.  If you believe that eating less is a great cost to pay than it is.  Why do you eat?  I eat because it tastes good, because I’m used to eating often, because it takes up time that I would otherwise need to fill with less desirable tasks. 

Man is capable of rationalizing any behavior.  The question is which behaviors are positive, neutral or negative in contribution to my life?

My hypothesis is that the status quo is maintained when a person cannot determine the true cost of any marginal change because of the conflicting cost/benefit relationship of that persons existing behaviors.

A good example here is smoking.  Everyone today knows the direct linkage between smoking, cancer, and heart and lung disease.  The addictive quality of nicotine provides no known positive benefit to the smoker however it traps that person in a negative behavior pattern.  What is the nature of addiction in humans?  Is there a link between chemical addiction, habit, and status quo?  Webster defines addiction as “habitual inclination” and adds under the definition of addicted “especially to a bad habit”.  Habit on the other hand is more generally defined as “3. habitual or characteristic condition of mind or body; disposition; as,, a man of healthy habit.   4. a thing done often and hence usually, done easily; practice; custom; act that is acquired and has brdecome automatic; hence,  5.  a tendency to perform a certain action or behave in a certain way ; usual way of doing; as he does it out of habit.   6. an addiction: as, the alcohol habit.”  So your Status Quo is your habit of behavior. 

Given the current hypothesis, habit defines the condition where behavior is done without thought.  The question to be answered is what behavioral habits do I have that no longer provide a benefit to me?  A person operating out of habit is comfortable because he well understands the outcomes associated with his actions.

This hypothesis requires a “habit audit” to determine what current behaviors are solving past needs and which behaviors are solving current needs.

Phase Three:  The Quantum Theory Of Human Habits (1/27/2)

The next logical extrapolation of the Theory Of Relativity In Human Behavior is that there is a Quantum Theory Of Habit in human behavior.  This theory is based on the assumption that human behaviors operate at different energy levels.  These energy levels are stable for that particular person with their current set of habits.  Any change to the status quo of the habits of that person requires a quantum shift in energy.  Lack of concern is associated with decay of the individual’s energy level through radiation of energy.  Passion is associated with higher states of energy in that individual associated with absorption of energy by the individual.  This theory explains why it is so difficult for humans to change habits.  Our habits are associated with stability levels of our behavior.  Discovery of the set points in human behavior that draw it to familiar activity is the subject of much study in the area of human habits.  

A further assumption of the Quantum Theory Of Habit is that there is a control point or catalyst that enables all behavior.  Much like a thermostat controls the temperature in  a building, these habit set points control our reaction to any input from our environment to keep us in stability at our current quantum habit level.  Discovery of these control points is at the heart of understanding one’s Change Quotient.  They will provide the fulcrum that enable us to change and establish stability at a new quantum habit level.  

In my own case I have been thinking about getting back in shape most of my adult life.  When I had a stroke at age 40 and was suddenly paralyzed on the entire left half of my body, this desire became a passion.  Within a year I had lost 35 pounds and gotten into very good shape.  Now ten years later I have gained back 25 pounds and am again wishing I was in good physical condition.  This experience shows that trauma can produce instant behavior changes.  Over a long period of time, though I have returned to my former girth.   

What is the control factor in a person’s life that enables them to take control of their habits and reprogram themselves to a new quantum habit?  How do you put energy into the system and raise it to a higher level of stabilization?  Searching for these answers will lead me to the controls that direct the human change quotient.  
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