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God, Freedom! and Immorta11t¥: In the uritique of Pure Reason
lmmanue contende & e L 1] rundamenfai concepts with wnich
metephysics 18 perennially concerned are God, freedon, and immortality.
Ha cplled then trenacendental ideas becsuse he felt thet we caanot
develop empirical knowledge of these concepts through sclentific inguiry
but must posit them out of some sort of inexorable intellectual neces-
pity as a sort of precondition for having an intellectual life at all.

My own snalysis suggests that these three concepts cam pe regarded
as limiting concepts for epistemology, etnics, and mesathetica, respec-
tively. Fresdon emerges when we transform the fuyndamental ethical
question "what should L do?" to the limiting question "what cen I
ultimateli do?" Analogously, immortelity emerges when we trangform the

undamen aesthetic %ucation nyill I be satisfied?" to the limitinf
queetion "yen I ultimately be satiBTied?* For Eant ragerded immortality
a8 necessaTy prifarily Ior the dianinf out of tne appropriate rewards
and punis.ments, which are so obviously maldiatrioun ed in this 1life.
And rewards aud pubisnmeuts ir an aftarlife ere ultimete satisfactions
ior dissatiefactious), Hence, icmoirtality, like freedom, amounts fo &
imiting concept, ouly it is essociated zost immediately wiih asathetics
tha iesue of s:tisfaction) rcther tnan ethice (the iesus of conduct).
nelly, yod emerges when we transform the epistemological question
mwill my apticipations beer fruit?® or "will my knowledge claima be true?®
to tne limiting guestion "Can my anticipaticons ultimately bear fruiw?"
or "Can ny kmovwledge cleims ultimately oe truef™ Jor ve might may thet
tne Iiolt of possible kuowledge 18 onnipcience, eid omuisciencs, if
persouified, is God. Ain etheist cen, of course, dispouse vitn tne per-
souificetiou end simply spezk of onuisciouice or evea just of tne limit
of possible knowledge rather tuaan of God. Idkewlee, ous cen spesk of a
11ait to poselible scvisfactions witnouu jositing eo giverlifes, & thua ocae
cea drop ine tes: “irmortelivy, if oue srefers, eud simply speck of tuae
linit of nossible estisfzciion.

uwewcomb's paradox sud cellules autozata: Tne relevauce of the fore-
gol.g TEMETES TO0 wie IGPicE 0l Lewcomo's paredox aud celluler autometa
toet Gnris Cole has brougnt up in the pages of thie journal snd at tne
meeting of this Sociwty L. July is tnat I suspect thau Chris is, in his
own way, invoking these three Kautian issues. For Newcoub's paradox can
be -conatrued aB pleyisg oIf the power of individual freedom agelinst toe
power of an oumaiscient being, wnile Chris's interest in cellular auto-
mata centers specificelly 6a its potentiel for enavliag us to creste &
sufficiently powerful artificial intelligence to enable us to solve the
probles of how to acnieve virtuel uviclogicel immortalivy.

Chris mignt meintain toat 2e wae not deliberately wrying to raise -
tne igsues of God, freedom, acd immortality. My poiut is toat ne has
nouetneless ggietentiOuallz rajeed them, Lif not iantentionslly. and they
are clecrly - € 0 e most 1mrouséeny isgues 1u metaphyslcs, regarilegs
of wnether one views tnem from a wheistic or ztneictic perspecsivs.
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Three (Commeants on Newcomb'!s Paradoax
(1) by Dean Imada

While noone was convinced to alter his original position, some common ground was found.
Chris Cole was the lone heretic arguing for taking both boxes, his argument is presentcd

below in his own words since my disagreement with its conclusions probably indicates

that [ don’t understand it fully. 4
Some of us suspect that Chris may have been solving a slightly different problem from '
the one the rest were solving, perhaps onc of variants in which we would also take two.

For example, in most realistic real world situations, we would probably not be 50

deeply convinced of the predictor’s reliability, and so the dominance argument

would have more force.

(In a real situation, we might also consider the possibility of there being sorme trick,

such that the boxes were actually be filled after the choice.)

Also, if it was very likely that would choose both boxes, then a high probaility

that x choosen, given that x is predicted does not neccessarily imply a high probability

that x is predicted, given that x is chosen, This may reduce the force of the expected

value argument, particularly if there is an ambiguiry in what it means 1o say that

the predictor is reliable.

Most of us also seemed to be planning our strategy now, for a future decision

conceming a yet to be made prediction by a yet to be centified predicior.

Werc we presented with already fitled boxes before the problem was presented for discussion,
it is possible that some of us may have been inclined differently.

(Besides the causality problem, it might have affected our assesment of the

in the predictor’s reliabiliry.) )

Keith Raniere points out that, under the assumptions of the problem, it may be missleading

to say "which should I choose”, any observer might think you were bound 1o follow prediction.
It might have been interesting to have seen the non-reverse causality argument challenged

in light of Zeno’s "time is an illusion” ideas as elucidated by Ron Hoeflin.

Or in light of James Hajicek's suggestion that the only observable universe is the one in which
the observer lives forever. (The ordy vutcome of interust W Schrddinger’s cau is the one

in which the atom does not decay) .

+

(2) by Chris Cole

From chris Fri Jul B 23:55:43 1988

Received: by peregrine.COM (4.12/smail2.5/09-24-87)
id AA24235: Fri, 8 Jul 8B 23:55:42 pdt

Date: Fri, 8 Jul 88 22:55:42 pdt

From: chris {Chris Cola}

Message-Id: <8807090655.AA242350peregrine.COM>

X-Mailer: Mail User’s Shell {6.3 6/25/88)

To: dmi
Subject: Newcomb’s paradox - my best argument so far
Status: RO

You are presented with two boxes: one certainly contains $1000 mnd the other might
contain $1 million. You can either take one box or both. You cannot change what
is in the boxes. Therefore, to maximize your gain you should take both boxes.

However, it might be argued that you can change the probability that the $1 million
is there. Since thers ia no way to change whether the million is in the box or not,
what does it mean that you can change the probability that the million i3 in the box?
It means that your choice is correlated with the atate of the box.

Eventa which procead from a common cause are corrslated. My mental states lead to L
my choice and, very probably, to the state of the box. Therefore my cholce and the

state of the box are highly correlated. In this sense, my choice changes the
“probablility® that the monsy i{s in the box. Howaver, since your choice cannot

changs the state of the box, this correlation is ilrrelevant,
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From chris Thu Jul 2 21:5%8:25 1987

Received: by peregrine.peregrine.com {(4.12/smail2.2/5-15-87)
id AADO812; Thu, 2 Jul 87 21:58:22 pdt

Date: Thu, 2 Jul 87 21:58:32 pdt

From: chrls (Chris Cole)

Message-Id: <8707030158.Aaooalzeperoqzinc.pcroq:inc.com>

To: dmi
Sub ject: Newcomb's Paradox
Status: RO

Whan I first heard of this paradox, I too argued strongly for opening only box B.
This 1s what makes this an interesting paradox, at least for me. I think the
amazing thing about this paradox is how easy it is to confuse ourselves with
arguments for opening only box B. I was very confused, sc I assume it is easy.

My argument was sssantially that I could "force"” the baing to put the miliion in
box B by deciding to pick box B. I also used words like "cause” or “determine”
instead of "force™. However, the plain fact is that you cannot force anyone to
do anything in the past. The past i3 done and over with -- you cannot changs,
determine, cause, or force it. Therefors, thera is no reason to lesve the thousand
in box A. You might as well take it. What is inbox B is not going to change.
One might argue that if you are the type of person who argues this way, then the
baing will know it and leave box B empty, so that if you are the type of person who
understands this and opens only box B, then the being will know this too and will
put the million in box B. Of course You can try to fool the belng, but if we
assume that the being can follow all of your reasoning until you have to decids,
then fooling the being fs out of the question. The paradox is no fun if we
assute you can fool the being. So we come to the conclusion that we can "force”
the being to put the million in box B by being rhe kind of person who decides to
pick only box B.

At least this is my best formulation of the argument for picking box B, Now,
Suppose ws are actuslly stending in front of the two boxes and trying to declde.
Suppose the boxes are tranaparent. HNow we ses either ons million or nothling in
box B and one thousand in box A. What should we do? Fresumably, you agree we
should pick both boxes. If you do not, I will have to discuss this with you,

So, assuming you do agreea you would pick both boxes, I now want to know why you
would pick only B 1f the boxas are cpague. You might arque that the paradox makes
no sense if the boxes are transparent, but this is not a real argument becayse I
am only asking what you would do IF the boxes ware transparent to point out that
you would open both boxes. If you would open both under this condition, how can
you poseibly justify opening only cne if you have less information? 1In fact, I
argua that the paradox makes perfect sense with transparant boxes. After all,
what about the above logic assumes that you cannot see what is in the boxes?
Suppose that you dogmatically decide to open only box B. Wouldn’t that guarantes
that there would be a million dollars in it? Wall, it might ... but when it
sctually comes down to picking, you would be pretty hard pressed to argue that it
makes any sense to forfeit the esasy pickings in box A. After, what’s in box B
isn't going to suddenly disappear as you open box A, unless you balieve in magic.
The point is, nc matter what type of person the being thinks you are, the being
made its decision and left the money. You CANNOT change that. When it comes time
to plck, you only forfeilt money by picking only B, If this is still confusing,
you might want to consider the case where the boxes are opague, but you have a
friend peek and write down what you should do. Then you pick and check 1f you
did what he wanted you to do. Since you know he will always write down that

you should pick both boxes, why bother him. Why not just pick both?

This paradox reminds me of the other gelf-referential paradoxes. The basic
problem is a meta-level versus level crossing. The exact analysis of this
crossing is not clear to me, or I would explain it to you, which would probably
be better than all this talk above. It is similar toc "this sentence is false™,
If you can figure out the levels involved, please let me know. This is probably
worth a paper in a philosophy journal, or at least a letter to Robert Nozick

at Harvard, who introduced me to the paradox.




(3) by Keith Raniere

Ta0 cecurrences are either coincidental or causal (correlated),
Occurrences ara caincidental if they have no mutual causes. Causes are
judged by physics; “A causes E” means we have a physics to expliin B
using A. We foras our physics by noting repeated occurcrencas and -
forming hypothesis to explain them. Dus physics 18 only as good as its
predictive validity based on past consistencies.

If one cbserves 100,000 consecutive quarter flips that are heads.
although theory assigns a .5 chance for ths ne:xt flip tc be heads, ws x"
might hypothesize a 2—headed quarter or some o-her physics tc ewplaia
our chservation and modify the theorized probability. A new physics i3
formed f{an old one viclated) based on both nusbar and velue of
occurreances. In othar words the number of occurrences needed to "
viclate our physics i3 a function of the value of our physics... if
one is guassing a coin flip preceded by ten heads, thav are acre
inclined to doubt their physics if thera is money involved.

For the purpose of discussing Hawcomb's parade:, ! am coing to
simplify 1t inta 2 3 stap precass. Step 1, the determination,. 15 the
pocint that the being maked 1ts decisicn on the partizip:zrt’s behaviar,

Step 2, the commitment., is the pavticipants Tinal chaice fove v EoER
boxes). Step 3, the reiclt, Ls the culcoma of tha pact:cipent's trial,
By the statemont of the problem the deterainaticn and the zz.mitaent
ar# correlated {certainly the baing has scfe sort of physizs to obe
the detarmicsatiznl. TFis maans that thay havae some Zomrci cause, [he
getarminatico is chroncicsgically befora the comaitmsat, thia 1aplaes
any Common cAaui® must ba at o hefoare the detecninaticn o else e
s2a raverse causality). [n elither case the conmilnent, by *the
astablishad physizs, is predatgrmiced {either the detarmi ation “suses
the commitment - a bug planted in the brain perhaos - ¢~ they ave
mutually caused). This means the statement of tha parade: ciataias an
inherent flaw, tha agssumpticn that tha participant has a choice at tha
commitiment peint when actually his/her choice was mada at o bafore
the detarmination. The gquestion "what would you choose to 2o" 1s
misleading and inapprepriate.

Suppose the datsrmination were made on color-blindness and i f
somecne ware not color-bling they could see both bu.es, or elde thay ]
could only see the “"cpagua box". This is ejuivalent to the fac-aden 1o
to the physics of astarmining coler~blindness) and we cia ses that the
individuals are forced to do that which is praduetermined. LT >ie wees
to ask a pa-son what cholce thay would make, they would wnswer that
there is no choice.

Like the “chickwe» and tha eqg9" parados, Kewcomb's parado:. i8
poorlv stated. In the "chiclken and the 2gg"” paraco:. tha arsaer 15 the -~
#9q - for all chitkens come ferom »ggs, but not alT €938 coar fica
chickers. This paradox should te rephrased as “which cera f.rst, tha
chicken, or th? chiclan 293", Newcomb'a paradox should be restatad as
“cav one make an absolute determination (up to physics) ep =Fsca
without taking away choice".

Everybody agrees to take both boxes if thera 13 ac history givea
on thair preparaticn. But the o2cpla who Stay with trhat ch:ice np
matte- what the value of the zhoice, cr tha wabe: of previeus data
points dany the poseibility of forming ancthar phvsice. To G-y thip ie
to use physici to dany the fo- maticon of physici. MMiw was Ay of sur
physics formed 1n the first place 7

If wa place the elixir of life in tha coagus be.:, in place of the
million doliars, and changs th» $1000 to %1, we can shed a differant
light on the problem. I one of the “two-Lo.ers”" uer @ sltt;ng ia the
audience watching the much valued elixir being distritutsd o ranay
one-boxers at a loss of only 81 (including his/her triends wha crane
smiling back to their seat), I bat that the situaticn would transfzem
many & two-bo:er inte a one-bouer. If it didn't, eventuallv tha 1
ona~-box#rs would be proven correct by longevity.

1T we lock at the Mewcomb “choice” in a different wady, we are
offe-ed the "chcice™ then, just as we are walking out the door, we ara
teld of the boies' preparation. Some ef us will realize that, at this
pﬁant, nothing can change the content of tha baxes. By tur current
it:::i::::n::iugs tale both... but... 1t's possible that the
rasulting 1m ou; “rT:ars. Causzlity may rander us temporarily insane
that some 1no~or.n? :ng out with cnly one. Ancther posEibilaty ig
meximwt conc:;:at fy aorce will pull the second box from our hand. The

Gy ANEwer s to recogrize, in all practicality, that
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the being never puts money in the opaque box and is therefore always
cerrect. 1 guess the paradox should include the fact that tha being
hea chosen correctly for thousands of people of both persuasions. To
prove thif pointi If 1 gave someona the Newcomb offer, 1 would have no
troutle quessing their *"choice". .

Arcther thought is whether we can figure cut the datermination.
tle live under the possible illusicn of free choice. Newcomb'’s paradox
t®ts UF @ phveics where we are unable to chocse (at least after the
determination). Tha question is can we witaess the inability to choose
e, Keirth jumps off a building and notes "Kerth is Talling...". If
there @xitts & method to d2termine what cur “choice® will ba, then we
tcr someore! should be able to ascertain the beilng's deterairation,
Suzh a perscn would do one of thrae things when presaonted with the
rlewcema offer: 1) Forget his/her information, never having it occur to
his/tear t> take bHoth boues..."0Oh gee I don't know what got into me..."
2) Wateh him{her)self make the "choica" no mattear what he/she
thinks..."I'm falling” 3) Choose both bhoxes.

ticte: The 2-boxers confess no expactation as to what is in the
opaque bou (1f they di1d, they would sither go contrary to pravious
data or end up expacting more from taking 1 boi) - indepsndent of the
previocus happenings., What sakas such a persen think thay can come up
with an axpectation of their behavior after tha deteraination 7 If we
don't have an understanding of the method of determination, than the
only accurate answer to the question of what wa would do is "I don't
know",.. much like the expectaticn of what is in the opague hox.

Ta summarize my thoughtss

1) Thare iz no choice at the commitesnt polint. This is Indicated
by tha physice of the problem. .

2) Tne baing either causes our behavior, or evaluates our Physics
function (that which causes us to form naw physics... &
function of value, and number of data points).

3) A rigorous statement of Newcomb's paradox should contain (if
it doesn't already) something like “the being has predicted
both types of behavier correctly”.

43 One can't have an supectation of which option they would
choose.

-

Biitorts note: Jor greater legibility, I urge
snyone submiitting material for Neesis to use
laxge, clear type.




" Troy hiain has
a lot on his mind

IQ test proves what many suspected:
He’s one in 10 million

By irene Gardner Keoney
Staf! writer

might say that Kelth Ranfere is one in a
milljon. _

He's s member of Mega, 2 high-IQ society with
& minimum requirement at the one-ip-a-million

Actually, the 27-year-0ld Troy resident is in an evets more
exclusive category. By answering correctly all but two
questions on & 48-question, sell-administered test, Ranjere
moved up to the rarified one-in-10-million level. To qualify
for membership in the Mega Society, aspirants must answer
correctly at least 45 questions. According o the society, that
corresponds 1o an 1Q of 176 or more. People of average
intelligence, by contrast, have IQs that cluster around a
score of 100.

A pumber of 1Q societies go beyond Mensa, the well-
known organization limited to the top 2 percent of the
population, or those who score higher than 132 on a standard
Stanford-Binet intelligence test. Each of these little-
publicized societies is more selective than the next.

The mastermind behind many of them is Ronald K
Hoeflin, philosopher and librarian, who has made an
avocation of forming Ineruslnll{ more elite clubs for
geniuses such as himself (he bas an 1Q of 150).

Hoeflin says curiosity about his own 1Q led him in 1969 to
Join the Mensa Society. Six years ago the New York City
resident founded Mega. Alter it grew (o include 28 members
— and lost some of its exclusivity — be restructured it to
include only two persons, Eric Hart of Long lsland and
Marilyn vos Savant of Missouri. Raniere is the most receat
member. All three will be listed in the next issue of the
Guinness Book of World Records. SR

{vos Savant, who writes the “Ask Marilyn" column for
Parade Magazine, is listed in the record book as the woman
with the highest IQ. Last August, Savant, whose sumame
means “learned person,” married Dr. Robert Jarvik,
inventor of the Jarvik 7 artificial heart)

Geniuses, apparently, are born, not made. Raniere says be
was identified early as a bright child. By age 2 be could
spell the word “homogenized” from seeing it on the millk
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carton. He was precocious in math development and says he
bad an understanding of subjects such as quantum physics

and computers by age &.

By the time he was 18, the Brooklyn-born genius says he
had exhausted the curriculum at his high school. He dropped
out of school and entered RPl where he simultanecusly
earned undergraduate degrees in math, physics and biology.
To do that he had to take 60 credits in addition to the 124
credits required for a single major. RPI spokesman Matt |

KEITH RANIERE ‘
... joins exclusive Mega Club !

McGuire termed Rariere’s three de-
grees “an extremely rare accomplish-
ment.”

Currently, Raniere works for the

state and is an independent education-
. al consuitant, .
He's not your genius.

Watchful blue eyes 1 out from
behind aviator glasses. His brown bair
is parted stylishly in the middie. He
has the physique of an athlete, which
he is. He was East Coast Jude

champion at age 12, tied with the state
record for the 100 yard-dash, is an avid
skier, swimmer and wind surfer. He
says he plays seven musical instru-
ments and also sings “high lenor” in
local musical productions, '

He also rides a unicycle and likes tor
juggle — ot pecessarily at the same
time. — but one gets impression
that this amazing young man, who
requires only two to fouy hours of
sleep, could do both — if he put his
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£ gitionaries, thesauri and
: 3 iculators, be says. Guesaing is
: --mﬁ&%hmmﬂq for

rzz%;%%ﬁéi o 3%%

Unlike withmmappllmu
are encouraged to use such reference

Try this one-in-a-million test

Some of the questions Keith
Raniere had o answer to quality
the Mega

A veral analagy asks;
1. m;mmmnumun

2.Toe’mhlohonumﬂh,h

3. Winter is % hibemate as
summar is 10 ?

A spatisl problem poses the
following question: ‘

What is the maximum number of
compietely bound volumes that
muwwmmm
trating cubes, considering
sw'::gn of the cubes as bounds
and counting only volumes that
are not turther subdivided? :

A numerical problem:

A crystal consists of 100,000,
000 layers of atoms such that
there is one afom in the first layer,
three in the second, six in the
third,
i,

s
3
-t
:
2
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