Discussion about Ultimate Reality with Graham Wood

Graham had recently wonTeempleton Award for theological promjder his thesis examining
the so-called 'fine-tuning' of the the Universehis words: "this fine-tuning suggests that the
Universe is 'improbable’ and has been taken by smerevidence of a creator God".

Where | live, Graham runs a philosophy café as @adamic philosophy outreach by the
University of Tasmania. As a facilitator, Grahasrarely able to engage in the philosophy cafe
discussions on his own terms, but operates as dlesidan and general categoriser. So | was
interested to see Graham's own views in his thesisvere they?

My aim in this discussion was to simplify matters) explain that the Universe, meaning
Everything, could not be improbable because Evergthertainly is. But as the discussion
proceeded — from the notion of Everything, to thibging causes that include the ‘actual’ and
'not-actual’, and ending on Ultimate Reality bema only the set of actual things — | noticed
how Graham seemed to be a third-party in the disiomns making the Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy the discutant. So | tried to goad Grahe bit to tell his own view of things. It was at
that point, Graham had to bring the discussion tdase for reasons of his own. A shame, as it
was just beginning to scratch the surface.

| think the main stumbling block was getting bogdedn into defining 'things' as actual or
not-actual. As far as I'm concerned, a thingamething finite. End of story.

Graham definitely had a blockage about logical lyait/s. logical falsehoods. This notion far
supersedes in sheer philosophical power the naifactual things vs. imaginary things. It was
very much like Graham would make some absoluters&tt, based on his thinking and not
sense-data, then regard it as an eternally uncarfaece of speculation.

Any thinker worth his salt should immediately de# there is no ultimate difference between
actuality and imagination, sinaal things occur in consciousness (A=A). Fromttparely
logical experience, it is easy to conclude thamdisi are finite, and Everything is not a finite @in
and therefore, the Universe cannot be an eventimedble thing, let alone product of a creator
God. But getting there is a matter of courage ntbea anything.

This discussion is presented as letters, althotgbaurred by email. I'm aiming to create the
mood of a Victorian correspondence, when lettetingiwas the careful fruit of much
premeditation.

Kelly Jones



The Night of the Unconditional

Man has an inborn terror of walking in the darkhawvwonder
then that he has an inborn terror of the Unconaltioof getting
himself involved with the Unconditional, about whitt is true
that "no night and no darkness is half as blackhesdarkness
and this night where all relative aims (the ordynalestones
and signposts), where all mutual regards (the taatthat
generally help shed light on our way), where eventenderest
and deepest feelings of affection are extinguisfedf they
aren't we are not dealing with the absolutely Uniciional.

— Kierkegaard



22 March 2008
Hi Graham,
By 'improbability’, do you mean unlikelihood, ortrqarobability?

If not-probability, one can't say that the Univeis@nprobable. It certainly is happening. There's
not even probabiliity.

If unlikelihood, still one can't say the Universaimprobable, because an unlikelihood is still in
the range of probability.

Kelly




22 March 2008
Hi Kelly,

Given that the universe exists as it is, then,aassay, it cannot be "improbable”. Given that it
exists it has a probability of one. This is not semse of improbability | am getting at.

Imagine that the universe did not yet exist. Betbeeuniverse exists, we can ask: what is the
probability that the universe will be a certain ®qyust as you can ask, before a hand of four
cards is dealt: what is the probability that thadweiill contain four aces?)

It is in the same sense (although to a much legedg that we say "it is improbable" that a hand
of four cards (dealt from a fair well shuffled d¢ekll include for aces, that we can say "it is
improbable” that the universe is the way it is (@asing that the laws of nature were set by
chance).

Finally, by the word "improbable” | do not meanttitas not a probability at all. | just mean that
the probability is low. Just how low the probalyildf an event has to be in order for the event to
be "improbable" is an interesting question. In sarse anything with a probability of less than
1/2 is "improbable”, (in the sense of being lessbpble than not) but that does not seem very
helpful. The problem then is finding a definitioh"onprobability” that is of some use.

Regards Graham




22 March 2008
Graham: Imagine that the universe did not yet exist.
By Universe, do you mean everything?

How can everything come into existence, given itldaneed some *thing* prior to its existence?

Graham: Just how low the probability of an event has ¢arborder for the event to be
“improbable"” is an interesting question. In oneseanything with a probability of less than 1/2
is "improbable”, (in the sense of being less prdbdban not) but that does not seem very helpful.
The problem then is finding a definition of "impadiity” that is of some use.

So if the Universe is everything, is there any é\arall of its arising?

Kelly




25 March 2008

Hi Kelly,

Graham: Imagine that the universe did not yet exist.
Kelly: By Universe, do you mean everything?

By Universe | mean the matter and energy of thgarse (and the specific laws of nature of our
universe).

Kelly: How can everything come into existence, givevoiild need some *thing* prior to its
existence?

Quite reasonably, you are assuming that everythasga cause. (The principle of sufficient
reason.) But there are a couple of ways to go agbe the universe is not a 'thing' so the
principle of sufficient reason is not applicableay#de the universe is a thing but there are some
things that do not have causes. (Denying the gieaf sufficient reason.) Or maybe their was a
thing prior to the existence of the universe (Adoepthe principle of sufficient reason). But that
thing was not the matter and energy of our univéss¢he laws of our universe).

Graham: Just how low the probability of an event has ¢arborder for the event to be
“improbable"” is an interesting question. In oneseanything with a probability of less than 1/2
is "improbable”, (in the sense of being less prdbdban not) but that does not seem very helpful.
The problem then is finding a definition of "impatiity” that is of some use.

Kelly: So if the Universe is everything, is there angrgn\at all of its arising?

Good question. Perhaps it is not meaningful to ¢dithe ‘event’ of the beginning of the universe.
But when physicist talk of the big bang, it certgisounds like an event. But even if it is an
event, many assumptions have to be made if we twaattempt to assign that event a probability
of occurring.

Cheers Graham




25 March 2008

Graham: By Universe | mean the matter and energy of thearse (and the specific laws of
nature of our universe).

Do you think 'Everything' meaning, the above thimgas everything else that isn't 'our universe'
or 'matter and energy', has a beginning?

Can it be an event that arises?

Kelly: How can everything come into existence, givevoilld need some *thing* prior to its
existence?

Graham: Quite reasonably, you are assuming that evergjlnas a cause.
A cause is whatever is necessary for somethingisb. e
Everything means, all possible things.

So all things are necessary for Everything, and virsa.

Graham: But that thing was not the matter and energywfuniverse (or the laws of our
universe).

So putting that thing, and the thing that is 'onivarse' together, what do you get?

I'm just trying to explain that only if the extewnit Everything can be measured, can we talk of the
probability of any of its parts arising. Until theamy probability we can conceive of is relative to
... what?

Kelly




26 March 2008

Graham: By Universe | mean the matter and energy of thearse (and the specific laws of
nature of our universe).

Kelly: Do you think 'Everything' meaning, the above gsinplus everything else that isn't ‘our
universe' or 'matter and energy', has a beginning?

| don't know...

One approach is to say that 'everything' did neelabeginning but has existed in some form for
ever.

Kelly: Can it be an event that arises?
| don't know...

Perhaps the concept of a beginning as an ‘evagmbidematic if there is no context within which
the event occurs. By the way, | should a have tatiphysicists say space and time also came

into existence with the big bang. (If you wantéad more on this | suggest you read Hawkings,
A Brief History of Time.)

Kelly: How can everything come into existence, givevoilld need some *thing* prior to its
existence?

Graham: Quite reasonably, you are assuming that everyjlnas a cause.
Kelly: A cause is whatever is necessary for somethirexit.

A cause is whatever is sufficient for somethingxest. (A match is not necessary to cause a fire,
fire can be caused by a spark, but a match iscserfi.)

Kelly: Everything means, all possible things.

Everything means all actual things. So a unicomoispart of everything, assuming unicorns are
not actually existing things. But representatioharacorns are part of everything.

Kelly: So all things are necessary for Everything, are wersa.

One possibility is that everything that actuallystx, exists necessarily. In other words if
something exists then it necessarily exists.



Graham: But that thing was not the matter and energywfuniverse (or the laws of our
universe).

Kelly: So putting that thing, and the thing that is ‘aumverse' together, what do you get?

You get the totality of actually existing things.

Kelly: I'm just trying to explain that only if the extesf Everything can be measured, can we talk
of the probability of any of its parts arising. UWrthen, any probability we can conceive of is
relative to .... what?

You are right. One of the problems with the finaettig debate is trying to determine the
probability of the existence of this universe. Ahdt is not at all straight forward. If you wish to
discuss this probability at all, then it seems thatonly way forward is to make some
assumptions and then be clear about what assurs@rerbeing made.

Cheers Graham




26 March 2008

Kelly: Everything means, all possible things.

Graham: Everything means all actual things. So a unicisrnot part of everything, assuming
unicorns are not actually existing things. But repentations of unicorns are part of everything.

Take all actual things and all existing things afikinds of things, and put them together with
*everything* else.

What do you get?

Kelly




26 March 2008

Hi Kelly,

Once we put all the actual things (which includiégxsting things) together, and then perhaps
add the ideas of possible things (that are notadictilnen there does not appear to be anything else
to add to the list of *everything*. (And, of courdbe addition of ideas of possible things is not

the addition of the possible things themselvesjumitthe addition of the ideas.)

Graham




26 March 2008

Graham: Once we put all the actual things (which inclu@dsexisting things) together, and then
perhaps add the ideas of possible things (thatnateactual), then there does not appear to be
anything else to add to the list of *everything&n(l, of course, the addition of ideas of possible
things is not the addition of the possible thingsmselves, but just the addition of the ideas.)

| notice you call both types of things, things. §hbstraction covers the lot.
Everything covers the lot of all things.
Is there anything else that isn't covered?

Kelly




27 March 2008

So far | have limited my comments to "things", lildeems reasonable to suppose that there is
more than just "things" that are relevant to oursiderations.

| have been using the term "thing" to refer to "wate objects”, such as individual chairs or
individual atoms. These things can be said to ekist as you imply, you can still ask the
guestion: what is not covered by the list of atuatly existing concrete objects?

And yes there does seem to be other ..... (??2Rat are relevant here. Consider concepts like
justice or the content of mathematics. These @t in the way concrete objects exist, but
surely the are part of 'reality’ in some sense....

Is that what you are pointing to when you askhexé anything else that isn't covered?

If this is what you are pointing to you might like look at the "abstract objects" entry in the
Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy at:

http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/abstract-objects/

Graham




27 March 2008

Hi Graham,
You wrote:

And yes there does seem to be other ..... (??22Rnt.are relevant here. Consider concepts like
justice or the content of mathematics. These @omst in the way concrete objects exist, but
surely the are part of 'reality' in some sense....

| simplify matters by saying what exists, is a thin

To know 'our universe' or ‘concrete objects' ardil to be what they are, is to be in an absolutist
context.

That is, Everything.
That is the context I'm trying to point to.

Kelly




27 March 2008
Hi Kelly,
You say:

Kelly: To know 'our universe' or '‘concrete objects'ideas’ to be what they are, is to be in an
absolutist context.

That is, Everything.
That is the context I'm trying to point to.

There seems to be two ways to interpret your claraation of 'absolutist context’. One way is
metaphysical and the other is epistemic.

You say "To know 'our universe' or ‘concrete olgeot 'ideas' to be what they are". This assumes
that we do know 'our universe ... to be what they. 8ut we might be wrong. So | assume that
you mean if we know our universe or concrete objectideas to be what they are then we have
some absolute knowledge of the nature of thesgshifhis is the epistemic interpretation. But |
don't see how this epistemic interpretation relatete absolute that you seem to be pointing to.

So | think you might be referring to some metaptgisabsolute. By this | mean you are asking
the question: what is the content of ultimate tgalOr what is ultimately real?

And while this is a metaphysical question, therthesfurther epistemic question: How would we
know what was ultimately real?

Graham




29 March 2008

Graham: You say "To know 'our universe' or ‘concrete otgeor 'ideas' to be what they are".
This assumes that we do know 'our universe ..etahmat they are'. But we might be wrong.

Regards the nature of all things (Everything),ptssible to know for certain when we're wrong.
Is something happening right now? Wouldn't aerafit to falsify it prove it's true?

You'll need to simplify things if you wish to get absolute truths. | notice you have a habit of
doubling categories. For example:

Everything means all actual things. So a unicornas part of everything, assuming unicorns are
not actually existing things. But representatiohsimcorns are part of everything.

Things.... becomes actual or not-actual.

A cause is whatever is sufficient for somethingxist. (A match is not necessary to cause a fire,
fire can be caused by a spark, but a match isaefit.)

Causes..... becomes sufficient or necessary.

By this | mean you are asking the question: wh#tescontent of ultimate reality? Or what is
ultimately real? And while this is a metaphysicaégtion, there is the further epistemic question:
How would we know what was ultimately real?

Questions.... becomes metaphysical or epistemic.

Occam's Razor, isn't it?

Graham: what is the content of ultimate reality?

Things. Or causes. Same thing.

Graham: Or what is ultimately real?
Kelly: Everything.
Graham: How would we know what was ultimately real?

We'd have to use absolute logical truths, like "sthimg is happening". And logical definitions
that don't contradict themselves.

Kelly




29 March 2008
Hi Kelly

Kelly: Regards the nature of all things (Everything} gossible to know for certain when we're
wrong.

| don't see how. Consider 'global scepticism'. Himmwve know that we are not in the Matrix?

Kelly: You'll need to simplify things if you wish to gefbsolute truths.

What makes you inclined to believe that absolutthtrs simple?

Kelly: I notice you have a habit of doubling categoriesr example:

Graham: Everything means all actual things. So a unicisrnot part of everything, assuming
unicorns are not actually existing things. But repentations of unicorns are part of everything.

Kelly: Things.... becomes actual or not-actual.

Graham: A cause is whatever is sufficient for somethmgxist. (A match is not necessary to
cause a fire, fire can be caused by a spark, baag&h is sufficient.)

Kelly: Causes..... becomes sufficient or necessary.

Graham: By this | mean you are asking the question: whale content of ultimate reality? Or
what is ultimately real? And while this is a metggiloal question, there is the further epistemic
guestion: How would we know what was ultimately?ea

Kelly: Questions.... becomes metaphysical or epistemic.
Occam's Razor, isn't it?

Occam suggest that we should not multiply entitiegond necessity. But | take your point about
my propensity to divide things into two optiongjuess | am pointing to distinctions | think are
relevant.




Graham: what is the content of ultimate reality?
Kelly: Things. Or causes. Same thing.

Do you see the force of gravity as a thing? It setarbe a cause, but is it a thing?

Graham: Or what is ultimately real?
Kelly: Everything.

Maybe, as long as you are only including the "utiehy real” in your list of "everything".

Graham: How would we know what was ultimately real?

Kelly: We'd have to use absolute logical truths, likemgthing is happening”. And logical
definitions that don't contradict themselves.

But would we have to stop at these absolute lograéths and logical definitions and say that we
cannot know any more than these? Or would thessobee way to know more about ultimate
reality than just these absolute logical truths lagical definitions?

Graham




30 March 2008
Hi Graham,

Kelly: Regards the nature of all things (Everything} gossible to know for certain when we're
wrong.

Graham: | don't see how. Consider 'global scepticism'wHio we know that we are not in the
Matrix?

Whatever it is we are experiencing, can be desdrasea thing.

Still part of Everything. Still the same nature.

Kelly: You'll need to simplify things if you wish to gebsolute truths.
Graham: What makes you inclined to believe that absdiuith is simple?

Absolute truth about Everything *is* simple. Evérytg includes all possible things. What could
be simpler?

Graham: what is the content of ultimate reality?
Kelly: Things. Or causes. Same thing.
Graham: Do you see the force of gravity as a thing? #ree to be a cause, but is it a thing?

It exists, so it's a thing.




Graham: Or what is ultimately real?
Kelly: Everything.

Graham: Maybe, as long as you are only including theifnétely real" in your list of
"everything".

Is a cup ultimately real? Is it not existing relatito ... the observer, the cup's environment, the
spectrum of light .... it total, in relation to eything it isn't?

Therefore, only the totality of all things that gamssibly exist, the Totality itself, can be
ultimately real. It's absolute.

Totality is what | meant by Everything.

Graham: How would we know what was ultimately real?

Kelly: We'd have to use absolute logical truths, likemigthing is happening”. And logical
definitions that don't contradict themselves.

Graham: But would we have to stop at these absolute &draths and logical definitions and
say that we cannot know any more than these? Oldvtbare be some way to know more about
ultimate reality than just these absolute logicalths and logical definitions?

We can use absolute logical truths, and logicahdedns, as tools to point to Ultimate Reality.
It's like using a relative logical definition, likéA hammer is a hand-tool that drives nails into
wood.' Only absolute.

Kelly




30 March 2008

Graham: Everything means all actual things. So a unic@rnot part of everything, assuming
unicorns are not actually existing things. But repentations of unicorns are part of everything.

Is one kilometre length really one kilometre lor§@mpared to what?

Graham: A cause is whatever is sufficient for somethmgxist. (A match is not necessary to
cause a fire, fire can be caused by a spark, bmbagch is sufficient.)

How about the absence of not-spark in the saméidocas a spark - is that a necessary or a
sufficient cause for a fire?

Graham: By this | mean you are asking the question: whale content of ultimate reality? Or
what is ultimately real? And while this is a metggilsal question, there is the further epistemic
guestion: How would we know what was ultimately?ea

Perhaps you can recall to mind the perspectiveuged to tell the difference between
metaphysical and epistemic. Now what would you ttedt perspective ?

Kelly




30 March 2008
Hi Kelly

Kelly: Absolute truth about Everything *is* simple. Ey#fting includes all possible things. What
could be simpler?

Are you suggesting that all possible things acyuatist?

Graham: what is the content of ultimate reality?

Kelly: Things. Or causes. Same thing.

Graham: Do you see the force of gravity as a thing? #ree to be a cause, but is it a thing?
Kelly: It exists, so it's a thing.

Is justice a thing? If it is you are using a braadiefinition of ‘'thing' than | am.

Graham: Or what is ultimately real?
Kelly: Everything.

Graham: Maybe, as long as you are only including theitnétely real" in your list of
"everything".

Kelly: Is a cup ultimately real? Is it not existing réiee to ... the observer, the cup's environment,
the spectrum of light .... it total, in relation éwerything it isn't?

Therefore, only the totality of all things that cpossibly exist, the Totality itself, can be
ultimately real. It's absolute.

Totality is what | meant by Everything.

So you are saying that things that could possikistebut don't actually exist are still part of
ultimate reality... Other people might want to fagt what is ultimately real is just what
has/does/will exist, but that which has never/duo&sdwill never exist is not part of ultimate
reality.

For me the distinction between "actual" and "pdssiut not actual” is central to the question of
what is ultimately real.




Graham: How would we know what was ultimately real?

Kelly: We'd have to use absolute logical truths, likemigthing is happening”. And logical
definitions that don't contradict themselves.

Graham: But would we have to stop at these absolute &draths and logical definitions and
say that we cannot know any more than these? Oldvtbare be some way to know more about
ultimate reality than just these absolute logicalths and logical definitions?

Kelly: We can use absolute logical truths, and logicafinitions, as tools to point to Ultimate
Reality. It's like using a relative logical defiloin, like, ‘A hammer is a hand-tool that driveslsai
into wood." Only absolute.

| think you are pointing to the distinction betwesmalytic truths and synthetic truths see:
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/analytic-synttyeti

Graham




30 March 2008

Graham: Everything means all actual things. So a unic@rnot part of everything, assuming
unicorns are not actually existing things. But repentations of unicorns are part of everything.

Kelly: Is one kilometre length really one kilometre I8mM@ompared to what?

Again this might point to the distinction betweeralytic and synthetic truth. See:
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/analytic-synttyeti

Graham: A cause is whatever is sufficient for somethmgxist. (A match is not necessary to
cause a fire, fire can be caused by a spark, baag&h is sufficient.)

Kelly: How about the absence of not-spark in the saroation as a spark - is that a necessary or
a sufficient cause for a fire?

Depends what you mean by the absence of a non:gpaltkck is an non-spark, so is a flower. So
do you mean the absence of a duck or a flowerarséime location as a spark?

Or do you mean by "the absence of a non-sparkaekspnd if you do then it is still sufficient but
not necessary for a fire.

Graham: By this | mean you are asking the question: whahe content of ultimate reality? Or
what is ultimately real? And while this is a metggpisal question, there is the further epistemic
question: How would we know what was ultimately?ea

Kelly: Perhaps you can recall to mind the perspective ysed to tell the difference between
metaphysical and epistemic. Now what would youtbali perspective ?

Metaphysical questions are questions about whatimately real. But metaphysicians might be
wrong when they answer such questions.

Epistemological questions then arise, such as:dmWwknow that | have got knowledge about
what is ultimately real (as opposed to mere opibaut what is ultimately real)?

So metaphysics sets aside the question: "how dowkhat | have knowledge?" and simply asks
the question: what is ultimately real?

Graham




30 March 2008
Hi Graham,

Kelly: Absolute truth about Everything *is* simple. Ey#fting includes all possible things. What
could be simpler?

Graham: Are you suggesting that all possible things altjuexist?
No, that all things that can possibly exist, mageEyerything.

Existence, as | see it, refers to things.

Graham: Is justice a thing? If it is you are using a bd& definition of 'thing' than | am.
Yes, justice is a thing.

Thing is the basic, fundamental abstraction, thatlwe used in any situation. It can be applied to
anything that any consciousness can imagine.

This is why 'Everything' has such a profound megnin

Graham: So you are saying that things that could possibigt, but don't actually exist are still
part of ultimate reality... Other people might wantsay that what is ultimately real is just what
has/does/will exist, but that which has never/duaswill never exist is not part of ultimate
reality.

A concept like, a married bachelor, or anything'thianpossible, is similar to a unicorn-thing in
that it has some form in consciousness. It's ol®looonsense, but nonsense is still a thing. It's
distinct.




Graham: For me the distinction between "actual" and "pbsbut not actual" is central to the
guestion of what is ultimately real.

| think you may be looking at Ultimate Reality athing of some kind. That'd be a mistake.
A thing, meaning something finite and short of stmmey else, is necessarily not all things.

But Ultimate Reality must include all, else it istitUltimate. Something else would still exist
'‘beyond it', if it were finite.

Graham: How would we know what was ultimately real?

Kelly: We'd have to use absolute logical truths, likemgthing is happening”. And logical
definitions that don't contradict themselves.

Graham: But would we have to stop at these absolute &draths and logical definitions and
say that we cannot know any more than these? Oldwbare be some way to know more about
ultimate reality than just these absolute logicaths and logical definitions?

Kelly: We can use absolute logical truths, and logicafinitions, as tools to point to Ultimate
Reality. It's like using a relative logical defiloin, like, ‘A hammer is a hand-tool that driveslsai
into wood." Only absolute.

Graham: | think you are pointing to the distinction bewmeanalytic truths and synthetic truths
see:
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/analytic-syntleéti

Yes, an absolute logical truth is a synthéidit: analytic] truth, that is about Everything, and
verified using deductive reasoning. It's not vedfusing empirical evidence, or by relation to
other finite things.




Graham: A cause is whatever is sufficient for somethmgxist. (A match is not necessary to
cause a fire, fire can be caused by a spark, buag&h is sufficient.)

Kelly: How about the absence of not-spark in the saroation as a spark - is that a necessary or
a sufficient cause for a fire?

Graham: Depends what you mean by the absence of a nak-spauck is an non-spark, so is a
flower. So do you mean the absence of a duck lomeef in the same location as a spark?

Anything that's not a spark.

Graham: Or do you mean by "the absence of a non-spadgjak, and if you do then it is still
sufficient but not necessary for a fire.

Okay. So if we look at causes in that scientifioimer, then no causes can be said to be sufficient,
since causal relationships can never be establisitectertainty. We are looking for definitive,
certain, logical truths here. Thus, we have to labthe causes for things using synthptit:
analytic] statements.

For example, 'things are finite', therefore 'nmghexists in isolation', and therefore, 'the total
causes for a thing are everything else'.

Once we see all things as causes, then it's ¢laathe Universe cannot have a beginning.

Kelly: Perhaps you can recall to mind the perspective ysed to tell the difference between
metaphysical and epistemic. Now what would youtball perspective ?

Graham: Metaphysical questions are questions about whaltimately real. But metaphysicians
might be wrong when they answer such questions.

Epistemological questions then arise, such as: dowknow that | have got knowledge about
what is ultimately real (as opposed to mere opirabout what is ultimately real)?

So metaphysics sets aside the question: "how dow khat | have knowledge?" and simply asks
the question: what is ultimately real?

So the perspective you're using to define theseypes of questions comes down to:
metaphysical? epistemic?

| notice they're presented definitively, as absotuiths.

I'm just trying to see how you draw a conclusionwhwhat's absolutely true. Or were you just
guessing?

Kelly






1 April 2008
Hi Kelly,

Kelly: Absolute truth about Everything *is* simple. Ey#fting includes all possible things. What
could be simpler?

Graham: Are you suggesting that all possible things altjuexist?
Kelly: No, that all things that can possibly exist, makeEverything.

Okay, you have a different understanding of "eveng". If | was asked to list "everything" in my
kitchen, | would not include on the list thingsttla@ae not actually in my kitchen, but could have
been in my kitchen. | would only list the thingsaithvere actually in my kitchen. So the painting
“The Mona Lisa" would not be on the list, even thlouit could have been in my kitchen.

Kelly: Existence, as | see it, refers to things.
Graham: Is justice a thing? If it is you are using a baea definition of ‘thing' than | am.
Kelly: Yes, justice is a thing.

Thing is the basic, fundamental abstraction, thet be used in any situation. It can be applied to
anything that any consciousness can imagine.

This is why 'Everything' has such a profound megnin

Okay, so you do have a different understandindgn@ftord "everything".




Graham: So you are saying that things that could possaigt, but don't actually exist are still
part of ultimate reality... Other people might waotsay that what is ultimately real is just what
has/does/will exist, but that which has never/duaswill never exist is not part of ultimate
reality.

Kelly: A concept like, a married bachelor, or anythitgts impossible, is similar to a
unicorn-thing in that it has some form in conscimess. It's obviously nonsense, but nonsense is
still a thing. It's distinct.

Graham: For me the distinction between "actual" and "pbsbut not actual" is central to the
guestion of what is ultimately real.

Kelly: I think you may be looking at Ultimate Realityaathing of some kind. That'd be a mistake.
A thing, meaning something finite and short of gbimg else, is necessarily not all things.

| assume you saying that although Ultimate Re#itye totality of things, it is wrong to say that
the Ultimate Reality itself is a thing.

Kelly: But Ultimate Reality must include all, else inist Ultimate.

| guess | would say that | don't want my list ofatirs Ultimately Real to include everything (in
your sense of the word) because | don't want "rappearances” or "mere possibilities" to be on
the list.

Kelly: Something else would still exist '‘beyond itit Were finite.
Graham: How would we know what was ultimately real?

Kelly: We'd have to use absolute logical truths, likemgthing is happening”. And logical
definitions that don't contradict themselves.

Graham: But would we have to stop at these absolute &draths and logical definitions and
say that we cannot know any more than these? Oldwbere be some way to know more about
ultimate reality than just these absolute logicatts and logical definitions?




Kelly: We can use absolute logical truths, and logicgfimitions, as tools to point to Ultimate
Reality. It's like using a relative logical defii, like, ‘A hammer is a hand-tool that driveslgai
into wood.' Only absolute.

Graham: | think you are pointing to the distinction be®veanalytic truths and synthetic truths
see:
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/analytic-syntloéti

Kelly: Yes, an absolute logical truth is a synthetidhriiedit: analytic] that is about Everything,
and verified using deductive reasoning. It's naifie® using empirical evidence, or by relation to
other finite things.

Do you really mean absolute logical truth is a Bgtit truth or an analytic truth?

The relationship between logical truth and analtith (or synthetic truth) is very interesting.
See:

http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/logical-truth/

http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/analytic-synttieti




Graham: A cause is whatever is sufficient for somethmgxist. (A match is not necessary to
cause a fire, fire can be caused by a spark, buag&h is sufficient.)

Kelly: How about the absence of not-spark in the saroation as a spark - is that a necessary or
a sufficient cause for a fire?

Graham: Depends what you mean by the absence of a nak-spauck is an non-spark, so is a
flower. So do you mean the absence of a duck lomeef in the same location as a spark?

Kelly: Anything that's not a spark.

If a non-spark is "anything that is not a sparkért | don't see how | can make any statement
about necessary or sufficient causes of fire.

Graham: Or do you mean by "the absence of a non-spadgjak, and if you do then it is still
sufficient but not necessary for a fire.

Kelly: Okay. So if we look at causes in that scientifenner, then no causes can be said to be
sufficient, since causal relationships can neveesiablished with certainty. We are looking for
definitive, certain, logical truths here. Thus, heve to look at the causes for things using
synthetic statements.

For example, 'things are finite', therefore 'nonpiexists in isolation’, and therefore, 'the total
causes for a thing are everything else'.

Once we see all things as causes, then it's clesrthe Universe cannot have a beginning.

Some philosophers take the position that not hihggs" (in your sense of the term) are causes.
For example it is not clear to some how the trathsxathematics cause anything to occur in the
universe. For example how does the mathematictd that 2 + 2 = 4 make anything happen in
the world?




Kelly: Perhaps you can recall to mind the perspective ysed to tell the difference between
metaphysical and epistemic. Now what would youtbali perspective ?

Graham: Metaphysical questions are questions about whattimately real. But metaphysicians
might be wrong when they answer such questions.

Epistemological questions then arise, such as: dowknow that | have got knowledge about
what is ultimately real (as opposed to mere opirabout what is ultimately real)?

So metaphysics sets aside the question: "how dow khat | have knowledge?" and simply asks
the question: what is ultimately real?

Kelly: So the perspective you're using to define thesetypes of questions comes down to:
metaphysical? epistemic?

| guess | am just trying to make it clear what duesis being asked.

Kelly: | notice they're presented definitively, as abselruths.

I'm just trying to see how you draw a conclusioowhwhat's absolutely true. Or were you just
guessing?

| don't know what is absolutely true. But | am met&ted in the question!

Graham




1 April 2008

Kelly: Absolute truth about Everything *is* simple. Ey#fing includes all possible things. What
could be simpler?

Graham: Are you suggesting that all possible things altjuexist?
Kelly: No, that all things that can possibly exist, makeEverything.

Graham: Okay, you have a different understanding of "gtreng". If | was asked to list
"everything" in my kitchen, | would not include thie list things that are not actually in my
kitchen, but could have been in my kitchen. | wowlly list the things that were actually in my
kitchen. So the painting "The Mona Lisa" would beton the list, even though it could have been
in my kitchen.

But there could be carrots singing sea-shantigsum kitchen cupboards at midnight for all you
know.

What would you call an idea? Is it an actual, eéxgsthing, or not?

What is actual ? Is it based on empirical evidgmd®ch is uncertain), or a consensus reality
(which is equally if not more uncertain)?

Graham: | assume you saying that although Ultimate Rgastthe totality of things, it is wrong
to say that the Ultimate Reality itself is a thing.

Yes. The Totality cannot be a thing, because attsinby definition, finite.




Kelly: But Ultimate Reality must include all, else itnist Ultimate.

Graham: | guess | would say that | don't want my lisindfat is Ultimately Real to include
everything (in your sense of the word) becausenltdeant "mere appearances” or "mere
possibilities" to be on the list.

You are really saying, | think, that you wish todigsolutely certain of what is ultimately real.

But one cannot be absolutely certain that a speiciferpretation of what's happening is really the
truth, as you pointed out with the Matrix idea. Buait matter, a spark or a match may turn out,
with new evidence, not to be a spark or a matck. 'Stientific' identities projected onto
experiences are fundamentally uncertain. They'esggs.

So, to be absolutely certain, we cannot use séierdentities, like | mentioned this evening at
the philosophy discussion. We have to use, anagitements. | mistook the difference in my last
email, where | said synthetic truth - sorry abdat t

Kelly: Yes, an absolute logical truth is a synthetici{eanalytic] truth, that is about Everything,
and verified using deductive reasoning. It's notfie®l using empirical evidence, or by relation
to other finite things.

Graham: Do you really mean absolute logical truth is aagetic truth or an analytic truth?

Analytic.




Graham: If a non-spark is "anything that is not a sparitien | don't see how | can make any
statement about necessary or sufficient causaseof f

You can say a fire is not equal to everything else.

It's fairly obvious that things aren't responsitaetheir own existence, at that moment in time and
space.

So, what's ultimately responsible for a thing,vergthing a thing isn't.

Hence | call things causes.

Kelly: So if we look at causes in that scientific mantieen no causes can be said to be
sufficient, since causal relationships can neveesimblished with certainty. We are looking for
definitive, certain, logical truths here. Thus, have to look at the causes for things using
synthetidedit: analytic] statements.

For example, 'things are finite', therefore 'nonpiexists in isolation’, and therefore, ‘the total
causes for a thing are everything else'.

Once we see all things as causes, then it's clesrthe Universe cannot have a beginning.

Graham: Some philosophers take the position that nottalhgs" (in your sense of the term) are
causes. For example it is not clear to some howirtites of mathematics cause anything to occur
in the universe. For example how does the mathealdtuth that 2 + 2 = 4 make anything
happen in the world?

It may mean a bridge doesn't fall down from podcwations!

Though labels, including truths, aren't the onlyses for what is experienced, they're one of the
most significant causes for understanding and pée So, they do affect what happens.




Kelly: Perhaps you can recall to mind the perspective ysed to tell the difference between
metaphysical and epistemic. Now what would youtbali perspective ?

Graham: Metaphysical questions are questions about whattimately real. But metaphysicians
might be wrong when they answer such questions.

Epistemological questions then arise, such as: dowknow that | have got knowledge about
what is ultimately real (as opposed to mere opirabout what is ultimately real)?

So metaphysics sets aside the question: "how dow khat | have knowledge?" and simply asks
the question: what is ultimately real?

Kelly: So the perspective you're using to define thesetypes of questions comes down to:
metaphysical? epistemic?

Graham: | guess | am just trying to make it clear whaegtion is being asked.
Okay. I'll switch tack.
Is metaphysical = epistemic?

Right now, are you in a metaphysical place or astemic place?

Kelly: | notice they're presented definitively, as abselruths.

I'm just trying to see how you draw a conclusioowhwhat's absolutely true. Or were you just
guessing?

Graham: | don't know what is absolutely true. But | anterrested in the question!
Is it absolutely true that you don't know what lisalutely true?

Kelly




28 May 2008
Hi Kelly,

Sorry it has taken so long to get back to you,Hawe are my thoughts.

Kelly: Absolute truth about Everything *is* simple. Ey#fting includes all possible things. What
could be simpler?

Graham: Are you suggesting that all possible things altjuexist?
Kelly: No, that all things that can possibly exist, makeEverything.

Graham: Okay, you have a different understanding of "gtreng". If | was asked to list
"everything" in my kitchen, | would not include thie list things that are not actually in my
kitchen, but could have been in my kitchen. | waowlly list the things that were actually in my
kitchen. So the painting "The Mona Lisa" would beton the list, even though it could have been
in my kitchen.

Kelly: But there could be carrots singing sea-shantiegaur kitchen cupboards at midnight for
all you know.

Okay so | am making a distinction between the thitingt | believe actually exist, and the things
that | believe are not actual but possible.

Kelly: What would you call an idea? Is it an actual,s#xig thing, or not?

An idea that is being thought is an actually erptidea. But the thing the idea is about may not
actually exist.

Kelly: What is actual ? Is it based on empirical evidewhich is uncertain), or a consensus
reality (which is equally if not more uncertain)?

If one believes that there is a reality that existiependently from one's beliefs about it, then th
‘actual’ is that which really exist independentbni my beliefs. So, on this view, the 'actual'as n
based on empirical evidence or consensus reabtyaiS have been talking metaphysics. Now to
turn to the epistemic question: how do | know wisaactual' (in the metaphysical sense)?
Answer: | don't really know. But that is becauseVe sympathies for ‘global scepticism'.
However, other less sceptical people think thatame know what is actual.




Graham: | assume you saying that although Ultimate Rgastthe totality of things, it is wrong
to say that the Ultimate Reality itself is a thing.

Kelly: Yes. The Totality cannot be a thing, becauseraytis, by definition, finite.

Would you class 'the set of all real numbers' teray? If you do that would seem to be a infinite
thing.

Kelly: But Ultimate Reality must include all, else itnist Ultimate.

Graham: | guess | would say that | don't want my lisindfat is Ultimately Real to include
everything (in your sense of the word) becausenltdeant ‘'mere appearances' or 'mere
possibilities' to be on the list.

Kelly: You are really saying, | think, that you wishb® absolutely certain of what is ultimately
real.

That would be nice.

Kelly: But one cannot be absolutely certain that a sjpeciterpretation of what's happening is
really the truth, as you pointed out with the Matidea. For that matter, a spark or a match may
turn out, with new evidence, not to be a spark aradch. The 'scientific' identities projected onto
experiences are fundamentally uncertain. They'esgas.

Yes, hopefully, good guesses.

Kelly: So, to be absolutely certain, we cannot use $ifierdentities, like | mentioned this
evening at the philosophy discussion. We havedpamalytic statements.

Okay, but can we get from analytic statementsdstants true due to the meaning of the terms) to
knowledge about the world?

Kelly: Yes, an absolute logical truth is a synthé¢éadit: analytic] truth, that is about Everything,
and verified using deductive reasoning. It's naifiee using empirical evidence, or by relation to
other finite things.

Graham: Do you really mean absolute logical truth is a#hetic truth or an analytic truth?

Kelly: Analytic.




Graham: If a non-spark is 'anything that is not a spatk'en | don't see how | can make any
statement about necessary or sufficient causaseof f

Kelly: You can say a fire is not equal to everythingelss fairly obvious that things aren't
responsible for their own existence, at that moneiitme and space. So, what's ultimately
responsible for a thing, is everything a thingtsn'

Perhaps some of the 'everything a thing isn't' imgth responsible for that thing. Is everything
causally related to everything else?

Kelly: Hence | call things causes.

Kelly: So if we look at causes in that scientific mantieen no causes can be said to be
sufficient, since causal relationships can neveesimblished with certainty. We are looking for
definitive, certain, logical truths here. Thus, have to look at the causes for things using
synthetic statemenisdit: analytic].

For example, 'things are finite', therefore 'nonpiexists in isolation’, and therefore, ‘the total
causes for a thing are everything else'.

Once we see all things as causes, then it's chesrthe Universe cannot have a beginning.

Graham: Some philosophers take the position that nottalhgs” (in your sense of the term) are
causes. For example it is not clear to some howirtitbs of mathematics cause anything to occur
in the universe. For example how does the mathealdtuth that 2 + 2 = 4 make anything
happen in the world?

Kelly: It may mean a bridge doesn't fall down from poalculations!

Yes, there is definitely an interesting relatiopshetween mathematics and the world, but the
guestion is: what is that relationship? One wathitok about this is by using the concept of laws
of nature. Perhaps laws of nature are 'out therta world and it is they that cause a bridge not
to fall down. So, on this view, laws of nature aastuff to happen in the world. Now, we can
represent laws of nature with mathematical formuBag do the mathematical formulae actually
make stuff happen in the world or are they justvement ways for us to represent and/or
understand the nature of the laws?




Kelly: Though labels, including truths, aren't the onbuses for what is experienced, they're one
of the most significant causes for understanding) perception. So, they do affect what happens.

That is an interesting take on truth. | guessrktabout 'truth’, in a different way. For example,
consider me making a particular statement thatus'! | think of the truth of that statement as th
effect of my understanding (I got something 'rightbt the cause of my understanding (I might
think of something as true but that does not makee).

In contrast, | think you are saying that our idabsut the world, shape the way we see the world.
So, in that sense, our ideas about the world céagseorld to appear to us to be a certain way. If |
have understood you correctly, then you are n&irtglabout 'truth’ as | understand it.

(I think our different perpectives here might bglexned by different positions on the the
guestion of metaphysical idealism.)

Kelly: Perhaps you can recall to mind the perspective ysed to tell the difference between
metaphysical and epistemic. Now what would youtball perspective ?

Graham: Metaphysical questions are questions about whaltimately real. But metaphysicians
might be wrong when they answer such questions.

Epistemological questions then arise, such as: dowknow that | have got knowledge about
what is ultimately real (as opposed to mere opirabout what is ultimately real)?

So metaphysics sets aside the question: "how dow khat | have knowledge?" and simply asks
the question: what is ultimately real?

Kelly: So the perspective you're using to define thesetypes of questions comes down to:
metaphysical? epistemic?

Graham: | guess | am just trying to make it clear whaegtion is being asked.

Kelly: Okay. I'll switch tack. Is metaphysical = epistetRight now, are you in a metaphysical
place or an epistemic place?

First | will answer on the assumption that you asang the word 'place' metaphorically. If | am
asking a metaphysical question then | am lookimgafmetaphysical answer, so | guess | amin a
metaphysical place. If | am asking an epistemolagiciestion then | am looking for an
epistemological answer, so | guess | am in an @mslogical place.

Now | will answer on the assumption that you anagishe word 'place’ literally. If you are asking
"what is the nature of the place | am in?", thehdon't know!

If metaphysical idealism is true then the ultima#ture of the place | am in is mental, or in other
words, ultimate reality is mind.

But if metaphysical realism is true, then the ustteinature of the place | am in is independent of
my mental conception of it. Perhaps the ultimat@imeaof the place | am in is physical.



Kelly: I notice they're presented definitively, as albseltruths.

Kelly: I'm just trying to see how you draw a conclusadoout what's absolutely true. Or were you
just guessing?

Graham: | don't know what is absolutely true. But | anterested in the question!
Kelly: Is it absolutely true that you don't know whaalssolutely true?

I'm not sure!

Cheers Graham

o Back to Topo

/ﬁ.’éfﬂﬁ /o Ao




