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(01)- David my friends know that throughout my life I've been obsessed by the question of
why something rather than nothing and many many people are as well your answer to that |
think I know I that there is an absolute being that some people you call God and and that God
IS a necessity to me that's that's a great that would be a great answer but I don't | don't see why
that's the case well first of all I wouldn't say an absolute being to begin with there would be no
article in my in my way phrasing it because absolute being you know a no vote no though you
see it's such a small question it's so trivial how to deal with it it's the classic question of
ontology many different strategies down the centuries have been employed either to answer it
or to evade it and very popular strategies right now in analytic philosophy or to say that it's it's
a mistaken question because absolute nothingness is just one possible state among an infinite
set of possibilities all possible and therefore the zero probability | reject that cuz it assumes
that there's equal waiting to to a state of nothing and every one of those infinite possibilities
right yeah well I don't have to correct you which is good it also mistakes nothing as a modal
qualifier as as being a physical state simply divorce your head off today I'm with you on that
well in a sense then you already accept the principle even if you reject it because if you're
willing to accept the existence of the universe as an ensemble of contingents yes the event
itself of the existence of such a universe is something that in a sense you have to leave
unquestioned you've just said it can't be simply one possible state over against another
possible state that is nothingness therefore that the universe exists at all carries with it it
would seem a certain logical necessity it's not nothing it's not nothing but I don't that I don't
then make the staff to where it becomes if there has to be some necessity is just this could
have just be the way things are the brute fact is as they say but you're using necessity in it
could not be that it will be illogical a contradiction of logic for it not to be the case now you're
using you're using the word necessity equivocally there the claimed necessity is not that it
need to it needs to have been the case | mean the universe necessity here is purely ontological
if the universe if all that exists is is a state of finite contingency and causal Socastee sequence
you you if you try to explain how that can come to be if we're asking question of possibility
why is there there something rather than nothing sooner or later in the deductive
peregrinations that take you towards an answer you're going to find that you have to make a
choice are these contingent facts grounded simply in more contingency along an infinite
regress or does there have to be that which is not contingent to allow for even the possibility
of the contender and it's a good question and the second | think is the is the logically
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inevitable correct answer for the simple reason an entire system of contingencies is itself a
contingent phenomenon the very famous arguments about this made by say have been Sina or
by by Aquinas but in a sense it's intuitively and then logically rather obvious an order that's
entirely contingent in its Constitution down to its uttermost first causes require a first cause
not just I don't mean temporarily first I don't mean prior but about the most fundamental calls
itself would have to be contingent on what it would simply be there well then it wouldn't be
contingent would it it would it would again in some sense be a factual necessity but does that
factual necessity explained itself any better than all the other contingencies of experience
which require dependency its factual necessity the same thing as brute fact is that another way
to say the same thing it would be in this case yeah but it would be a brute fact that would be
totally you would think modally impossible so I might agree with you that they have that first
cause and in in a logical sense not not at the necessary temporal sense | would agree that that
being some kind of necessity is is is it as a better feeling to it but | can't say that necessarily |
can't make that step that that first what's the alternative what you said that the the first cause
was a brute fact or a factual necessity that's the way things work I'm sorry | was invoking that
as a nonsensical answer I'm sorry a brute fact then that is a brute contingent fact is contingent
on nothing you're talking then about an absolute contingency it's it may be an attractive
premise

(01)- David, moji pratelé vedi, ze po cely sviyj zivot jsem byl posedly otazkou, pro¢ spise
néco je nez nic, a mnoho lidi na to také odpovida. Myslim, Ze vim, ze existuje absolutni byti,
,,byti/nebyti* patfi k clovéku, ,,realita/domnénka® patii k Vesmiru, a ,,existence/néco-nic*
patii k Bohu... ze néktefi lidé, kterym fikate Biih, a ze Buh je pro mé nezbytnosti, to je
skvelé, coz by byla skvéla odpoved’, ale nechapu, pro¢ tomu tak je, za prvé bych netekl
absolutni bytost. Za¢néte tim, Ze by v mém zpisobu nebyl zadny ¢lanek, ktery by to
formuloval, protoZe absolutni byti znate a ne hlasujete ne, ackoli vidite, ze je to tak mala
otazka, je to tak trivialni, jak se s tim vyporadat, je to klasicka otazka ontologie mnoho
raznych strategii dolu stoleti se pouzivalo bud’ k tomu, aby na ni odpovédélo, nebo aby se ji
vyhnulo, a v soucasnosti jsou to velmi oblibené strategie v analyticke filozofii nebo se fika, ze
je to mylna otazka, protoze absolutni nicota ( byl Buh pted Nicotou ? .., pokud ano, pak On =
zakon zmeénil stav Nicoty na stav Néco ... ja tomu fikdm Princip stfidani symetrii

s asymetriemi . Tj. Bih je Monostav ,,A*“. Zména piisla s tim, ze monostav se proméni na

A = A. tedy na symetrii ..., napf. hmota = zakfiveny casoprostor ) je jen jeden mozny stav
mezi nekone¢nou mnozinou v§ech moznych moznosti, a proto nulova pravdépodobnost, Ze to
odmitam, protoze to predpoklada, ze je stejné ¢ekani do stavu ni¢eho a kazdé z téch
nekoneénych moznosti jo jo dobie, nemusim vas opravovat, coz je dobré, také se nic neplete
jako modalni kvalifikator jako byti fyzicky stav jednoduse rozved’te hlavu dnes jsem s vami
na té studni v jistém smyslu, ?? malo srozumitelné...pak jiz pfijimate princip, i kdyZz ho
odmitate, protoze pokud jste ochotni piijmout existenci vesmiru jako soubor kontingenta ano
samotnd udalost existence ( udalost aktu ,,zmény*..., tedy zména stavu Nic na stav Néco. )
takového vesmiru je néco, co v jistém smyslu musite nechat nezpochybnitelne, prave jste
fekli, ze to nemize byt jednoduse jeden mozny stav oproti jinému moznému stavu, proc ne ??
ktery je nicota, takze vesmir viibec existuje nese to s sebou, zdalo by se to jako urcita logicka
nutnost, neni to nic, neni to nic, ale ja ne, ze ja pak nedovedu personal tam, kde se to stane,
pokud tam musi byt n¢jaka nutnost, anebo zakon, pravidlo prosté to mohlo byt jak se véci
maji, brutélni skutec¢nost je takov4, jak se tika, ale vy v tom pouZzivate nutnost, nemuze to byt
tak, Ze to bude nelogické, rozpor s logikou, aby tomu tak nebylo ted’, co pouzivate, pouzivate
slovo nutnost nepochybné tam proklamovana nutnost neni, ze to tak musi byt, Bih
neproklamuje nutnost, protoze On miize byt Cokoliv ...napft. stav Nic, které se méni ( pomoci



zakona-principu ) na Néco. myslim tim, Ze vesmirna nutnost je zde ¢isté ontologicka, pokud
vesmir, pokud vSe existuje, je stav konec¢né nahodilosti ? ano, stav Nic je nahodilost stejné
tak jako stav Néco a...a ob¢ tu nemohou existovat bez ,,Pravidla® o stfidani symetrii

s asymetriemi . a kauzalni Socastee sekvence vas, pokud to zkusite vysvétlit, jak k tomu maze
dojit, pokud se ptame na moznost, pro¢ je v deduktivnich proménéch diive nebo pozdéji
[spise nez nid, anebo obracené (?) které vas zavedou k odpovédi, zjistite, Ze si musite vybrat
jsou tato podminéna fakta zaloZena jednoduse na vétsi nahodilosti podél nekone¢ného regresu
nebo musi existovat to, co neni podminéné, aby umoznovalo byt jen moznost uchazece, a to
je dobra otazka a za druhé si myslim, Ze je Logicky nevyhnutelna spravna odpovéd’ z toho
prostého davodu, ze cely systém nahodilosti je sdm o0 sobé nahodilym fenoménem, velmi
slavné argumenty o tom uvedli feknéme Sina nebo Akvinsky, ale v jistém smyslu je to
intuitivné a pak logicky spise ziejmy fad, ktery je zcela podminéné ve své Ustavé az po své
nejzazsi priciny vyzaduji prvni pric¢inu ((*)) nejen nemyslim doc¢asné prvni, nemyslim
piedchozi, ale o nejzékladnéjsich vyzvach samy o sobé by musely zaviset na tom, do té chvile
= stop-stav.., kdy se uz nerozbéhl ¢as ; ,,vztahy* nezavisi ,,jeden na druhém® co by tam prosté
dobie bylo nebylo by to nahodilé, bylo by to zase v jistém smyslu faktickou ? nutnosti, ? ale
vysvétluje se tato fakticka nutnost Iépe nez vSechny ostatni nahodilosti zkusenosti, které
vyZzaduji zavislost zavislost neexistuje tam, kde nebézi Cas...jeji fakticka nutnost to samé jako
brutalni fakt je, Ze jiny zpusob, jak fici totéz, v tomto ptipade by to bylo ano, ale byl by to
brutalni fakt, ktery by byl naprosto, mysleli byste si prakticky nemozné s o Mohl bych s vami
souhlasit, ze maji tu prvni pri¢inu pric¢ina a nasledek muze existovat jen tam kde bézi ¢as (
pred Velkym Tieskem Cas nebézi, ale existuje tam ,,stav", existuje tam 3+3 D Caso-prostor ) a
v logickém smyslu ne v nezbytném ¢asovém smyslu bych souhlasil s tim, Ze byt néjaky druh
nutnosti je, je to lepsi pocit, ale nemohu fekni, ze nutné nemuzu udélat ten krok, ze to prvni,
co je alternativa, co jsi fekl, ze prvni pii¢inou byla hruba skute¢nost nebo fakticka nutnost,
takhle véci funguji. Omlouvam se, ze jsem to pouzil jako nesmyslnou odpovéd’ je mi lito,
hrubéa skutecnost, pak je to hrubd podminéna skute¢nost, nezavisi na ni¢em, o ¢em mluvite,
pak o absolutni nahodilosti, mtize to byt atraktivni piedpoklad

(02)- if one wants to avoid the other possible conclusion right but | don't see it is okay being
able to survive much logical scrutiny the question is not | mean that first brute fact if it's just a
brute fact like what I mean what sort of fact then would we be talking about ever it was that's
it doesn't matter the question is what what do you how do you characterize that do you must
you characterize that as a necessity if it's the first proof fact then | don't know if it's a
contingent first fact in it then it's contingent on something necessary so there is still an
assessable you haven't reached you well you've added that point that you need to keep well
that's because because everything that's contingent is contingent on something otherwise it's
not contingent if it's if it's not contingent and its self existent in which case it's logically
necessary self-existent I'm not sure it's a necessity that's a necessity that'd be a self existent
that could've been just the way it is again that doesn't make any sense because you in that case
self existence if it were simply happenstance rule if it were certainly the fact that yeah this
would this would be the sort of finite existence that an object possesses it would be it would
be an existence that nonetheless is contingent on being okay | accept this | want to go to now
the second the second big problem here and that is if you accept if now you got me I'm going
with you to the second point I'm saying there has to be something that his necessity in order
for the answer the question why is there something rather than nothing is why is there
anything at all there has to be something of necessity why then must that necessity be what
you and and the classical traditions have called absolute being wich is your definition of God
why does it have to be that why would reality the necessity of reality have to be that way



rather than some other way because the very definition of absolute being is absolute that is its
what's absolved of all the qualities of contingency is its medoc ssin by negation what is it that
makes something contingent that is precisely what would be absent from the necessary okay
we almost otology yep sure at the level of ontology it is almost tautological and there's no
reason it shouldn't okay because because it's precisely that tautology which should you think
you might think be a simple deduction of reason that's absent from a lot of okay so I | can go
there but then how do you put other characteristics on that that begin to look like your kind of
God because | | because the question is have you can layer onto that tautology a qualities that
you would call God because because you ask the question of the absolute not only in terms of
its ontological nature but the way it underlies the full range of human experience and of
experience of the existence of world and that would include the structure of consciousness the
way in which it seems to elude physical reduction the way in which it seems to be
preoccupied with transcendental ends as | said as long as you're asking the question only in
terms of ontology all you arrived at is the absolute and a rather vacuous sense perhaps
although that definition of absolute also has to contain you know an infinite capacity of being
so it's not it's not entirely vacuous but yeah it's devoid of all the warm and inviting features of
devotional theater but no no no no no picture of God is simply the product of ontological
deduction that's simply one of the aspects under which one asks the question of of the relation
of the finite experience to its ultimate ends or its ultimate source

(02)- pokud se nékdo chce vyhnout druhému moznému zaveru spravng, ale nevidim, ze je v
poradku byt schopen piezit mnoho logického zkoumani, otazkou neni, myslim tim prvni
brutalni fakt, pokud je to jen brutalni fakt, jako mam na mysli o jakém druhu skute¢nosti
bychom se pak bavili, kdy to bylo to je to jedno otdzka je co co d¢las jak to charakterizujes, ze
to musi$ charakterizovat jako nutnost, pokud je to prvni dukazni fakt, pak ja ne Nevim, jestli
je to podminény prvni fakt v ném, pak je to podminéné né¢im nezbytnym, takze stale existuje
hodnotitelné, Ze jste se k vam nedostali dobre, ptidali jste ten bod, Ze se musite dobie
udrzovat, protoZe vSe, co je podminéné, je zavislé na néco jinak to neni podminéné, pokud to
je, pokud to neni podminéné a existuje to samo, v tom piipadé je to logicky nutné,
samoexistujici, nejsem si jisty, Ze je to nutnost, to je nutnost, kterd by byla sama o sobé
existujici, coZ by mohlo byt pravé tim zpusobem je to znovu to nedava zadny smysl, protoze
vy v tom piipadé vlastni existence, pokud by to byla prosté nahoda, vladne, pokud by to byl
jisté fakt, Ze ano, tohle by byl druh kone¢né existence, kterou objekt vlastni, byla by to
existence to nicmén¢ zavisi na tom, ze jsem v potadku, pfijimam to, chci jit hned, druhy tady
je druhy velky problém a to je, jestli to pfijmes, kdyz mé ted’ mas, jdu s tebou k druhému
bodu, fikam, Ze mam byt néé¢im, co je jeho nutnost, aby odpovéd’ na otazku, pro¢ je néco,
spiSe nez nic, je pro¢ viibec néco existuje, musi byt néco nezbytnosti, pro¢ potom musi byt
tato nutnost tim, co vy a klasické tradice nazyvate absolutni byti, které je vasi definici Boha,
pro¢ to musi byt tak, proc¢ by realita, nutnost reality musela byt takova, spiSe nez n¢jaka jina,
protoZze samotna definice absolutniho byti je absolutni, to je to, co je abso Na vSech kvalitdch
nahodilosti je jeji medoc ssin negaci, co je to, co déla néco podminéného, piesné to, co by
chybélo v nezbytném ano, témét otologie ano, na urovni ontologie je to témét tautologické a
neni davod. nemélo by to byt v pofadku, protoze je to piesné ta tautologie, o které byste si
meéli myslet, Zze byste si mohli myslet, Ze je to jednoducha dedukce divodu, kterd ve spousté v
potradku chybi, takze tam muzu jit, ale jak tomu potom vlozite dal$i vlastnosti, které zacinaji
vypadat vas druh Boha, protoze Il, protoze otazkou je mit, muzete na tuto tautologii navrstvit
vlastnosti, které byste nazvali Bohem, protoze protoze kladete otazku absolutna nejen z
hlediska jeho ontologické povahy, ale takeé zptisobu, jakym je zakladem celé Skaly lidska
zkusenost a zkuSenost existence svéta a to by zahrnovalo strukturu védomi, jak se zda, ze



unika fyzické redukci, zptisob, jakym Zda se, Ze je zaujaty transcendentalnimi cili, jak jsem
fekl, pokud se ptate pouze z hlediska ontologie, vSe, k ¢emu jste dospéli, je absolutno a mozna
ponékud prazdny smysl, ackoli tato definice absolutna také musi obsahovat znate nekone¢no
schopnost byti, takZe to neni, neni to uplné prazdné, ale ano, postrada vSechny vielé a lakavé
rysy oddaného divadla, ale ne ne ne ne ne obraz Boha je prosté produktem ontologické
dedukce, coz je prosté jeden z aspekti, podle kterych se ¢lovék pta otazka vztahu konecné
zkusenosti k jejim koneénym cilam nebo jejimu poslednimu zdroji.

Je fantastické, jak lidé nemohou pochopit, co je ontologick& podminénost a co je nutné,
mozné, nemozné a podminéné. V dnesni dobé je smé&sné, jak lidé nevédi, co ABSOLUTNI
nic neni, nebo si to pletou s kvantovym vakuem. Nejlepsi kosmologické argumenty poskytl
Aristoteles, Leibniz, Platon, atd. A vétSina z nich byla ucinéna s ohledem na to, ze vesmir je
VECNY. Viibec nezéleZi na tom, jestli je vesmir véeny. Stale musi existovat prvni p¥icina.
Prvni metafyzicka pri¢ina.

< Neni tu pro m¢ nic zajimavého co bych komentoval

((*)) Pricinu a nasledek lze debatovat az v situaci kdy ,,bézi ¢as“. A to nastalo az po Velkém
tresku. Pfed Velkym tfeskem cas nebézel. (1) Piesto ,,tam* musi existovat ona ,,pii¢ina“, totiz
: pro¢ doslo k Velkému tiesku. (?) Velky tiesk je ,,zména stavu* ptedeslého plochého
nekonecného euklidovského prostorocasu 3+3D bez hmoty, bez poli, bez plynuti ¢asu, bez
rozpinani...a to na stav ,,po Ttresku®, kdy nastal opacny extrém : prostorocas je skokove
maximaln¢ kiivy ( plazma = vfici vakuum téch dimenzi, jen téch dimenzi ). A tady se zacCina
3+3D rozbalovat, tedy je zahdjeno rozbalovani ¢asovych dimenzi a to vnimame jako tok-
plynuti ¢asu ( my, hmotné objekty, pak putujeme ,,po Ease = po Casové dimenzi®. Cas nebézi
nam, ale my bézime po ném ). Nastava tvorba = geneze hmotnych elementi, rozbalovani
délkovych dimenzi . SoubéZzné s rozbalovani 3+3D plazmy — polévky kiivych dimenzi, se
sbaluji (') lokalni utvary-elementy do balickt-klubi¢ek vyrobenych z téch dimenzi a toto jsou
pak elementarni ¢astice hmoty, Vyrobené sbalovanim dimenzi. Takze soub&zné ,,bézi* i
globalni rozbalovani i mini-sbalovani dimenzi, coz je vyroba hmoty a poli fyzikalnich a...a
také vznikaji nové a nové zakony, které velkym tfeskem nevznikly naraz. Geneze vseho.
Velky Ttesk byl jen zména stavu kiivosti : z ploché do kiivé.
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((*)) Cause and effect can only be debated in a situation where "time is running out". And
that didn't happen until after the Big Bang. Time did not run before the Big Bang. (!) Yet
"there" there must be that "cause"”, namely: why the Big Bang happened. (?) The Big Bang is
a "change of state™ of the previous flat infinite Euclidean spacetime 3 + 3D without matter,
without fields, without passage of time, without expansion... to the state "after the Bang",
when the opposite extreme occurred: spacetime is maximally crooked (plasma = boiling
vacuum of those dimensions, only those dimensions). And here the 3 + 3D begins to expand,
so the expansion of time dimensions begins and we perceive it as a flow-flow of time (we,
material objects, then travel "over time = over the time dimension™. Time does not run for us,
but we run after it) . The creation = genesis of material elements, unpacking of longitudinal
dimensions occurs. Simultaneously with the unpacking of 3 + 3D plasma - soups of curved
dimensions, (!) Local formations-elements are packed into bundles-balls made of those
dimensions and these are then elementary particles of matter, produced by packing
dimensions. So both global unpacking and mini-packing of dimensions are “running" at the
same time, which is the production of matter and physical fields and nové, and new and new



laws are emerging that did not come together at the same time. The genesis of everything. The
Big Bang was just a change in the state of curvature: from flat to crooked.
JN 25.11.2021
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