Topic number: 4

The Possible Unity of Relativity in Relation to Positions in Space

[bookmark: _GoBack]If we grant the possibility of individuals to accept the reality of their individual, such as can be deducted from Empiricus “Outlines of Pyrrhonism”, we face the problem relativism and even solipsism. By accepting the senses as the measure of granting reality we can make a philosophical deduction from the scientific theories of Quantum Mechanics, General Theory of relativity and String Theory and use the deduction to try to find a unity in relativity and amend Empiricus outlines slightly.    
Sextus Empiricus presents in the less then famous work “Outlines of Pyrrhonism”, that humans are unable to know the essence of objects without the resulting conclusion being anymore than a judgement of its appearance. 

“And when we question whether the underlying object is as such as it appears, we grant the fact that it appears, and our doubt does not concern the appearance itself but the account given of that appearance...”  

Now, it is quite true that all can be doubted, no philosophy has yet been conjured without faults, inbuilt paradoxes or possibilities for relativists to create critiques; it is quite true, but Empiricus distinctly says, that “this we grant” to the appearing of sweetness via the senses. Now we can wonder, if some things can be granted, why not more? Indeed, why not all? If we, as Empiricus, place a human as the subject to the observation of honey’s sweetness, surely, the subject retains authority in making the definition of the honey’s essence subjectively as well. For example, if we, as the subject, judge the sweetness of honey, and accept it through the use of our senses, then the essence of the honey is sweetness – to us at least. By using the subjective human senses as the accepted measure of granting reality, we chain ourselves to this subjectivity, and have no limits for what we can grant real and if we want to grant as more than a simple judgement. Either everything is a subjective judgement then everything must be able to be accepted as ‘real’ by the subject. Either everything can be granted as true or nothing can be granted as true, for the subject in question at least.     
But what about the others? Now, the subject (let’s call him Dennis) can choose to accept the subjective reality of reality, but his good friend (let’s call him Junius Vegatus Brutus), whom also have accepted his own subjective reality to be real, does not necessarily share Dennis’ creation of the reality; their individual realities are different. This sounds a wee bit like solipsism, but in principle its relativism. Dennis tries to declare that the essence of honey is equal to that of the the senses, yet Junius Vegatus Brutus disagrees and declare it only to be sweet to the senses; the essence to be salty, even spicy if he please (doesn’t matter, as his individual reality is determent by his freedom to grant things real and create axioms as such). They face discontinuation, the absolutism of relativism make further interaction difficult. It can be illustrated as such:

If A is dissimilar to B, and B is deemed true
Than A can never be accepted as true

So if reality ‘Dennis’ is true, then reality ‘Junius Vegatus Brutus’ can never be true.
So how can this conundrum be solved? Well, though their realities must be deemed disparate to one and another’s their founding principles of epistemology are similar; both have accepted the senses as the measure of granting reality and axioms. This means that scientific theories based on mass external impressions can be used. 
Now via Heisenberg’s ‘Uncertainty principle’, given by Quantum Mechanics, no observations can escape the relativism of the individual subject. The position of the shown atom fluctuates from whoever watches it. It is a kind of an inbuilt anti-certainty-acquiring mechanism in the universe’s structure they thought. So far it seems that relativism wins, and Dennis and Junius Vegatus Brutus never get to share a reality by the use of Quantum Mechanics... damn. But wait! If the use of scientific theories has been granted to the creation of Dennis’ and Junius Vegatus Brutus’ problem, then we should surely use the best of these theories. Quantum Mechanics and the General Theory of Relativity are entwined into what’s know as the ‘Standard Theory” and this is perfected to include the force of gravity in the ‘String Theory’; this means that we have to take general relativity into account when dealing with the dissimilar relativities of Dennis and Junius Vegatus Brutus. Simply speaking, time is in the General Theory of Relativity relative to the position and movement of the subject perceiving it. It is the position in space time which creates diverse perceptions. Let’s apply it to the philosophic epistemology. Though it was said, that the position of the shown atom fluctuates from whoever watches it, we can now deduce that this isn’t the case; in fact, it is the different position of the watchers, which creates the relative results, not the internal or mentally difference between the watchers. It doesn’t matter that their universes of disparate – if their theoretical position in time space was similar (including same mass and volume) their perception of the atom would be the same, indeed, their very perception of reality would be the same!
This also means that theoretically identical men (with original identical views of reality) are fully depended on their contemporary position on space time, and thus their views of reality can be changed by this anomaly in positioning. To exemplify:

The Jack Sparrow principal
A pirate trapped with his ship in purgatory is copied several times to occupy every employment on the ship. One is made a captain, another made boatman and so on. Suddenly the constitution of the pirate’s now many copies change. The captain’s idea of perfection is raised, while the boatman’s (having to achieve this ‘perfection’) is lowered. Each copy adjusts to a new reality, and though they are technically still the same person, their disparate position in space time affects their perception ability on both appearance and moral. The captain, after seeing some (after his perception) poorly made knots, engage the boatman for his unfinished work. The boatman takes up the argument, retaining the almost same amount of stubbornness as the present captain. Equally well matched fights could take place due to their now different views and perception of reality. There will be an equal number of realities to the number of employed positions. 
So the principal states, that all subjects are relative to their position in space time or the universe, and not that the universe is relative to the individual subject.  ‘
So how does this affect the argument of Dennis and Junius Vegatus Brutus on the essence of honey? Well, since they have neither the same mass, volume or position in space time, it seems impossible to acquire the theoretical unity of realities presented in the thesis above; but a theoretical possibility for unity and an escape from relativism and as such solipsism is always preferable to no possibility at all. 
Instead, the conclusion of this thesis evolves around the relation between space and the subjective observer. We can deduct that: no existence can equal the perception of reality of another existence without being that existence itself – in relation to its position in time space and equal its weight and volume. Perhaps no amount of information can totally describe another matter without being the matter itself. And this is all due to their disparate positions in space time.
Now, if no amount of information can totally describe another matter without being the matter itself, we can conclude the cul-de-sac of trying to understand the meaning of life and the secrets of the universe. As long as we’re only a part of life and not all of it, its meaning will remain hidden from our sight. As long as we only attain a minute fraction of the universe’s matter, we can only dream of knowing the secrets of its entirety. A shame, I know, but unlike the early Wittgenstein I say we shouldn’t remain silent about these immense and mind-boggling questions; it is the very persistence of philosophers in the face of the inconceivable that makes them worthy of the title of bravery. It is their everlasting search for truth and answers that joins these different realities and perceptions; for though we all may disagree on the essence of truth, freedom... and honey, we have a common connection by these disagreements. We all have a different reality, and if we unite in all having a different reality, well, that doesn’t sound half that relativistic in the end; being bonded by our differences.      
In the end, support will be given the thoughts of Empiricus. The concluded deduction, about – the impossibility of information to totally describe matter without being matter itself – means that neither Dennis nor Junius Vegatus Brutus may be certain about the essence of the apple without being the essence itself; exactly as Empiricus professed. When they accept the reality of an individual reality, they are both free to create axioms and grant reality as they please, but this doesn’t mean that they have either more or less knowledge than before – they have only achieved the power to declare the information they possess for either real or not. For the subject, the truth of the declaration in relation to their knowledge is still unimportant due to the separate reality created and guarded, but objective essence of the honey remains unknown... except to the essence itself. But if was to achieve this state – to have the same volume, weight and position in space time as the essence, then one would actually know.   
Now if we truly which to continue this thesis in relation to human existence – since Empiricus said that it was humans which were unable to know the essence of objects without the resulting conclusion being anymore than a judgement of its appearance - we might have a secondary possibility for given a more firm answer about epistemology. If we accept, that it is only the human perception that carries importance, then we can declare all matters beyond our comprehension for non-existing. If we can’t sense the essence of the honey, and no humans can agree to a common constitution of its definition, then we could declare the essence of the honey to be nothing but our perception of its appearance itself – of taste, of flavour.   

I short: a critique of the relativistic argument of Heisenberg’s ‘Uncertainty principle’ can be used to deduct that ‘no amount of information can totally describe another matter without being the matter itself’, which reverted to the Empiricus argument creates the possibility for an amended version of his outlines: Empiricus expels the possibility for ever knowing the essence of the honey, yet via the thought experiment “the Jack Sparrow principle” and statement, that all subjects are relative to their position in space time or the universe, and not that the universe is relative to the individual subject, we can conclude, that it is theoretically possible to know the essence of the honey – if one could have same weight, volume and position in space time as it. So the amended version follows, that though the essence can be theoretically know, we, as humans, can never know the essence other than a judgement about its appearance.  

