# Dialogue Transcript: "Modern Fundamental Physics is in a Deep Crisis. Nizovtsev, 

Losinets. Descartes vs. Newton"

**Participants of the Discussion:**

*   **Vladimir 

Vasilievich Nizovtsev** — Doctor of Sciences, physicist, author of the book "The 

Beginning of the Kinetic System of the World." In the roleplay dialogue, he plays 

**Salviati** (the more experienced scientist advocating René Descartes' rational 

systemic approach). [1, 7]

*   **Dmitry Losinets** — well-known science blogger on 

natural science. In the roleplay dialogue, he plays **Simplicio** (Salviati's 

interlocutor) and represents the audience/listeners as **Sagredo** (the welcoming 

host, witness to the discussion). [1, 7, 8]

---

### Part 1. Introduction: The Essence 

of the Scientific Crisis and Newton's Legacy

**Vladimir Nizovtsev:** Dear colleagues, 

physicists, and science enthusiasts, the well-known natural science blogger Dmitry 

Losinets expressed a desire to talk about some problems of modern fundamental 

physics. The occasion was my book "The Beginning of the Kinetic System of the 

World." Dmitry questioned one of the theses of this book, namely: "The stagnation of 

modern physics is due to its adherence to Newton's method." [1]

**Dmitry Losinets:** 

Yes, dear Vladimir Vasilievich, the factual material of the book aroused great 

interest in me, but it is difficult to agree that Newton is to blame for the painful 

state of modern physics and cosmology. Critically minded scientists and scientific 

dissidents, protesting against some of the provisions of the quantum-relativistic 

paradigm, put forward Newton as the hope for the science of the future. You, in your 

search for an adequate method, shift even further back — to the times of Descartes. 

[1]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev:** Yes, I am aware of this sentiment among thinking 

scientists. And yet, we must pay tribute to your attentiveness, Dmitry. The fact is 

that the question of Newton's place in science is not very simple. Specialists in 

the history of mechanics wonder why Newton is given such a high place in science. 

This opinion was expressed by these well-known scientists. They emphasized that in 

the 18th and 19th centuries, mechanics did not know Newton. They always referred to 

Euler, who, in fact, formulated mechanics in analytical form. Newton became popular 

precisely in the 20th century. And this is not accidental. The thing is that 

Newton's school method proved attractive to 20th-century physicists. Like Newton, 

they construct models of physical systems consisting of points or balls that move in 

a vacuum and interact with each other through long-range fields. The foundation of 

modern physics is mathematics, not the interaction of bodies through some medium—an 

ether-dynamic medium, for example. [2]

**Dmitry Losinets:** Well, how did it happen 

that Newton's method ended up in the arsenal of 20th-century physicists? [3]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev:** Very simply. The thing is that the revolution in 20th-

century physics is the second edition of Newton's 17th-century revolution. [3]

**Dmitry Losinets:** So you want to say that the 20th-century revolution was anti-

Cartesian? [3]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev:** Exactly. And this is indeed the case. Indeed, 

by the beginning of the 20th century, Newton and Descartes were forgotten, but in 

the second half of the 19th century, all the famous scientists we know adhered—

involuntarily adhered—to Cartesianism. These are Maxwell, Kelvin, Mendeleev, Nernst. 

However, the history here is not entirely smooth. Newton published his main work, 

*Philosophiae Naturalis Principia Mathematica* (Mathematical Principles of Natural 

Philosophy), during the English anti-Catholic revolution. The times were far from 

vegetarian, so Newton had to abandon the world system of the Catholic Descartes and 

invent an inertial, so to speak, individualistic, free revolution of the planets 

around the Sun. As you may remember, in Descartes' world system, planets revolve 

driven to revolution by ether currents—currents of the ether vortex, the axis of 

which is aligned with the Sun. By the way, numerous proofs have now been obtained 

that Descartes, apparently, was not mistaken. Furthermore, in Newton's system, 

planets are held in their orbits by a mystical force of attraction, and attraction 

implies the animism of a dead body. Therefore, the well-known biographer of Newton, 

John Maynard Keynes, reasonably considered him not the first great scientist, but 

the last of the magicians and mystics. [3]

**Dmitry Losinets:** So you believe, 

Vladimir Vasilievich, that the magical element in the formulas of quantum mechanics 

or relativism came to us precisely from Newton? [4]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev:** Generally 

speaking, as strange and paradoxical as it may seem, this is so. Indeed, the history 

of physicists inheriting Newton's method was not smooth, but in the end, it was 

Newton who turned out to be the source of the method of modern science. The fact is 

that by the middle of the 19th century, the authority of the Protestant Newton, 

which dominated everyone in Europe, was overcome. In Ireland and Scotland, a 

generation of Catholics and Cartesians grew up: Peter Tait, James Clerk Maxwell, 

William Froude, Osborne Reynolds, William Thomson. They, in fact, constituted the 

glory of British science. And parallelly in Russia, in orthodox Russia, a Cartesian 

school of its own, a national school, was formed: Aleksandr Grigorievich Stoletov, 

Nikolay Alekseevich Umov, Dmitry Ivanovich Mendeleev. That is, by the end of the 

19th century, world science became ether-dynamic again, virtually Cartesian. [4]

---

### Part 2. Transition to Roleplay: Salviati and Simplicio

**Dmitry Losinets:** And 

you believe, Vladimir Vasilievich, that the 20th-century revolution meant a return 

to Newton, to the beginning of the 17th century? [5]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev:** 

Unfortunately, that is also true. It disrupted the productive process of healing 

science in the second half of the 19th century. For this reason, physics is 

currently in a state of severe conceptual and project crisis. One thing is 

comforting. We know from history that all revolutions end with a restoration 

process. No need to look far — our country is currently going through just such a 

period. So, physics too faces an inevitable demythologization of its history and the 

restoration of the Cartesianism of Maxwell, Kelvin, Mendeleev, which, in fact, was 

discarded during the revolution. All intellectual constructions of revolutionary 

origin are ephemeral on the scale of history. Such is the law of the history of 

culture. [5]

**Dmitry Losinets:** It is difficult to agree with such a forecast, dear 

Vladimir Vasilievich. Science has its own laws of development, and Descartes' 

physics is not even yesterday's, it is the day before yesterday's science. [6]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev:** Your words, Dmitry, are further proof that scientists have 

never been united on scientific method, the optimal scientific method. Sometimes 

very sharp discussions arose between proponents of such an intuitive, pragmatic, or, 

as philosophers say, positivist approach to building scientific theory, and 

supporters or followers of a rational, systemic approach in the spirit of Copernicus 

and Descartes. In our country, a very sharp discussion of this kind took place in 

1948–1949. The history of European science also knows a document in which a 

discussion of this kind is reflected. I mean Galileo's book, *Dialogue Concerning 

the Two Chief World Systems—Ptolemaic and Copernican*. This book was published in 

1632. It is, in fact, Galileo's main work. And, dear Dmitry, I propose to conduct 

our further conversation in a playful way, as a dialogue between two scientists. 

Since Galileo's time, the participants in such dialogues have borne names that have 

become household words. [7]

The more experienced participant in the dialogue is 

Salviati. Presumably, that is me. His vis-à-vis is Simplicio. And in Galileo's 

dialogues, characteristically, the positions of Simplicio and Salviati did not 

coincide, just like ours. The fact is that modern fundamental science is going 

through the same period that science painfully experienced in Galileo's time. The 

witness to the dialogue between Salviati and Simplicio was Sagredo, the welcoming 

host of the Venetian palazzo, under whose roof these conversations took place. Our 

meeting is taking place in my scientific laboratory, the laboratory of Lomonosov 

Moscow State University. Therefore, the role of Sagredo belongs to you, dear viewers 

and listeners of science. This laboratory exists on taxpayers' money, as they say, 

so you are our collective Sagredo. [8]

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** Dear 

Salviati, you have set the boundary conditions very successfully. Our conversation 

will take place under the eyes of numerous witnesses. Together we will be able to 

work out the truth. Like you and Simplicio, I am also full of optimism. [8]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** And in memory of the glorious Galileo, let me 

state the problem of our dialogue in terms that would be understandable to him. 

After years of reflection on the science of his time, Galileo came to the following 

conclusion: "All the diseases of science nest in Ptolemy's world system. All its 

remedies are in the teachings of Copernicus." Today, having become acquainted with 

the Standard Model of physics, Galileo would say: "All the diseases of science nest 

in Newton's world system. All the remedies are in Descartes' teachings." [9]

---

### 

Part 3. Descartes' Ether Vortex Model vs. Modern Physics

**Dmitry Losinets 

(Simplicio):** Dear Salviati, could you tell us in more detail about the remedy you 

are prescribing to modern physics? [10]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** Your 

irony, Simplicio, is understandable to me, since we are talking about a very old 

remedy. It is the ether, or *Apeiron* in Orphic Greece, *Materia Prima* or 

quintessence in Aristotle, "shapeless matter" in Spinoza, and ether for all 

scientists of the 19th century: Carnot, Faraday, Maxwell, Kelvin, Mendeleev, Nernst. 

In the traditions of Cartesianism, the universe was conceived as an ocean of cosmic 

ether. A contemporary of Galileo saw behind the revolution of the planets around the 

Sun a current—an invisible current of the ether vortex. For Descartes, the universe 

is a system of vortices. And if you only knew how right he turned out to be! Here, 

marked in red, is the center of the vortex where the Sun is located, and all other 

neighboring vortices are in contact with the vortex of the Solar System. After 

Newton's revolution, this model was naturally forgotten, but by the middle of the 

19th century, Lord Rosse discovered that galaxies are often spiral structures. Their 

shapes served as a reminder that Descartes' cosmic vortices are, apparently, a 

reality. And finally, by the end of the 19th century, after the works of Helmholtz, 

Maxwell, and Kelvin, it became clear that atoms are, apparently, dynamic structures 

in the form of a vortex ring. That is, neither theory nor experiment offered other 

stable structures (balls, say, or strings, or waves). And the cosmology here is as 

follows: large linear vortices like galactic ones generate such small atomic 

vortices. And in fact, in hydrodynamics, such processes have been well studied both 

experimentally and theoretically. I want to remind you, taking this opportunity, 

that this year we are celebrating the year of Mendeleev's periodic system of 

elements, and Mendeleev, when constructing his system, took into account this 

circumstance—that for him, the substance of all chemical elements is the ether. And 

by the way, the modern system of elements is not authentic to Mendeleev's. [10]

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** But are the atoms we are all made of anything like 

cosmic vortices? As the monkey, unsurpassed in its simplicity, used to say: "I don't 

feel them." [11]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** You are right, Simplicio, that 

they, of course, lie beyond our senses. But the kinematic and topological parameters 

of every electron, proton, neutron, and chemical elements from which we are built 

are exactly the same as these parameters in the turbulence vortices of the cosmic 

ether. And in this sense, we are indeed "children of the Galaxy," as Lev Leshchenko 

once sang. One can also recall the parable of the Chinese Taoists. A small fish swam 

up to the sea king and asked: "What is the sea?" He replied to her: "The sea is 

you." In Taoist philosophy, the Great Tao is the ether of Aristotle and Descartes. 

[11]

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** But if, as Maxwell, Kelvin, and Mendeleev 

foresaw, we must see cosmic vortices in elementary particles, then why don't 

physicists write about this in textbooks? [12]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** For 

a very simple reason, my friend — the revolution knocked out their memory. Well, 

answer me, what in physics could be more attractive than the problem of electron 

structure? Yet, in standard physics, an electron is like a fly speck on a window 

pane. Meanwhile, Joseph John Thomson, who discovered the electron in 1897, knew that 

the electron has a vortex structure. [12]

---

### Part 4. The Crisis of Technology and 

"Megascience"

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** But how can the vortex method help in 

the case of urgent and complex problems of physics and technology? Safe energy, 

superconductivity, gravity control... In these matters, no progress has been 

noticeable for many decades. [13]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** Dear Simplicio, 

the problems you mentioned are the challenges of our time. However, physics evades 

their solution, as Newton's method is powerless before them. They prefer to deal 

with pseudoscientific problems: not knowing the structure of the proton, they refine 

its radius, search for quarks... They know full well that quarks are a joke by a 

cheerful and irresponsible man with the artistic name Murray Gell-Mann. They hold 

conferences on purely theological topics: the creation of the world by means of the 

Big Bang, hell in the form of a black hole, and the like. The unsystematic physics 

of the 20th century is incapable of solving truly urgent tasks. If there is anything 

to hope for here, it is only Cartesianism. [13]

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** But 

where does this helplessness of the "super-science" of physics come from? How can 

this be explained? [14]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** It is all about the 

revolution that threw physics back into the deep past. Let's compare the method of 

quantum-relativistic physics with the method of Ptolemy's science. [14]

**Dmitry 

Losinets (Simplicio):** Speaking of the necessity and inevitability of the 

transition to heliocentrism, Copernicus put forward three arguments: Ptolemy's 

science is full of chimeras, lacks important foundations, and lacks systematicity, 

order. These are literally his words. Take the physics of our time: the chimera of 

dualism and the wave function, the oblivion of the etheric foundations of 

thermodynamics and electrodynamics, the fruitless dreams of a Grand Unified Theory 

of modern physics — these are direct signs that after the revolution we returned to 

Ptolemy. But historians and methodologists interpret the revolution in physics of 

the early 20th century as a long-overdue Copernican revolution. It turns out that 

you, dear Salviati, are calling to fight with the method of Copernicus of the 15th 

century against the results of the work of the Copernicuses of the 20th century? 

[14]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** If, dear Simplicio, that was a Copernican 

turn, then where is the clarity, validity, and systematicity in modern post-

revolutionary physics? Its theories contain such epicycles that would be 

unacceptable even to Ptolemy. I argue that at the beginning of the 20th century, an 

anti-Copernican turn occurred, to the point that in relativism, Ptolemy's 

geocentrism found justification. This is written in black and white in this book by 

Leopold Infeld and Albert Einstein, *The Evolution of Physics*. Four editions in the 

last half century — apparently, a very important book. Hearing my words, Osip 

Mandelstam would have cried out: "In vain they burned Giordano Bruno, Ptolemy 

returned through the back door!" As it should, the revolution came through the back 

door and threw physics back, because scientific progress is possible only under 

conditions of continuity. Mikhail Mikhailovich Bakhtin said about this: "Only memory 

can go forward." Thus, in his vortex world system, René Descartes relied on the 

results of Aristotle. This creator of logic showed that all movements of bodies, 

including motion by inertia (which is conventionally called motion by inertia after 

Newton), are drift, translational movements in a medium, whereas in a vacuum, a body 

is incapable of moving regularly on its own. This is almost obvious if you think 

about it. Unfortunately, these ideas were ridiculed and forgotten in the 20th 

century. [15]

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** Dear Salviati, but Descartes' ether 

vortices — that is indeed funny. And then, it is known that multiple attempts to 

detect the ether wind led to nothing. [16]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** The day 

is not yet over, dear Simplicio. The French have a wise proverb: "He laughs best who 

laughs last." And today, Descartes' vortices have been discovered on all planets 

that have an atmosphere. The first image was taken by the Mariner 10 spacecraft back 

in 1974, when the spacecraft passed close to Venus. Here is this image. Dear 

Sagredo, look at these pictures. Here is a polar cyclone on Venus. Here is a polar 

cyclone on Saturn—in the north and in the south. The southern cyclone on Saturn: the 

diameter of the eye of this cyclone is 6,000 km. That is, as Descartes predicted, 

each planet is on the axis of a rotational vortex, the penetrating currents of which 

force it to rotate. And at the poles of the planet, this vortex creates cyclones — 

eternal cyclones on every planet that has an atmosphere. What do you say to that, 

dear Simplicio? [16]

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** There is nothing like that on 

Earth. As is known, the Earth rotates by inertia, and the pattern of Earth's 

atmospheric circulation is entirely determined by the fact that the equator receives 

more solar energy than the middle and high latitudes. [17]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev 

(Salviati):** Yes, that is a common opinion. This has been taught to students for a 

hundred years, probably. But on Uranus, which solar radiation practically does not 

reach, the atmospheric circulation is exactly the same as on Earth. Here, shown in 

red is the circulation on Earth, and in black — on Uranus. As we can see, in the 

middle latitudes, currents from west to east predominate, and in the equatorial and 

high latitudes, the reverse current is from east to west. At the same time, winds on 

Uranus are 10–20 times stronger than winds on Earth. This is a total scandal! And if 

we also take into account that Uranus's axis lies in the plane of the ecliptic, and 

it circles the Sun like this, we can understand the state of stupor in which 

Newtonian planetologists find themselves. They have nothing left to do but organize 

a conspiracy of silence around these sensational data, which were obtained 30 years 

ago. [17]

---

### Part 5. The Role of Formulas, Hydrodynamics, and the Amateurism of 

Revolutionaries

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** Well, one cannot analyze all modern 

problems of astrophysics and physics in Descartes' terms. He knew nothing about the 

problem of the perihelion of Mercury, nor about the structure of the atom, nor about 

the thermonuclear process in the Sun. He has no formulas describing, for example, 

the motion of a planet around the Sun. [17]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** Well, 

as for formulas, dear Simplicio, during his long life Isaac Newton never once wrote 

down the equation known to every schoolchild as Newton's second law. And then, we 

must understand that Descartes' physics is the first steps of cosmic hydrodynamics. 

Hydrodynamics itself received a powerful development in the 19th and 20th centuries. 

Therefore, in matters of galaxies, cosmogony of the Solar System, generation of 

atoms in stars and planets, as well as in matters of the structure of particles and 

atoms, we must rely on the legacy of hydrodynamics, starting from Helmholtz and 

Kelvin in the 19th century and ending with famous hydrodynamists of the 20th 

century: George Batchelor, Philip Saffman, and our own hydrodynamists, Andrey 

Nikolaevich Kolmogorov. [18]

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** But it is somehow 

offensive to return so far back. What about the legacy of Friedmann, Zeldovich, 

their students and followers—Sunyaev, Linde, and others? Igor Dmitrievich Novikov, 

the pioneer of wormholes and black holes, is still alive; he could tell us about 

many things. [19]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** Your feeling is understandable, 

dear Simplicio, but a return to pre-revolutionary science is absolutely inevitable. 

Newton's etherless, attractive science is incapable of describing the physical 

reality discovered precisely in the 20th century. The discrete spectrum of 

particles, the discrete states of the atom, the physical meaning of the Lorentz 

formula, for example, the solar wind, cosmic rays, those same vortices on the 

planets — all this is beyond the understanding of the modern Newtonian scientist. 

And the revolution thus had catastrophic consequences for physics. Every physicist 

must generally understand how and why this happened. The writer Varlam Shalamov 

passed judgment on all revolutionaries of the past and future (he had every right to 

do so). He said: "Revolutions are made by amateurs." The revolution in physics was 

no exception. It had no scientific reasons. The methodological setback, to which the 

revolution was reduced, was due to the democratization of the scientific community, 

the expansion of the social base of science, which had purely economic reasons. Not 

to take this into account is to understand nothing in the history of 20th-century 

physics. One can read about this in a small book, it is already 20 years old, but it 

has not aged: *The Time and Place of 20th-Century Physics*. [19]

**Dmitry Losinets 

(Simplicio):** Dear Salviati, what you have said will cause indignation among other 

physicists, historians, and philosophers. [20]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** 

Yes, I foresee this, but the truth is always bitter, so allow me to continue. Three 

apostles of the new science, known today to every physics student, were precisely 

amateurs. One was a music theorist; the second was a novice physicist who did not 

get along with J.J. Thomson, the great discoverer of the electron. Finally, the 

third was a dreamy young man who later said of himself that until the age of 25, he 

had never seen a professional physicist. I don't remember what his profession was: a 

bookkeeper or a tailor, I forgot his name. [20]

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** You 

seem to mean Einstein. [21]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** Thanks for the hint, I 

have a very poor memory for some names. And so, guided by a purely haberdashery 

criterion of simplicity, beauty (yes, apparently, he was a tailor after all), these 

novice physicists threw the ether hypothesis off the ship of modernity, although it 

is the basis of thermodynamics and electrodynamics, and set a reverse course. 

Naturally, they were met by the shoal of the hermetic science of Kepler and Newton, 

as D'Alembert called it, the pseudo-science of the Dark Ages. Physics turned into a 

real ship of fools run aground. The disputes between the helmsmen continued to the 

point of fainting. At the same time, no one understood what had happened. And what 

happened was a catastrophic de-theoretization of physics. It was thrown back to the 

times of Newton, where particles and bodies drift by inertia in a vacuum and are 

represented as balls or points. Well, and from there it was not far to the 

homoeomeries of Anaxagoras, that is, to quarks. Any modernism, including scientific 

modernism, is always a deep archaism. And in the hope of getting off the shoal, 

magic tools and incantations were urgently invented: the ridiculous quantum of 

action, wave-particle dualism (light was attributed the properties of divine light). 

And all this curious toolkit was crowned by an equation that has no physical 

meaning, but gave rise to a special uncertainty principle. It caused new disputes 

about the subjective and objective, about the free will of the electron, about the 

limits of knowledge, and so on. All this is pure grotesque, representing a barbaric 

mockery of philistines over the deep heritage of pre-revolutionary science. [21]

---

### Part 6. Technological Pragmatism, Scientific Financial Pyramids, and Nobel 

Prizes

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** But how then can one explain the huge 

technological successes of the 20th century? [22]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** 

It is very simple, dear Simplicio. In 20th-century technologies, new theories played 

a negligible role. In reality, they never interested anyone, since they were 

initially incapable of anything. Nuclear bombs, laser technology, microelectronics — 

these are the results of pure experimental engineering work. Neither quantum nor 

relativistic theory was used, for example, in the creation of the atomic bomb. There 

are many testimonies about this. [22] What theory, if to this day it is unknown why 

the uranium nucleus divides into two fragments with a mass ratio of 2 to 3? In 

modern official science, no one knows why exactly 2 to 3, and not in half, for 

example. And this is uranium! And the magnetoresistive effect on which the operation 

of read heads in computers is based? It was discovered by Thomson back in 1856. 

Well, if the electron is a point, then what kind of theory of semiconductor 

conductivity can there be? Naturally, there is none. And this is not the fault of 

ordinary physicists — it is their misfortune. The revolution knocked physics off its 

optimal path of development. It turned into a contradictory jumble of paradoxical 

doctrines, postulates, and rules, invented for the occasion to solve a particular 

private problem. Therefore, by the middle of the 20th century, this science came to 

a natural end. The diagnosis was made by none other than Landau, who said: "The 

Hamiltonian method is dead, although we must bury it with all honors." Translated 

from bird language into human, this means that the Newtonian etherless project did 

not work. And so, being in a comatose state, fundamental physics became easy prey. 

It simply fell into the hands of arrogant mafiosi. Controlling institutes, 

departments, journals, publishing houses, the distribution of grants, and imitating 

scientific activity, they turned science into a means of obtaining benefits and 

achieving personal success, as Alexander Alexandrovich Zinoviev, who knew this crowd 

well, used to say. [23]

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** But modern fundamental 

physics is developing rapidly: new accelerators are being built, calorimeters are 

being raised into orbits, and the Americans have launched the Parker spacecraft to 

the Sun. [23]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** Dear Simplicio, there are already 

more than a dozen spacecraft working on the Sun, but the cause of activity cycles 

has not been established. Just think: Galileo discovered sunspots, and their nature 

has not been revealed to this day! The promotional launch of the spacecraft to the 

Sun has this goal: to add credibility to the erroneous thermonuclear model of energy 

devised by physicists for the Sun, to justify these monstrous installations for 

capturing neutrinos (they are always lacking — in the Caucasus, in Italy, in Japan, 

even in Antarctica). What thermonuclear fusion, if the Sun is 1,500 degrees colder 

inside than outside? Roughly speaking, the addictive gigantomania that has engulfed 

fundamental physics should serve as an unmistakable sign, a symptom of the 

stagnation of this science. Why was this insane collider built for TeV energy, if it 

is well known that on Earth the limit of particle energy is about 10 GeV — that is, 

about 100 times less? In space it is another matter, there $10^{18}$ electron volts 

per nucleon is possible. But the LHC group wants to increase it even further. And 

why do we need a cubic kilometer of ice packed with sensors in Antarctica? Or the 

NICA heavy-ion collider, planned under our native aspens? These promotional projects 

do not increase our knowledge of the world, their goals are far from scientific. At 

school we were taught correctly: the Egyptian pyramid is a sign of the crisis of the 

Egyptian kingdom. Unfortunately, all modern Megascience projects are 

pseudoscientific financial pyramids. [24]

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** Well, 

Nobel Prizes are awarded for these works. [25]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** 

Dear Simplicio, the stagnation of fundamental physics has caused a crisis in the 

institution of Nobel Prizes. After the revolution, science and technology stopped, 

and in order to preserve the prize, they had to violate Nobel's will and hand out 

prizes for theoretical works — one more ridiculous than the other. The most famous 

discoveries and theoretical works of recent years awarded the physics prize have 

signs of international group scams: vector bosons, quarks, the Higgs boson, 

gravitational waves... By the way, Eugene Parker apparently does not rest on Higgs's 

laurels, and here you already have the Parker spacecraft flying to the Sun. 

Promotional research carried out on monstrous facilities by many hundreds, if not 

thousands of engineers and scientists, is of a ritual nature and pursues a single 

goal: to justify a prize already awarded or to claim a new one. But if the annual 

maintenance of the collider costs half a billion dollars, they have to report for 

it. [25]

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** Well, dear Salviati, in the eyes of Sagredo 

you are destroying the image of the scientist as a selfless servant of science who 

works selflessly for the benefit of society. [26]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** 

Yes, that is so. But science was a service to truth before the revolution. After the 

revolution, it became a profession that allows its administration to receive very 

additional money. Devotees and even victims of science are today those who, in the 

coming Antarctic winter, will keep watch at this ridiculous particle detector, and 

not their leadership, which stirred up this monstrous project for the prize. True, 

sometimes some of them come to understand that something is wrong with fundamental 

science. In an interview with Evgeny Pavlovich Velikhov in 2012, there was a cry 

from the academician's soul: "We do not know where we got to." I could explain to 

the respected theorist where, but that would require obscene language. And our 

listener Sagredo, of course, would like to know where the way out is from that 

shameful place where fundamental physics finds itself. I answer very simply: the 

exit is where the entrance was. It is necessary to return to the science of the 19th 

century, especially since its tradition has never died, as shown by our conversation 

or the book of two of my colleagues, two Doctors of Sciences of Moscow State 

University, Bochkov and Zaitsev, on etherdynamics. That is, when studying objects 

and processes in galaxies, on the Sun, in the atom, and even in particles, one must 

rely on the achievements of hydrodynamics—a rational science that studies the 

processes and shapes of flows in liquids. Newton is no longer capable of helping in 

these problems. Only then will the nature of discreteness, the nature of dualism, 

the physical meaning of the Lorentz formulas, and much, much else be revealed. [26, 

27]

---

### Part 7. The Liquid Universe, Vortex Structures, and the Tao of Ether

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** Dear Salviati, but what, besides planetary 

vortices, tells us about a liquid universe? [28]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** 

Spiral galaxies serve as direct proof that space is a liquid. In the very names of 

galaxies, a liquid cosmos is sometimes reflected: Pinwheel, Whirlpool... What 

impression does the image of this two-armed galaxy evoke in you, for example? [28]

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** Well, it resembles a pinwheel rotating in a liquid. 

[28]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** Exactly. Only with the difference that in 

reality the pinwheel is stationary (the old elliptical galaxy is stationary here and 

lies on the axis of the cosmic vortex), and the ether currents break off from its 

extremities like obstacles, giving rise to spiral arms. Details, naturally, we 

cannot discuss today. Another example. Exactly 150 years ago, the glorious William 

Thomson (the future Lord Kelvin) proposed the structure of two vortex knots of 

different helicity—note, plus and minus, like a charge. Dear Sagredo, these two 

vortex knots correspond to all parameters and properties of the electron and 

positron, right down to the quantum Hall effect, which was discovered by von 

Klitzing 100 years after these models were proposed. You see, Sagredo, true and 

rational knowledge does not grow old. Descartes' vortex system of 1633 did find its 

confirmation on the planets. And how many confirmations does it have on the Sun? If 

American astrophysicists had found out about them, they would have returned the 

Parker spacecraft to Earth so as not to embarrass themselves. Moreover, the solar 

wind is formed not according to the model of the American Parker, but according to 

the model of the Frenchman Descartes and the Englishman Chapman. [28]

**Dmitry 

Losinets (Simplicio):** Yes, Descartes' intuition is simply amazing. [29]

**Vladimir 

Nizovtsev (Salviati):** Dear Simplicio, that's just the point — there is no 

foresight in Descartes' world system. This is the result of routine mental work. 

Descartes simply interpreted the kinematics of the Solar System in terms of 

Aristotle — and that's all. This is how science should develop: evolutionarily, and 

not towards cheap sensations such as the quantum principle, dualism, selection 

rules, the Big Bang, or dark matter. Into such a science of amateurs it turned after 

the revolution. [29]

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** But what is a cosmic vortex? 

How does it arise, and what is its main characteristic? And how did the vortices on 

the planets arise? Why don't we see such a vortex on Earth? [29]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev 

(Salviati):** Yes, there are a whole series of questions here. In general, the 

vortex is the alpha and omega of physics. It is the only dynamic object that arises 

in a liquid continuum as if out of nothing, exists for a long time, and retains its 

parameters. Sergei Pavlovich Kurdyumov was not mistaken when he said that at the 

boundary of physical existence (when microparticles are formed, for example, in 

accelerators), particles are the result of self-organization—they are dynamic vortex 

and dissipative structures. [30, 31] As for the planetary vortices, they are 

connected with the generation of atoms of chemical elements on the planets, and this 

requires a separate discussion. Then we will find out, by the way, why on Earth it 

does not catch the eye, while on Venus it is so pronounced.

Now about the structure 

of cosmic vortices. All vortices of the cosmic ether — from huge metagalactic flows 

to the swirling currents in the proton and neutron — are swirled flows. An image of 

such a swirled flow can be a stranded wire or a school gym rope. By the way, the 

stranded wire was proposed by William Thomson, and it has left-handed helicity, 

which is not accidental. You can check: all stranded wires have left-handed winding. 

All elementary particles are made of swirled flows. Here in my hands are models of 

the positron and electron in cosmic rays — they are reduced here (or rather, 

increased) by $10^{20}$ times. Here they are made of material similar to the 

metagalactic vortex. The range of scales of vortex objects and structures in the 

universe is hard to imagine. The table shows the sizes of some vortices: the vortex 

of the Solar System, which supports the rotation of the Sun and the revolution of 

the planets around it, is a real vortex filament (its diameter is $10^{13}$ m, and 

its length is more than $10^{17}$ m). Our galactic family arose in a vortex with a 

diameter of $10^{21}$ m. And protons and neutrons are composed of vortices with a 

diameter of $10^{-16}$ m. It is hard to believe, but there are 37 orders of 

magnitude between these scales! And at all scales, the processes obey the very same 

theorems of hydrodynamics. That is, the world is self-similar, and therefore even in 

an electron, one can see a reflection of the Universe. Previously, the Universe was 

seen in a dewdrop; now we can see it in an electron. [31]

**Dmitry Losinets 

(Simplicio):** Dear Salviati, Descartes was, of course, a religious man. How did he 

combine the vortex model of the cosmos with the presence of God in it? [32]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** This is a very subtle and deep question, 

Simplicio. For Newton, who was a theist, the Pantocrator was always present in the 

Solar System and corrected the movement of the planets — otherwise it could not be, 

otherwise they would have stopped. Descartes can be classified as a deist, for whom 

God, having created the world, withdrew from affairs and allowed it to develop 

independently. But Descartes' God is not anthropomorphic. We read in his works: "By 

the word God I mean a substance infinite, eternal, immutable, independent, all-

knowing, all-powerful, by which I myself and all other existing things were created 

and produced." In other words, for Descartes, God is the cosmic ether possessing a 

creative will. This deep idea was developed in the 19th century by Arthur 

Schopenhauer. [32]

---

### Part 8. Finale: Ether Parameters and the Relativity of Time

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** You have almost convinced me, dear Salviati, but 

let me ask one last question for today. You talk about vortices, ether... But what 

kind of matter is it? Why don't we see it? If it forces the planets to revolve 

around the Sun and rotate around their own axes, then it must have high density and 

finite viscosity. Then why doesn't the ether prevent the movement of spacecraft or 

satellites? [33]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** Aristotle answered your last 

question. Because the motion of all bodies is forced, translational. And the 

translational mechanism is especially clearly revealed in the motion of 

microparticles. Translation is visible in dualism, in teleportation, and in the fact 

that particle size depends on the energy of motion. Imagine: Aristotle and quantum 

cryptography! Once again I want to repeat: true scientific truth does not grow old 

and does not become obsolete. And let me now show our Sagredo the values of some 

ether parameters. Some of them have been measured and are well known, others are 

calculated based on Kolmogorov's turbulence theory and modern high-energy physics 

data. Analysis shows that the cosmic ether is a turbulent medium with intermittent 

parameters (Hannes Alfvén made guesses about this). Thus, the Reynolds number varies 

from $10^{12}$ in the Solar System to $10^{23}$ in the Metaglaxy. The rest of the 

parameters can be read in the book with which we started today. [33]

**Dmitry 

Losinets (Simplicio):** Thank you, Mr. Salviati, for a very interesting 

conversation. This time passed like a single moment. That's how you come to believe 

in the relativity of time. [33]

**Vladimir Nizovtsev (Salviati):** There is a time 

for everything, dear Simplicio. I am also very grateful to you for your sharp and 

sometimes unexpected questions. As for our silent participants in the conversation, 

we will soon find out their opinion, I hope. Thank you for your patience, invisible 

witnesses of our dialogue. If the conversation seemed interesting to you, we can 

continue it. And the topic of our next conversation could be the vortex model of the 

Solar System. It is very relevant in light of the fact that for the last 10 years, 

the Sun has been demonstrating anomalous dynamics of activity, and it remains beyond 

the understanding of modern astrophysicists. On the other hand, using the example of 

the Solar System, one can see that any physical law is, indeed, a law of motion of 

the cosmic ether. Thank you. Thank you, Dmitry. [34]

**Dmitry Losinets (Simplicio):** 

Thank you too. [35]
