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Thursday, July 28

Dialogue with a Neo-Buddhist: Individuated entities of knowing: Part VI
by Daniel J. Shepard on July 28, 2005 02:38AM (EDT)

Individuated entities of knowing: Part VII

[deleted materials]

[050716 djs] Regarding: We hear thering tone; that isour experience of our internal reality, it is
our perception, it arisesand passes away. | can understand how it isthe physical telephonering
arises and passes away since the physical isbut atemporary existence, sincethe physical had a
‘beginning' and thus most probably has'an end’, but | do not understand how it isthat the self
awar eness regar ding the experiencing of the telephoneringing also arises and passes away.

If self awarenessisnon-physical in nature and if timeisan innate characteristic of the physical,
Einstein, then if and when the physical 'ends time ends and with the end of the physical, it would
appear the non-physical, self awar eness, would, by definition, remain and ther efor e the self

awar eness of one's experiencing the telephonering would remain.

Thisthought process would seem to suggest your statement, '... it isour perception, it arises and
passes away.' isillogical.

Can you help me understand the error of my thinking?

[050717 cg] | understand your argument leadsyou to think that " the self awareness of one's
experiencing the telephonering would remain.” | understand you to mean that our perceptions
(or memories of perceptions?) exist forever within our selves; i.e., our eternal soulsare, like sacks,
filled with our experience.

Whilel think your argument isflawed, thereisaway that | can understand how (without the
attribute" eternal") 'our soulsarefilled with our experience' isan expression of truth. |
experience each separate moment and | may namethe flow of my experiencesmy " soul" .
(Alternatively, | may name that which experiencesthe present my " soul".)

[050727 djs] Regarding: ‘I understand you to mean that our perceptions (or memories of

per ceptions?) exist forever within our selves; i.e., our eternal soulsare, like sacks, filled with our
experience.” You are partially correct. Perhapsit would help for meto use your analogy of the
soul being aform of ‘sack’. The ‘sack’/soul containsthe experience, smultaneously the sack is
mor e than just a ‘container’. The soul/’ sack’ isthe ability to know, isthe ability to summarizethe
experiencesinto a unique form of perception defined by 1. the unique summation of experiencing
through traveling the physical, which begins at zero and endswith thelast experience of the
physical journey, and 2. the unique ‘personality’ of that particular unique ‘soul’ to process and
then form a unique spirit through the process of the mixing of experiencing with the unique ability
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to perceive.

In short the soul actsasthe ‘sack’ capable of uniquely processing experiencing. In short the ‘sack’
isfiled with unique experiencing from which a unique spirit emergesthrough a processing
conducted by the soul. | suppose one could say it islike baking a cake, water isadded to the mix
forming a unique solution which in turn is baked forming something entirely different from the
original mix.

Theideathat this‘spirit’, formed through a unique soul processing a set of unique experiencing,
eventually could smply ceaseto be, iswhat | perceiveto bealossof great magnitude.

[deleted materialg]

[050711 djs continues] To state unequivocally, supported by scientific validation - religious history
- and philosophical dialectic, that ‘multiplicity/individuality exists universally and interactswith
thewhole' isto state a'universal absolutetruth'.

[050712 cg] Soyou say.
[050716 djs] It isnot 'l' that saysit, it ishumanity, to the best of its ability, that saysit.
[050717 cg] |If you are speaking for humanity, then | am outside of humanity.

[050727 djs|Regarding: If you are speaking for humanity, then | am outside of humanity. Weare
all ‘outside’ humanity yet weareall ‘insde’ humanity. We are all individually unique as opposed
to being a ‘colony’ organism. In a society of unique individuals, humanity issimply a ‘color’ of the
summation of human action, a historical vector of past action leading to and through present
action pointing towar ds future action.

We cannot control past action nor can we control present action (the present does not exist in the
physical universe). We can only control what our future action will be and thus we have the ability
to shift the historical vector of human action. Thisiswhere our responsibility lies. Thisiswhat
‘freewill’ isall about.

It ismy ‘belief’ that the human historical vector of action cannot be conscioudly shifted if we do
not recognizeit, understand whereit is pointing, and consciously under stand how we can alter the
vector’sdirection. In addition, it ismy ‘belief’ that once we consciously under stand how to alter
the vector’ sdirection, the direction will not automatically change, the change will only occur
should we take the action needed to make it do so.

It isalso my ‘belief’ that this historical vector can only be consciously shifted if we expand our
under standing of reality for it ismy opinion that humanity, as opposed to the individual, defines
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itself in terms of itsunder standing of Reality.

[deleted materials]

[050716 djs] Regarding: What would your soul experience when we shook handsand | said,
"Hello," ?

Regarding: Would your soul feel my warm hand in your s?
Regarding: Would your soul see me?

Regarding: Would your soul hear me say, " Hello," ?
Regarding: Would your soul experience these per ceptions?

| donot mean to 'avoid' theissues but | am not suggesting that | am an expert in under standing
the details which exist regarding the spirit, the soul, the physical body, the physical univer se, and
total consciousness. There are otherswho could better answer your specific questions. Y ou might
begin by looking to the Theosophy Society, the Rosicrucians, etc.

For meto get into all theminutiaisto suggest | am an expert in the subject.

| am simply stating that 'truth’ exists and the basic truthsare: G-d exists, theindividual exists, the
physical exists, and nothingness exists. | am stating that 'nothing, that exists, islost, ceasesto be. |
am stating that all that exists not only exists but has functionality for if what exists hasno
functionality/meaning it doesnot exists. | am stating that all that exists, existsin a symbiotic
relationship with all elsethat exists. | am stating that we are capable of understanding what it is
we capable of purporting or questioning, namely: Where arewe? What are we? Why do we exist?
From wheredid | come? To wherewill I go? Why am | responsible for my actions? Do | have free
will? Is G-d power ful enough and knowledgeable enough to 'grow’ in Itsvery power and
knowledge? What roledo | play in G-d'sgrowth should G-d in fact grow? Etc.

It isthese base questions for which | feel | have as much expertise as anyone, as opposed to having
an expertise dealing with the questions the details details, intricacies, and minutia which
surrounds every aspect of the spirit, soul, mind, and body. | am a metaphysicist not a biologist,
physicist, or chemist. | am a metaphysicist not a priest, rabbi, or cleric. | am a metaphysician not
an epistemologist, modal logician, or epiphenomenalist.

My apologies, | wish | could be morefor you.
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[050717 cg] Thereisno need to apologize. But | do wonder how you create a metaphysical model
of reality that includes an eternal soul yet you find describing the functioning of the soul as

" details, intricacies, and minutia". Wemay or may not have direct experience of G-d, the
physical, or " the nothingness of non-existence", but our souls areimmediately accessibleto us
because our soulsare us, so we are each 'the expert' regarding our soul.

[050727 djs] There aretwo observational, literally ‘observational’, extremes one can take when
discussing metaphysical issues.

Thereisthe‘micro’ metaphysical discussion emanating from the point of theindividual, in such a
case, issuesregarding theindividual, are not spoken of in terms of ‘details, ‘intricacies’, and
‘minutia’, for theissues are personal in nature since we are each unique individuals and thus
uniquein our individuality. Issues, once taken personally, are no longer viewed by theindividuals
asbeing ‘simply’ thisor ‘simply’ that for the issues become ‘our issues, become, as| said,
personal.

Then thereisthe ‘macro’ metaphysical discussion emanating from the point of The Whole, in such
a case, issuesregarding theindividual, are spoken of in terms of ‘details, ‘intricacies’, and
‘minutia’, for theindividual, although significant, is‘aminutia’, isan ‘intricacy’, ispart of ‘the
detail’.

Leave Comment | Permanent Link | Cosmos

Wednesday, July 27

Dialogue with a Neo-Buddhist: Understanding - Step 1
by Daniel J. Shepard on July 27, 2005 12:06AM (EDT)

Understanding - Step 1

[deleted materials]

[050716 djs] Regarding: Perhaps, we can agree that there is the truth, "G-d exists"”, that does
not depend on us or any thing. I like your process, establishing what it is we can agree upon
but I disagree with your supposition. Perhaps we can begin by stepping back a little and
simplify what it is we agree upon and then proceed from there.

May | suggest we begin with your statement, break it down into its fundamental elements,
and then discuss each in order:

1. Truth exists.
2. G-d exists
3. G-d is that which does not depend on us or anything.
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I have no problems using the three as a beginning point. Seeing your statement dissected
into its components would you like to begin here or would you like to reorder and/or
change the three? If you have nothing to add, change, or discuss, | have some issues
regarding the above but | will await your initiative.

[050717 cg] Let's simplify. | agree:

1. G-d exists.
2. G-d is that which does not depend on us or anything.

If you agree, I'm ready for your issues.

[050726 djs] As| stated 050716: ‘| have someissuesregarding the above but | will await your
initiative.” So now | will say it: | have an issue with both the first and second statements.

Regarding: ‘G-d exists.”’Although | personally agree with the first statement, | would suggest
the statement cannot stand alone if it is to be anything other than a statement of personal
belief, a personal religion.

[Personal thoughts: Even Euclid began his establishment of Geometry with
understanding that the very first statement of Geometry is based upon a
‘common agreement’, based upon a consensus if you will, is in fact a
consensually agreed upon definition, namely: Definition 1: ‘A point is that which
has no part.’

It is from a willingness ‘to agree’ that mathematicians were then able to evolve an
interesting and phenomenally useful train of thought which we call ‘plane
geometry’.

It is from the first statement of definition that Euclid’s 13 books, Archimedes’ 13
most notorious works of geometry, and Apollonius’ three books addressing
iIssues of conics all evolved. If mathematicians had not been willing to agree
upon a first statement, no geometry would have evolved.

Having made the above observation, it would appear logical that to begin as
Euclid began could potentially produce a broader understanding of reality. As
such it would appear we should begin with a definition of ‘G-d’ upon which we
can both agree.

Regarding: ‘G-d is that which does not depend on us or anything.” Why is it that
humans make the assumption that God does not depend upon us or anything?

The question is simply a rhetorical statement of wonderment.
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My thinking leads me to the conclusion that we not forget the statement but
rather that we address the statement after we ‘define’ ‘G-d’.

Verbiage, verbiage, verbiage, | apologize for the verbiage.
Let me get back on track.]

Since this site is labeled as, Adding reason to faith’, I have no choice but to ask:

1.  Regarding your statement, ‘G-d exists.”: What possible reason could you have for making such a statement?
2.  Regarding your statement, ‘G-d exists.”: What do you mean by ‘G-d’? Define ‘G-d’.

[deleted materials]
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Tuesday, July 26

Human Issues - Science: The Universe - Purpose of the Universe

by Daniel J. Shepard on July 26, 2005 12:01AM (EDT)

The Univer se — Purpose of the Universe

Question
If symbiotic panentheism isnot the model describing reality than what isthe model that can do so?
I ntroduction

However if we do discover a complete theory, it should in time be understandable in broad principle
by everyone, not just a few scientists. Then we shall all, philosophers, scientists, and just ordinary
people, be able to take part in the discussion of the question of why it isthat the universe and we exist.
(Hawking, Stephen W. 1988, A Brief History of Time, Bantam Books, p. 175.)

Analysis

Symbiotic panentheism is composed of two parts. Panentheism —a description of the size of reality
and Symbiosis—a description of the action taking place within the whole of reality. Until the
advent of symbiotic panentheism (Shepard, Daniel J, The War and Peace of a New M etaphysical
Perception, Vol. |1, Tractate 12: Symbiotic Panentheism, Global Academic Publishing,
Binghamton University SUNY, Binghamton, New York) no rational complete theory regarding the
structure of reality hasbeen put forward which providestherationality necessary to satisfactorily
resolvereligious variance, philosophical paradoxes, and scientific dilemmas.

Panentheism has been with usfor along time. Panentheism alone, however, describes what reality
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Isbut lacks the description regarding the interactions occurring within reality. Panentheism
describesreality as being the whole of itself —everything is‘within’ the whole. All the parts make
up thewhole. The‘one' isthe sum of its parts. Thereforethere aretwo aspects of reality:

Thewhole:  singularity/oneness
The parts: multiplicity/I ndividuality

Remarks

The symbiosis aspect of symbiotic panentheism providesthe understanding regarding the
interactivity, which exists within reality. The symbiosis providestherationality needed to
understand the ‘purpose’ of the partsfound within the whole of reality to thewholeitself aswell
asthe purpose for thewhole of reality to the partsfound within theitself, found within the whole.

Leave Comment | Permanent Link | Cosmos
Monday, July 25

Human Issues - Philosophy: Significance - Human
by Daniel J. Shepard on July 25, 2005 01:36AM (EDT)

Significance—Human

Question

If symbiotic panentheism is not the answer to the question: What possible significance could an
existence as ‘small’ astheindividual have to something as ‘large’ asthe whole of reality, then what
iIsthe answer ?

If a seventh grade mathematics/science teacher working independently from academia s capable
of developing a metaphysical system capable of establishing a rational significance regarding the
individual, be it human or some other life form located within ‘any’ univer se, why do modern day
metaphysicistsignore perhapsthe most important question facing our specie?

Introduction
The modern condition was that man knew he was the culmination of evolution — science told him so —
but also knew that ‘tomorrow he will be surpassed,” which made life ‘ solitary, cold, and frightening.
(Watson, Peter, The Modern Mind, Har per Collins Publishers, 2001, p 274.)

Analysis

Man’s, theindividual’s, sense of eventually being ‘surpassed’ leadsto the sense of depressive
submission to fate. Such a state of mind, the state of mind that oneisonly temporarily important,
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isa state of mind, a state of perception, generated by a void placed into society by the shirking of
responsibility on the part the metaphysicist.

Past metaphysicists have concluded that under standing the significance of the individual in terms
of the whole of existenceis beyond the abilities of the/any individual, and as such metaphysicists
have either concluded that theindividual has no significance ‘within’ the infinite expansiveness of
thewhole of reality or that the significance of theindividual is, ‘relativeto’ the‘size’ of reality,
insignificance.

The reasonableness of such arguments, the argumentsthat relatively speaking we are both too
impotent and too small to under stand our significance within the whole of reality, and/or relatively
too finite to have any infinite impact upon an existence as ‘big’ asreality, appear sinconceivably
disputable. Having succumbed to appear ances, both metaphysics and the metaphysicists have
concluded the under standing of individual purpose became an irrational realm of study. Assuch
moder n day metaphysicists worldwide abandoned humanity’s holy grail of philosophy, namely:
What isthe significance of a man’slife. Theresult has been the subconsciousr g ection of altruism
on the part of the masses.

Moder n day philosophy, lead by modern day philosophers, isat fault for such a shameful state of
human despair .

Remarks

Appear ances, however, are deceiving, and those that succumb to the concept of our being limited
are destined to live with such limits. If oner g ectsthe temptation to cling to appear ances and
instead substitutesreason for appear ances, then one eventually realizesthat we, reasoning entities,
areunlimited in our abilitiesto understand what it iswe are capable of questioning. Thereisno
denying that it may take timeto develop an under standing of the questions we ask but the answers
are eventually discoverable.

Symbiotic panentheism isa metaphysical model that clearly and ssimply describes the significance
of theindividual. Theindividual isintended to jour ney unimpeded and through such traveling,
develop uniquely as a packet of unique knowing of such traveling.

It isthe very process of developing uniquely that ‘adds’ to ‘the whole of knowing' thus
circumventing Nietzsche' sdilemma of ‘eternal recurrence’ and thus nullifying Nietzsche's

per ception that ‘God isdead. (See: Shepard, Daniel J, The War and Peace of a New M etaphysical
Perception, Tractate 7 The Error of Hegel, Nietzsche: God is Dead, Global Academic Publishing,
Binghamton University SUNY, Binghamton, New York or seethetractate posted in thelibrary
at www.panentheism.com)
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Human Issues - Social: Human Violence - Religious
by Daniel J. Shepard on July 24, 2005 12:01AM (EDT)

Human Violence — Religious
Question

Symbiotic panentheism’s providestherational regarding the truly amazing significance of all
religions, which in turns allows the individual to become multi-religious. The question becomes:
Will the smallness of individual religious leader s be capable of opening themselves up to being
‘bigger’ than they presently are?

I ntroduction

A group of about eight to 10 armed men dragged villagers out of their homesin Nadimarg in the
disputed Himalayan province and shot them at close range, police and witnesses said. The dead
included two children.

The victims, upper-caste Hindus known as Kashmiri Pandits, were lined up and shot outside a
temple...

“The global war on terrorism will not be won until such atrocities end against all countries,”
Blackwell said in a statement...

The Himalayan province of Jammu-Kashmir isIndia’ s only Muslim majority state...

Suspected | lamic guerrillas have attacked Hindu villagesin the past in an apparent attempt to flush
out Hindus from the valley. At least 23 people were killed in a similar attack in 1998 in another
Hindu village. (AP-NY -03-24-03 06227EST)

Analysis

Blackwell impliesit is‘terrorism’ which initiates such atrocities but Blackwell isincorrect for it isnot the act of terrorism that lies
at theroot of the problem but rather the perceptual ideology that onereligion is more correct than another.

Per ceptual ideologies are an imbedded mechanism found within religions which religionsuseto
expand their numbersin order to gain power over ‘other’ religions.

Religions have the perception that if other religionsare not ‘the’ religion then they must bea
‘false’ religion.

Again it istheindecisiveness of philosophers, in particular the cowardly closeting of
metaphysicians, which have precipitated the seemingly irresolvability of the problem. Symbiotic
pantheism establishes the under standing and the rationality that the cor e message of all religions
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iIswherethetruth of religionslies. (Shepard, Daniel J, Stepping Up to the Creator, Religion,
Proctor Publications, Ann Arbor, M1, USA, 1998, pp 25— 149.) (www.panentheism.com)

Remarks

Until the multitude of individual religious factions under stands how it isthey are all in fact significant independent of each other,
religious factions will never relinquish the silent conspiracy towards violence. It isan expanded model of reality that can provide
an under standing regarding the rationality of pluralism upon which a global order of peace can be established. Symbiotic
panentheism, although in an embryonic state, is a metaphysical model which expandsour per ception of reality by asking and
answering the question? What isit the physical universelieswithin? Our physical universe lieswithin God.

Thelocation of the seedling can be found at www.panentheism.com.

Leave Comment | Permanent Link | Cosmos
Saturday, July 23

Human Issues - Social: Knowledge - Facts
by Daniel J. Shepard on July 23, 2005 12:22AM (EDT)

Knowledge: Facts

Question

If afact is‘something having ‘real, demonstrable existence’, then where does one look to find
universal ‘truths /facts which transcend our very physical univer se?

I ntroduction

Fact n. 1. {A reliable generality} certainty, truth, appearance, experience, matter, the very thing, not
an illusion, what has really happened, something concrete, what is the case, matter of fact, hard
evidence, actuality, naked truth, gospel, reality, law, basis, state of being, hard facts 2. {An individual
reality} circumstance, detail, factor, case, evidence, event, action, deed, happening, occurrence,
creation, conception, manifestation, being, entity, experience, affair, episode, performance,
proceeding, phenomenon, incident, thing done, act, plain fact, accomplishment, accomplished fact.
(Webster’s New World Thesaurus, Warner Books, revised 1990 Simon and Schuster.)

Fact: 1. Information presented as true and accurate 2. Something having real, demonstrable
existence 3. Something done (American Heritage dic-tion-ar-y1973, Houghton Mifflin Company)

Analysis

Our librariesare overflowing with books presenting ‘the facts . Our museums display humanity’s experiential facts, creative
facts, and episodic facts. Our Cosmosif filled with geological, astronomical, biological, physical, mathematical, ... factswritten in
aform of environmental cosmic history.
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In spite of all therecorded ‘facts’, ‘truths’, ‘experiences, ‘laws’, ‘creations’, ... , which we have
discovered, universal truths have asyet to berevealed to usin a manner which we have willingly
embraced consensually. Ironically, thereason for our inability to ‘find’ universal truthsisdueto
our immersing our selves within the endless sinkhole of factual material. Finding ‘universal truths
requiresone to shuck away the awesome quantity of factual material confronting us as opposed to
our obsessive attempt to absorb the exponentially increasing factual material. Finding ‘univer sal
truths requiresoneto embrace what it this seemingly endless parade of factual material hasto
tell us. The whispers spoken by the ‘facts are clear and distinct if we are but willing to listen.

In order to ‘hear’ what it isall the ‘facts tell usregarding ‘universal truths one must recognize
how ‘universal truths' differ from physical truths. Physical truthsaretruths, which apply to all
physical elementslocated within the fabric of our physical universe. An appletree, the ocean, your
physical body arethree examples of just such physical elements. Universal truthsaretruths,
which apply to all elementslocated within the fabric of the nonphysical. Our physical univer se,
other universes— physical or otherwise, individual essences are examples of just such elements.

The whispers emanating softly from the myriad of facts confronting us speak of three universal
facts, universal truthswhich will never have a ‘real, demonstrable existence', which will never be
‘something done (finished), which will never be presentableas‘true’ and ‘accurate’. Thesethree
universal truthsare:

You and I/theindividual/the parts/the elements of the whole/multiplicity exist within the physical
universe

Our physical universe/other univer ses/other parts exist within a form of incor poreal fabric
Thereisawholeto existence/a summation to all

The examination regarding what it isthe nonphysical lieswithin isthe subject of discussion found
within The War and Peace of a New M etaphysical Perception, Volumelll, Tractate 17: The
Beginning, I ntroducing the problem of The End.

Remarks

We are so busy gathering the factsthat we don’t have timeto hear what they havetotell us.
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Dialogue with a Neo-Buddhist: Why build a model of reality: Introduction
by Daniel J. Shepard on July 22, 2005 12:25AM (EDT)

Dialogue: A Neo-Buddhist and a Symbiotic Panentheist

Clyde G. isarespected thinker and Neo-Buddhist who has been acknowledged for his ability to
ask questions going to the heart of issuesregarding metaphysical models of reality.
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Why build a model of Reality: Introduction

[deleted materials... ]

[050711 djs|] The model isone'best' described through the cooper ative thinking of science,
religion, and philosophy. The model is one acknowledging your existing, the physical universe
existing, your existing within the physical universe, an outside to the physical univer se existing,
and the physical univer se existing inside whatever it isthat lies'outside' itself. Such an

under standing leadsto the question: What isit the physical lieswithin? The discussion would
logically move along the line of: The physical must lie within what isnot physical, what is not
tangible. The physical would appear to lie within what isintangible. Knowing/consciousnessis
intangible. The physical lieswithin all knowing/total consciousness. We have consciousness. We
therefore are of the same substance and essence aswhat it isthe physical lieswithin. G-d has
knowing/consciousness. We ther efor e are of the same substance and essence as G-d. We, each of us
therefore, areduetherespect due G-d.

[050714 cg] | understand your metaphysicsas: Weexist. The physical universe exists. We exist
within the physical universe. The physical universe exists within " something" which isnot the
physical universe; i.e., consciousness. Therefore, the physical universe existswithin the" all
knowing/total consciousness'. G-d has consciousness. We have consciousness. "Wethereforeare
of the same substance and essence as G-d."

Even if thereis" an outsideto the physical universe existing,” Reality iswithout an outside.
Therefore, | smplify and understand: Weexist. Reality exists. We exist within Reality. (Where
else could we be?) We experience Reality astwo aspects, an internal (mental) reality and an
external (physical) reality. We are of the same substance (body) and essence (mind) as Reality.Is
there a need to expand and create models and systems? | think not. We need only focus on and
realize, " Wetherefore are of the same substance and essence as G-d."

[050720 djs] Regarding: Even if thereis" an outsideto the physical universe existing,” Reality is
without an outside.Therefore, | ssimplify and understand: Weexist. Reality exists. We exist
within Reality. (Whereelse could we be?) | agree.

Regarding: We experience Reality astwo aspects, an internal (mental) reality and an external
(physical) reality. Herel disagree. | would suggest thereistheinternal spirit, ‘contained with the
physical mind and body, contained within the physical univer se, contained within total
CONSCIOUSNESS, ...

Thedifferencein your apparent perception and mineisthat you appear to perceive Reality as
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being composed of theinternal and the external: the ‘mental’/knowing ‘within’ the physical.

The model, symbiotic panentheism, would suggest Reality iscomposed of three layers, ‘the
mental’ /knowing ‘within’ the physical which in turnis‘within’ the ‘mental’ /knowing. Assuch, the
physical isasmuch an ‘internal’ aspect of knowing as areindividuated entities of knowing
‘internal’ aspects of the whole of Reality.

Regarding: We are of the same substance (body) and essence (mind) as Reality. If we simply
understand reality to be: Weexist. Reality exists. We exist within Reality. (Where else could we
be?), people will logically/rationally make the assumption that the physical universeiswhat
Reality isfor they ‘believe’ what it isthey see and they see the physical outside themselves. The
product of such an understanding of reality, the resultant ethics of such a model of reality, isthe
establishment of physical hedonism, nihilism, and the diminished influence of altruism. Thereason
for such a perceptual development isthat the ‘greater’ reality is perceived to be the physical for
theindividual is perceived to be within the physical and that’sall thereis, period.

If we expand our model of reality to: ... thereistheinternal spirit, ‘contained with the physical
mind and body, contained within the physical univer se, contained within total consciousness, ...,
people will logically/rationally make the assumption that the physical universeisNOT what
Reality isfor they perceivethe physical universebeing limited for they would visualize the
physical universe aslying within ‘Knowing'/total consciousness and we, our essence being of the
same substance and essence aswhat it isthe physical lieswithin, are not, therefore physical in
nature. The product of such an understanding of Reality, the resultant ethics of such a model of
reality, isthe establishment of altruistic hedonism, meaning/pur pose, and the expansive influence
of altruism.

Regarding: Isthere a need to expand and create models and systems? | think not. We need only
focuson and realize, " We therefore are of the same substance and essence as G-d."

To state ‘We are of the same substance and essence as G-d’ isnot enough. Our society isleaning
towards materialism. Spirituality is being broken asunder by the unanswered questionsregarding
therationality of religion. Faith isno longer enough. Spirituality isbeing reected by the countless
visions of various religions assaulting one another in attemptsto commit various for ms of
atrocities such asthe acts of genocide as witnessed in Rwanda, the Congo, Cambodia, Bosnia,
Tibet, ...

To state ‘we therefor e ar e of the same substance and essence as G-d’ simply supportsthe
materialists and atheists who professthe whole of reality as being smply the physical since,
according to them, science refuses to acknowledge an ‘outside’ to the physical.

| would suggest thereisa ‘need to expand and create a model of reality’ which clearly and

irrefutable demonstrates knowing/consciousisthe ultimate form of reality since the physical is not
the outer limit but rather ‘knowing'/the intangibleisthe outer limit.
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We arevisual creaturesand as such a model isan essential aspect for advancing human
under standing.

[deleted materials... ]
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Thursday, July 21

Dialogue with a Neo-Buddhist: Re: Self and the lack of self: Part VI
by Daniel J. Shepard on July 21, 2005 01:21PM (EDT)

Dialogue: A Neo-Buddhist and a Symbiotic Panentheist

Clyde G. isarespected thinker and Neo-Buddhist who has been acknowledged for his ability to
ask questions going to the heart of issuesregarding metaphysical models of reality.

Re: Self and the lack of salf: Part VI

[deleted materials]

[050711 djs] Regarding: How do you define" evil" ? | am not surel can 'define' 'evil'. Isit
important to do so? | can givewhat | personally perceiveto be'evil' acts, for example: Joseph E.
Duncan abducted Dylan (9 years old) and Shasta (8 years old) Groene, killed their Mother,
Father, and older brother and then molested them repeatedly for six weeks. In the process he
killed Dylan and buried him in a park. He then continued to abuse Shasta until finally he was
apprehended. This, in my opinion, is'evil'. | could explain why it would be labeled as'evil' within
the scope of symbiotic panentheism if you felt it necessary but doing so would open up a major
category of discussion.

[050714 cg] | understand the concept of " evil" and | understand " evil acts'. Doesevil exist apart
from the concept of " evil" or from " evil acts'; i.e,, isthereathing, beit physical, consciousness,
or an entity, that isevil, in and of itself?

[050716 djs] Regarding: ... isthereathing, beit physical, consciousness, or an entity, that isevil,
in and of itself? The model of symbiotic panentheism would leave this question to religionsto
answer. Asfor myself, well, | do have some personal, and | will admit rather different, thoughts
regarding the concept of ‘evil’ which are not supported by religion, science, and/or philosophy but
which fall within the dynamics of symbiotic panentheism.

[deleted materials]

file:///C)/Documents and Settings/Daniel J. Shepard/Desktop/blog July 05a.html (14 of 25)7/28/2005 9:05:09 PM


http://panentheism.blogharbor.com/blog/_archives/2005/7/22/1061034.html#post_comment
http://panentheism.blogharbor.com/blog/_archives/2005/7/22/1061034.html
http://technorati.com/cosmos/search.html?url=http%3A%2F%2Fpanentheism.blogharbor.com%2Fblog%2F_archives%2F2005%2F7%2F22%2F1061034.html
http://panentheism.blogharbor.com/blog/_archives/2005/7/21/1059200.html
http://panentheism.blogharbor.com/blog/_archives/2005/7/21/1059200.html
http://panentheism.blogharbor.com/blog/_archives/2005/7/21/1059200.html
javascript:openWindow('http://panentheism.blogharbor.com/blog/cmd=view_user/username=djszeeland',%20'info',%20450,%20600);

file:///C)/Documents and Settings/Daniel J. Shepard/Desktop/blog July 05a.html

[050711 djs] Regarding: 'Do you really and fully merge, asin become ONE, or do you semi-mer ge,
asin immerse, but maintain a self separated from G-d' Both, fully merge asin become ONE AND
maintain a self separated from G-d but within G-d. The concept of 'semi-merge', isnot a position
symbiotic panentheism would embr ace.

Regarding: '... by the'nothingness of non-existence'?' In termsof the 'nothingness of non-
existence', | am not suggesting that this process'is the means by which theindividual is capable of
maintaining its self separate from G-d rather | am suggesting that the existence of '‘nothingness of
non-existence' goes a long way towar ds explaining just how it isindividuality could maintain its
‘selfness’.

[050714 cg] OK, if thisiswhat you want, you shall be one of the angels. | think you may tire after
awhile, relax, and then...once oneisfully merged with G-d, thereisno '‘on€e', so how would one be
" capable of maintaining its self separate from G-d" ?

[050716 djs] Take away the physical, in short, take away time, and one obtainstimelessness. In
such an existence time only remains ‘within’ one' s self and one's self remainsimbedded within
timelessness, imbedded within eter nity, imbedded within G-d.

Since G-d is*all knowing' /omniscient, ‘our knowing' becomes fully merged with G-d or G-d would
not be‘all knowing’', simultaneously you remain you, thus nothing islost.

Theresult of such a processisnot only the existence of you and the simultaneous existence of the
summation of all including you but the existence of an omnipresence knowing of both, in short the
wholeisgreater than the sum of its partsfor it knows of the whole and it simultaneously knows of
the ‘you’.

We have now left geometry: ‘Thewhole is equal to the sum of its parts and entered the realm of
metaphysics. The Wholeisgreater than the sum of itsparts. So it isthe under standing of G-d
expands, and expands, and finally expandsinto being G-d isthe unmanifested.

So it isthe aspects of time, past — present —future, are found within G-d as: The past iswhat is.
The past now becomes ‘the present’. The futureisnot to befound for it iswithin the physical
wherethe future emergesasthe‘past’ and which then becomes ‘the present’, becomesthe‘is
through the process of transforming the ‘future’ into the‘past’. It isthe process of you and I, by
means of traveling through the physical, wher e we, beings shoulder ed with the responsibility of
free will, turn the futureinto the past.

One could think of it (traveling through the physical) as our existing in a ‘twilight’ world where
thereisno ‘present’ for ascertainly asthe‘present isformed’ it ispast history. In the ‘twilight’
wor Id within which we exist thereisonly ‘what was with the potential for creating more ‘what
was . You and | havethat responsibility of creating more and more of the ‘what was'.
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In short, the ‘what is' is G-d, void the universal fabric of time. And what of our selves? Why we,
the ‘what was' likewise become what all the ‘what was' becomes, we become the ‘what is', never to
belost, never to cease, never totire of being what we arefor to tireimplies existing within time
and in G-d timeisnot an issue, for G-d simply is. Thereisnothing to maintain for maintenanceis
only an issuein a cause and effect existence, isonly an issuein an existence imbedded ‘within’
time, isonly an issuein ‘arealm of the potential becoming ‘what was', isonly an issuein arealm
mor e generically called the physical universe.

In short, once within G-d, you live/experience/empathize with ‘what is' knowing what, through the
use of one’sfreewill, one both accomplished and ‘could’ have accomplished. In a sense one might
look at thisas a form of both heaven and hell oneisresponsible of creating for one’s self.

Thisiswhat symbiotic panentheism callsthe ultimate form of ‘theripple effect’ for not only do
you become fully awar e of your creations but so to do all forms of knowing become fully awar e of
your creationsfor it isthrough such a processthat one can fully understand: nothingislost.

L eave Comment | Permanent Link | Cosmos

Monday, July 18

Dialogue with a Neo-Buddhist: The individuated entity of knowing - Part V
by Daniel J. Shepard on July 18, 2005 12:16AM (EDT)

Dialogue: A Neo-Buddhist and a Symbiotic Panentheist

Clyde G. isarespected thinker and Neo-Buddhist who has been acknowledged for his ability to
ask questions going to the heart of issuesregarding metaphysical models of reality.

Theart of rational thinking: Part V

[deleted materialg]

[050703 cg] First befreeof all beliefs, models and systems, even the belief in 'self', then there will
be no placing " self above others."

[050711 djs] | understand and | fully embrace the concept of which you speak, but again, | am not
speaking about you and I, | am speaking of the vast sea of humanity within which each individual
entity finds themselves immer sed.

My concern lieswith those that place 'self' above others. Buddhism hasavery important roleto
play in 'changing' society and | would never suggest it be 'replaced' nor would | ever suggest its

file:///C)/Documents and Settings/Daniel J. Shepard/Desktop/blog July 05a.html (16 of 25)7/28/2005 9:05:09 PM


http://panentheism.blogharbor.com/blog/_archives/2005/7/21/1059200.html#post_comment
http://panentheism.blogharbor.com/blog/_archives/2005/7/21/1059200.html
http://technorati.com/cosmos/search.html?url=http%3A%2F%2Fpanentheism.blogharbor.com%2Fblog%2F_archives%2F2005%2F7%2F21%2F1059200.html
http://panentheism.blogharbor.com/blog/_archives/2005/7/18/1042510.html
http://panentheism.blogharbor.com/blog/_archives/2005/7/18/1042510.html
http://panentheism.blogharbor.com/blog/_archives/2005/7/18/1042510.html
javascript:openWindow('http://panentheism.blogharbor.com/blog/cmd=view_user/username=djszeeland',%20'info',%20450,%20600);

file:///C)/Documents and Settings/Daniel J. Shepard/Desktop/blog July 05a.html

role bediminished. What | am suggesting isthat itsrole be augmented, strengthened, made
impenetrable and | would suggest to you that the development of a 'universal philosophy’
emerging from an expanded view of Reality isthe very means of doing so.

[050713 cg] One cannot free others by offering them another belief, concept, model, or system;
that merely substitutes one set of chainsfor another and even Buddhism, taken in thisregard, is
another set of chains.

Thisisattributed to the Buddha: " Do not accept what you hear by report; do not accept
tradition; do not accept a statement becauseit isfound in your books, not becauseit isin accord
with your belief, nor becauseit isthe saying of your teacher. Belamps unto yourselves. Those
who, either now or after | am dead, shall rely upon themselves only and not look for assistanceto
anyone besides themselves, it isthey who shall reach the topmost height."

[050716 djs|] How wise of Buddha. Having said that, who would deny or could ignorethe
established benefitsregarding, asyou say: * ... even Buddhism, taken in thisregard, isanother set
of chains!’

[deleted materials]
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Dialogue with a Neo-Buddhist: The size of G-d: Part V
by Daniel J. Shepard on July 18, 2005 12:09AM (EDT)

Dialogue: A Neo-Buddhist and a Symbiotic Panentheist

Clyde G. isarespected thinker and Neo-Buddhist who has been acknowledged for his ability to
ask questions going to the heart of issues regarding metaphysical models of reality.

Thesizeof G-d: Part V

[deleted materials]

[050627 cg] Tosummarizeyour model: Omnipresence incor por ates consciousness and non-
consciousness. The Unmanifested incor por ates presence and non-presence. The Whole of Reality
incor porates The Unmanifested and 'the whole as a non-duality’.

| might re-state that as, G-d transcends duality and non-duality.
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[050702 cg] Did | misssummarize your model? Did my restatement not follow; i.e., the Whole of
Reality is G-d, which incor por ates the Unmanifested, which isall dualities (all that is present,
including all lesser dualities, and all that isnot present), and 'the whole as a non-duality’, which is
non-duality?

[050711 djs] You stated it correctly

| was confused by theword 'transcends'. | was not sureif by 'transcends' you incor porate'all’ or
if by 'transcends you meant G-d is'aboveit all' and thus G-d does not incor porate 'all’, does not
incor por ate duality as well as non-duality, does not incor porate what is'evil' aswell as

incor porate what is'good'.

The metaphysical model, symbiotic panentheism, incor poratesit all and proceedsto lay out the
rational under standing asto how thisis possible.

[050713 cg] Asstated in my previous answer [050702 cg], G-d incor porates all, including duality
and non-duality.

[050716 djs] Agreed

[deleted materials]
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Dialogue with a Neo-Buddhist: The individuated entity of knowing - Part IV
by Daniel J. Shepard on July 18, 2005 12:06AM (EDT)

Dialogue: A Neo-Buddhist and a Symbiotic Panentheist

Clyde G. isarespected thinker and Neo-Buddhist who has been acknowledged for his ability to
ask questions going to the heart of issues regarding metaphysical models of reality.

Theart of rational thinking: Part IV

[deleted materialg|

[050711 djs] | agreewith what it isyou are saying in respect to our 'merging with G-d'. We
actually arenot asfar apart asit may first appear.

My perception simply incor por ates one mor e aspect. My per ception embraces the concept that
since'weexist' and since 'nothingislost', not only do we 'merge with G-d' we also remain aswe
are, unique entities of knowing which have been created through our personal direct experiencing
of the physical which we wer e unableto control combined with our personal direct experiencing
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gener ated by the free will 'given' us.

Now | am not attempting to 'convert' you to this understanding for it does not matter if you
embraceit or not for if it isin fact truethenitisin fact trueand if it isin fact falsethan it isin fact
false and nothing you and | say about it will change the matter. On the other hand | am suggesting
the under standing could affect the actions of some and for those who might be changed and for
those affected by whom it could 'change’, the under standing could have a major impact.

But why isn't it important in termsof yourself? It isn't important in terms of your self because the
under standing would have no impact upon your actionsfor you already under stand the concept of
theindividual being of the same substance and essence as G-d and thusyou already are basing
your actions upon such a perception.

[050712 cg] Yes, your "one more aspect” will not impact the actions of those who alr eady
under stand that we are of G-d. In thisregard, the" one more aspect" isa unnecessary concept.

[050716 djs] Agreed

[deleted materials]
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Sunday, July 17

Dialogue with a Neo-Buddhist: The soul: Part Il
by Daniel J. Shepard on July 17, 2005 12:26AM (EDT)

Dialogue: A Neo-Buddhist and a Symbiotic Panentheist

Clyde G. isarespected thinker and Neo-Buddhist who has been acknowledged for his ability to
ask questions going to the heart of issuesregarding metaphysical models of reality.

The soul: Part |1

[050701 cg] You writethat symbiotic panentheism is based on a consensus of science, philosophy,
and religion. But isthere such a consensus?

For example, you have written that you believe that you are an eternal soul. Thereisno science
that concludesthat you are or have an eternal soul. There are some philosophiesthat conclude
that you are or have an eternal soul and some philosophiesthat conclude that thereisnot an
eternal soul, but thereisno consensus among philosopher sregarding the existence of an eternal
soul. Many religions believe that you are or have an eternal soul, but somereligions conclude
otherwise. Thisisnot a" globally accepted" doctrine and isnot necessarily a consensus position.

So, how have you decided to believe that you are an eternal soul?
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[050711 djs] Since |l am suggesting that a 'universal truth' be supported by all three: religion,
science, and philosophy, let me addr ess each.

Religioudly: Thevast amount of historical religioustextsrefer to someform of 'soul’ directly or
refer to asomeform of 'soul’ indirectly through the concept of ‘reincarnation'. Now | grant you
not all religiousindividuals'believe' the soul exists but their numbersarefar exceeded by those
that do 'believe’ in an 'after life and do 'believe’ in a 'soul/spirit/'nonphysical consciousness'. | do
not know Buddhism's specific position regarding the soul and/or after life but it ismy

under standing that Buddhism isnot areligion but rather a'way of life'. It ismy understanding
that one can be a Christian Buddhist or a Buddhist Christian; one can be a Hindu Buddhist or a
Buddhist Hindu, etc. Thusit ismy understanding that Buddhism does not exclude a 'believer’
from itsranks.

Philosophically: The debate taking place between the monist and dualist point of view has been
going on for more than twenty-five hundred years. | grant you the debate isby no meansresolved
but | would also suggest that the dualist isby no means at the edge of defeat. It is quantum physics
itself which may, in fact, tip the balance to the dualist.

Scientifically: It isnot so much what science says as what science refusesto say. Science, for
instance, will not deny the concept of 'spirit’', will not deny the concept of a 'creator’, will not deny
the concept of 'life after death'. Science recognizesit isunableto answer questions such as: Where
did 'the primal atom' that exploded into being the physical univer se come from? What lies
‘outside’ space and time, outside the physical universe? Could there be other physical univer ses?
Does univer sal consciousness exist?

In fact, it isonly when science embraces the concept of nonphysical consciousnessthat oneis
capable of finding answer sto questions such as, If the univer seis expanding, what isit expanding
into? How does one explain 'SPOOKY"' physics? Etc.

Now | grant you, termssuch as'soul’, 'heaven', 'after life', ... arenot the best termsto use when
wor king with a conclave composed of scientists, philosophers, and religiousleaders. | would
suggest metaphysical termssuch as'Being' (quotation marks) n. (for the Whole, G-d, etc),
'‘being' (quotation marks) n. (for theindividual entity of self-knowing), being (no italics, no
quotation marks) vb - passive (for the state of being), and being (italics no quotation marks) vb
(for action), be used so asto avoid personal issues and personal interestsfrom entering the
discussions.

[050712 cg] Your response doesnot refutethe claim that thereisno clear consensusfor an
"eternal soul". And you have not answered my question, " So, how have you decided to believe
that you are an eternal soul?" Do you believe because it isa consensus? Or do you believe
because of authority (scientific, philosophic, and/or religious)? Or do you rely on your self?

[050716 djs] Regarding: " So, how have you decided to believe that you are an eternal soul?" Do
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you believe because it isa consensus? Or do you believe because of authority (scientific,
philosophic, and/or religious)? Or doyou rely on yourself? | ‘believe’ becauseit isa consensus of
thousands of year s of human observation/science, belief/religions, and reason/philosophies.

| do not rely upon myself for the analysis regar ding the legitimacy of my having an eternal soul,
sincel donot ‘believe’ | am wiser than all of humanity.

Thisisnot a statement of humility, it isa statement of rationality.
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Dialogue with a Neo-Buddhist: Individuated entities of knowing: Part VI
by Daniel J. Shepard on July 17, 2005 12:19AM (EDT)

Dialogue: A Neo-Buddhist and a Symbiotic Panentheist

Clyde G. isarespected thinker and Neo-Buddhist who has been acknowledged for his ability to
ask questions going to the heart of issues regarding metaphysical models of reality.

Individuated entities of knowing: Part VI

[deleted materials]

[050711 djs| We appear to befar apart here. | understand physical reality to exist. Areyou
suggesting physical reality does not exist because physical reality isssmply a perception?

[050712 cg] No, | did not suggest that " physical reality does not exist because physical reality is

simply a perception”. | did not equate physical reality with perception. Thereisonereality, but
we experiencereality asan internal portion within our selvesand the external portion of reality

‘outside’ our selves. A telephonerings; that isa portion of the external reality outside our selves.
We hear theringtone; that isour experience of our internal reality, it isour perception, it arises
and passes away.

[050711 djs continues] Asfor freewill, are you suggesting that one's actions does not affect one's
experience and thusfree will isnot directly connected with experiencing?

[050712 cg] No, | wrotethat one cannot control one's perceptions; | did not suggest that one's

actions do not affect one's experience. Yes, one's actions affect one's experience asone's
experience affects one's actions.
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[050716 djs] Regarding: We hear thering tone; that isour experience of our internal reality, it is
our perception, it arisesand passes away. | can understand how it isthe physical telephonering
arises and passes away sincethe physical isbut atemporary existence, sincethe physical had a
‘beginning’ and thus most probably has ‘an end’, but | do not under stand how it isthat the self
awar eness regar ding the experiencing of the telephone ringing also arises and passes away.

If self awarenessisnon-physical in nature and if timeisan innate characteristic of the physical,
Einstein, then if and when the physical ‘ends’ time ends and with the end of the physical, it would
appear the non-physical, self awar eness, would, by definition, remain and ther efore the self

awar eness of one's experiencing the telephone ring would remain.

Thisthought process would seem to suggest your statement, ‘... it isour perception, it arises and
passesaway.’ isillogical.

Can you help me understand the error of my thinking?

[deleted materials]

[050701 cq] ...[Y]ou arefar moreimportant than any " universals' or " absolutetruths'. You are
real. Theothersaremerenotions.

[050711 djs] To state emphatically, void scientific validation - religious history - and philosophical
dialectic, that 'l am real' isa statement of 'personal faith'.

[050712 cg] Wedo not require science, philosophy, or religion to validate our existence; one may
experience a direct, immediate, and profound knowing of one's existence.

[050711 djs continues] To state emphatically, supported by scientific validation - religious history -
and philosophical dialectic, that ‘I am real' makesthe statement an 'absolutetruth’.

[050712 cg] What makes a statement an absolute truth isthat it isabsolutely true. And an
absolute truth needs no support other than it is absolutely true.

[050711 djs continues] To state unequivocally, supported by scientific validation - religious history
- and philosophical dialectic, that ‘multiplicity/individuality exists universally and interactswith
thewhole' isto state a'universal absolutetruth'.

[050712 cg] Soyou say.

[050716 djg] It isnot ‘I’ that saysit, it ishumanity, to the best of its ability, that saysit.
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[deleted materialg]

[050712 cg] You missed thisquestion: "[050701 cg] Areyour thoughtsthe expression of your
soul?" What istherelationship of your thoughtsto your soul? Doesyour soul producethe
thoughts which your soul experiencesor doesyour body produce the thoughts which your soul
experiencesor ...? Or areyour thoughtsidentical to your soul?

[050716 djs] Regarding: Areyour thoughtsthe expression of your soul?"
Regarding: What istherelationship of your thoughtsto your soul?

Regarding: Does your soul produce the thoughtswhich your soul experiencesor does your body
produce the thoughts which your soul experiencesor ...?

Regarding: Or areyour thoughtsidentical to your soul?
And regarding: see below

[deleted materialg]

[050711 djs continues] Regarding: And if we shook hands, would that be your soul expressing
itself by shaking handswith me?

If we shook hands, yes, it would be my soul expressing itself by shaking your hand, however only
you would know if it isyour soul shaking mine. Having said that | will readily admit that there
areinstanceswherethe'soul' isunable to dominate/control the physical body.

[050712 cg] What would your soul experience when we shook handsand | said, " Hello," ? Would
your soul feel my warm hand in yours? Would your soul see me? Would your soul hear me say,
"Hello," ? Would your soul experience these per ceptions?

[050716 djs] Regarding: What would your soul experience when we shook handsand | said,
"Hello," ?

Regarding: Would your soul feel my warm hand in your s?

Regarding: Would your soul see me?

Regarding: Would your soul hear me say, "Hello," ?

Regarding: Would your soul experience these per ceptions?

| do not mean to ‘avoid’ theissues but | am not suggesting that | am an expert in under standing
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the details which exist regarding the spirit, the soul, the physical body, the physical universe, and
total consciousness. There are otherswho could better answer your specific questions. You might
begin by looking to the Theosophy Society, the Rosicrucians, etc.

For meto get into all the minutiaisto suggest | am an expert in the subject.

| am simply stating that ‘truth’ existsand thebasic truthsare: G-d exists, theindividual exists, the
physical exists, and nothingness exists. | am stating that ‘nothing, that exists, islost, ceasesto be. |
am stating that all that exists not only exists but hasfunctionality for if what exists hasno
functionality/meaning it doesnot exists. | am stating that all that exists, existsin a symbiotic
relationship with all elsethat exists. | am stating that we ar e capable of understanding what it is
we capable of purporting or questioning, namely: Where arewe? What are we? Why do we exist?
From wheredid | come? To wherewill I go? Why am | responsible for my actions? Do | have free
will? I's G-d power ful enough and knowledgeable enough to ‘grow’ in Itsvery power and
knowledge? What roledo | play in G-d’s growth should G-d in fact grow? Etc.

It isthese base questionsfor which | feel | have as much expertise as anyone, as opposed to having
an expertise dealing with the questionsthe details details, intricacies, and minutia which
surrounds every aspect of the spirit, soul, mind, and body. | am a metaphysicist not a biologist,
physicist, or chemist. | am a metaphysicist not a priest, rabbi, or cleric. | am a metaphysician not
an epistemologist, modal logician, or epiphenomenalist.

My apologies, | wish | could be morefor you.
L eave Comment | Permanent Link | Cosmos
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Dialogue: A Neo-Buddhist and a Symbiotic Panentheist

Clyde G. isarespected thinker and Neo-Buddhist who has been acknowledged for his ability to
ask questions going to the heart of issues regarding metaphysical models of reality.

Individuated entities of knowing: V

[deleted materialg]

[050702 cg] By "weall claim Truth" | mean: No onethinksthat what they believeisnot true.
Thisdoesn't make what we believetrue, but isa statement regar ding the human condition.By " we
areall true" | mean: Sincewe are not separate from G-d, we are of G-d and G-d isTruth (the
Whole of Reality); therefore, wearetrue (real). Thisdoesn't make what we believetrue
(accurate), but is a statement regarding the human condition.
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[050711 djs] That isnot what | am contesting. | agreewe areall 'real'. | agreethat our personal
per ceptions, our personal beliefs, our personal experiencesareall 'real’ to uspersonally for they
arewhat comprise our knowing and sincewe areall 'real’, they are'real’.

What | am suggesting isthat there are truths, absolute truths, universal truths which go beyond
what it iswe personally believe, which exist 'before' we enter and 'after’ we depart this existence
we call 'the physical'. Examples of such 'truths which exist regardless of state of mind regarding
their very existence: The Whole/G-d exists. Theindividual exists. The physical univer se exists.
Thesetruthsremain even 'if we do not'.

[050712 cg] Perhaps, we can agreethat thereisthetruth, " G-d exists', that does not depend on us
or any thing.

[050716 djs] Regarding: Perhaps, we can agreethat thereisthetruth, " G-d exists", that does not
depend on usor any thing. | like your process, establishing what it iswe can agree upon but |
disagree with your supposition. Perhaps we can begin by stepping back a little and simplify what it
Iswe agree upon and then proceed from there.

May | suggest we begin with your statement, break it down into its fundamental elements, and
then discusseach in order:

1. Truth exists.
2. G-d exists
3. G-d isthat which does not depend on us or anything.

| have no problems using the three as a beginning point. Seeing your statement dissected into its
componentswould you liketo begin here or would you liketo reorder and/or changethethree? If
you have nothing to add, change, or discuss, | have someissuesregarding the above but | will
await your initiative.

[deleted materials]
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