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Hi all,  here are some of my notes summarizing the theories on reality and substance that I have encountered in a fascinating study of Nyaya and Nyaya Vaisesika philosophy.  (one of the 6 orthodox schools of Hindu philosophy)

 

I find the Nyaya and Vaisesika schools worth the study for two reasons: they contradict the popular stereotype that all Indian philosophy is about 'Buddha' or maya, or idealism, or solipsism.  The fact of the matter is there are many schools that are realist, and materialist.  There are many sophisticated branches of skepticism along with rigorous developments in logic and epistemology.  

 

Anyways here are some of my current notes so far:

 

Recapitulation for the chapter concerning "The Defense of Substance" by D.N. Shastri.

 1) The Nature of Reality

 

i) The material or physical reality, to which nothing can be added or from which nothing can be subtracted, belongs only to the four types of eternal atoms.  

 

Comment:
 

(Atoms here refers to a series of eternal indivisible substances, consisting of the four elements)

 

ii) All effect substances (karya-dravyas) held to be produced ultimately from the four types of atoms have got their separte and simultaneous essence side by side with their causes, i.e. atoms.  Although their essence has come about through the operation of causes, i.e. atoms.  

 

Comment:
 

(effect substances are the wholes (avyavins) that we percieve, made up of the atoms avyavas)  (since Nyaya Vaisesika is ultra realist, these effect substances are considered real and thus have their own separate existence)

 

**Although their essence has come about through the operation of causes, it has not come out of those causes (atoms)

 

Comment:
 

(this is a tricky and an arguably problematic aspect of this school, though this may be a device to differentiate themselves from the idealists and Buddhists.)

 

(iii) Of the five exclusively eternal substances which are immaterial, the Soul and manas are psychic and related to the phenomenon of knowledge.

 

Comment:
 

(the first four atomic substances: air, earth, water, and fire, are not exclusively eternal since they comprise the transitory forms, i.e. table chairs, flesh etc.  while there are other substances that are entirely eternal such as time and space, soul and manas (mind) which do not produce transitory effect substances.)

 

(iv)Time and space are non-psychic substances, but they are also connected with the phenomenon of knowledge in the sense that all objects of our experience are presented through time and space.

 

V)Ether is another non-psychic substance,  Its existence is assumed solely for the reason that it is held to be an inherent cause of sound.  

 

Comment:
 

(Crowley associates the ear with spirit in his qabalistic interpretation of Jesus restoring the severed ear of the roman soldier.  cf.  Book 4)

 

2)

Besides substance, only two other categories, viz guna (quality) and karman (movement), were originally regarded as objective realities.  The Universal called (satta) was held to be residing only in these three categories.  

 

3)Smanya (universal) and visesa (separateness) were in the beginning, only regarded as intellectual abstractions.  Objective reality was ascribed to them by Prasastapada.  They both reside in their substrata by inherent relation (samavaya).  

 

Comment:
 

(Later Nyaya Vaisesika takes universals to exist as objective entities.   Smavaya or inherent relation is a magical bond that allows the primary substance, the effect substance, universal, and differentiation to all exist simultaneously in the same space. This aspect of the philsophy is considered problematic by most rival schools)

 

4) Smmavaya is also regarded as an objective reality since it is related to the objects (which are related by it) not by any other relations, but in the form of the related objects themselves.  Therefore, it appears that their level of reality is different from that of samanya and visesa.  

 

5) The later Nyaya Vaisesika holds nagation (abhava) also to be a reality.  But its reality, being of a negative nature, is different from that of the first six categories which are of a positive nature.  

 

Comment:
 

The Nyaya school and Vaisesika are interesting in that they are an ultra-realist school of philsophy in that it does not take a reductionist approach by designating anything more real than anything else.  There is much more from my notes to add to this.  The distinguishing feature is that Nyaya does not make a sharp dichotomy between mind and material, thus treating all human experience and sense datums as real 'phenomena'.  One interesting aspect is that there can be no false impressions, only a confusion of impressions, such as a persons imposition of his or her memory of a snake onto a rope that is seen: both experiences are real; however one is simply being confused with another. 
 

One who has a slight awareness of the various Buddhist and Advaita theories can see the sharp contrast.  
 

I think this school may provide valuable insights to those interested in early greek, and later hermetic and alchemical philsophy since it takes a similar approach dealing with various occult substances.  The resemblance to some of the early greeks such as Democritis and the later Plato and Aristotle is astounding.  
 

If you find these notes interesting I will continue to post them since this is a great way for me to study!
 

93/93
Ryan
Hi Ryan,
93
Yes, these notes are very interesting; and you're right, most people do not know of the incredible diversity of thought in Hindu culture.
Hi all,  here are some of my notes summarizing the theories on reality and substance that I have encountered in a fascinating study of Nyaya and Nyaya Vaisesika philosophy.  (one of the 6 orthodox schools of Hindu philsophy)

 

I find the Nyaya and Vaisesika schools worth the study for two reasons: they contradict the popular steriotype that all Indian philsophy is about 'Buddha' or maya, or idealism, or solopsism.  The fact of the matter is there are many schools that are realist, and materialist.  There are many sophistocated branches of scepticism along with rigorous developments in logic and epistemology.  

In this morning's reading of HPB's Secret Doctrine, she says of Buddha:
 In the Mythology of the earliest Vedic Aryans as in the later Puranic narratives, mention is made of Budha, the "Wise"; one "learned in the Secret Wisdom," and who is the planet Mercury in his euhemerization. The Hindu Classical Dictionary credits Budha with being the author of a hymn in the Rig Veda. Therefore, he can by no means be "a later fiction of the Brahmins," but is a very old personation indeed.
 

Anyways here are some of my current notes so far:

 

Recapitulation for the chapter concerning "The Defense of Substance" by D.N. Shastri.

 1) The Nature of Reality

 

i) The material or physical reality, to which nothing can be added or from which nothing can be subtracted, belongs only to the fourtypes of eternal atoms.  

 

Comment:
 

(Atoms here refers to a series of eternal indivisible substances, consisting of the four elements)

Modern science has gotten to the quantum level and postulates that the sub-atomic particles at this level comprise these "eternal indivisible substances" with even the neutrino as something that can move in and out of this dimension to a fifth dimension of light as I describe in my article: Testing the Night of Pan.
 

ii) All effect substances (karya-dravyas) held to be produced ultimately from the four types of atoms have got their separte and simultaneous essence side by side with their causes, i.e. atoms.  Although their essence has come about through the operation of causes, i.e. atoms.  

 

Comment:
 

(effect substances are the wholes (avyavins) that we percieve, made up of the atoms avyavas)  (since Nyaya Vaisesika is ultra realist, these effect substances are considered real and thus have their own separate existence)

If we consider this Universe real and not some solipsistic illusion, then yes, any affect we can place on a material substance should echo up the involutionary chain of higher planes.  And I think this is truly perceived by even the mayan-oriented ego-losers, though they are not aware of it.  Otherwise, there would be nothing they could do to find their treasured Nirvana.
 

**Although their essence has come about through the operation of causes, it has not come out of those causes (atoms)

 

Comment:
 

(this is a tricky andan arguably problematic aspect of this school, though this may be a device to differentiate themselves from the idealists and Buddhists.)

It seems to me that what they're showing is what I've alluded to above, the lightening flash runs both ways on the Tree-of-Life; something Achad took (perhaps) a bit too far.  But lightening does strike from the ground up, though it appears otherwise.  And to this end, it may be that this school of thought is simply showing the dualistic nature of the material plane.
 

(iii) Of the five exclusively eternal substances which are immaterial, the Soul and manas are psychic and related to the phenomenon of knowledge.

 

Comment:
 

(the first four atomic substances: air, earth, water, and fire, are not exclusively eternal since they comprise the transitory forms, i.e. table chairs, flesh etc.  while there are other substances that are entirely eternal such as time and space, soul and manas (mind) which do not produce transitory effect substances.)

Do they comprise the forms themselves?...or the 'ideal' (per Plato) of these forms?
 

(iv)Time and space are non-psychic substances, but they are also connected with the phenomenon of knowledge in the sense that all objects of our experience are presened through time and space.

 

V)Ether is another non-psychic substance,  Its existence is assumed solely for the reason that it is held to be an inherent cause of sound.  

 

Comment:
 

(Crowley associates the ear with spirit in his qabalistic interpretation of Jesus restoring the severed ear of the roman soldier.  cf.  Book 4)

You make an interesting connection here; but I don't understand why the Aethyr would be considered non-Psychic substance.  It seems to me that the Aethyr can be fully apprehended psychically; simply not sensorally (and even there, I wonder that my experience confirms a sensory apprehension).
Crowley's exact quote:
Here is another parable. Peter, the Stone of the Philosophers, cuts off the ear of Malchus, the servant of the High Priest (the ear is the organ of Spirit). In analysis the spiritual part of Malkuth must be separated from it by the philosophical stone, and then Christus, the Anointed One, makes it whole once more. "Solve et coagula!"
I draw from what he says, that he is also affirming that the Aethyr is apprehendable and therefore, psychic.
 

2)

Besides substance, only two other categories, viz guna (quality) and karman (movement), were originally regarded as objective realities.  The Universal called (satta) was held to be residing only in these three categories.  

 

3)Smanya (universal) and visesa (separatness) were in the beginining, only regarded as intellectual abstractions.  Objective reality was ascribed to them by Prasastapada.  They both reside in their substrata by inherent relation (samavaya).  

Comment:
 

(Later Nyaya Vaisesika takes universals to exist as objective entities.   Smavaya or inherent relation is a magical bond that allows the primary substance, the effect substance, universal, and differentiation to all exist simultaneously in the same space. This aspect of the philsophy is considered problematic by most rival schools)

I don't see a problem with this, the same space can be manifest on different planes and certainly exists in different times.  Therefore it moves and has qualities.
 

4) Smmavaya is also regarded as an objective reality since it is related to the objects (which are related by it) not by any other relations, but in the form of the related objects themselves.  Therefore, it appears that their level of reality is different from that of samanya and visesa.  

 

5) The later Nyaya Vaisesika holds nagation (abhava) also to be a reality.  But its reality, being of a negative nature, is different from that of the first six categories which are of a positive nature.  

 

Comment:
 

The Nyaya school and Vaisesika are interesting in that they are an ultra-realist school of philsophy in that it does not take a reductionist approach by designating anything more real than anything else.  There is much more from my notes to add to this.  The distinguishing feature is that Nyaya does not make a sharp dichotomy between mind and material, thus treating all human experience and sense datums as real 'phenomena'.  One interesting aspect is that there can be no false impressions, only a confusion of impressions, such as a persons imposition of his or her memory of a snake onto a rope that is seen: both experiences are real; however one is simply being confused with another. 
This is very consistent with the Neophyte and Zelator teachings of the A.'.A.'.; where impressions are first observed in their collection (the work of the Pantacle) and those that don't serve the Aspiration are severed (the work of the Knife).
 

One who has a slight awareness of the various Buddhist and Advaita theories can see the sharp contrast.  
 

I think this school may provide valuable insights to those interested in early Greek, and later hermetic and alchemical philosophy since it takes a similar approach dealing with various occult substances.  The resemblance to some of the early Greeks such as Democritis and the later Plato and Aristotle is astounding.  
And I think also, this is the peculiar genius of the West.  The majority in the spiritual community seems to have this notion of knavery for the West and that the East, with its presumed non-materiality to be more virtuous.  It seems rather, that this view comes from the Spiritual Cycle that I've been talking about.  And I think the three cycles also wade through Eastern cultures as well.  Certainly this Hindu school seems to be a case-in-point.
 

If you find these notes interesting I will continue to post them since this is a great way for me to study!
Yes, please do!
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Hi Paul, 93

 

Yes it is interest,Which I have been some research about spiritual ontology ( as metaphyscis and as well with other member of group).

Therefore we are infinite being each one of us, that creation is holographic in nature.As one expression to gain experience and sense of inner excitment...

.

Am awaress of some Libers to my understand, 

as phoenician( IAO ) and egypt-gnostic( IEOU ) also egypt ( Iu )

I would like a copy of Libers IAO (D) X VII = 17.

.

Wish I have more favorable response to you if I have more available time, still enjoy your email, Thank...

Robert

Hi Robert,
93
If you have an interest in holographic theories, you may be interested in the GCL document: Liber Vox Viva Voce vel Video.
As far as I know, Liber IAO doesn't exist; but it is an "active" version of Liber HHH; after having worked the willed series of thoughts that comprise HHH, you should be able to create a suitable exercise for Liber IAO.
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Hi PJ,
93
 

My comments are in red. 

Paul Joseph Rovelli <provelli1@nycap.rr.com> wrote:

Hi Ryan,
93
Yes, these notes are very interesting; and you're right, most people do not know of the incredible diversity of thought in Hindu culture.
Hi all,  here are some of my notes summarizing the theories on reality and substance that I have encountered in a fascinating study of Nyaya and Nyaya Vaisesika philosophy.  (one of the 6 orthodox schools of Hindu philsophy)

 
I find the Nyaya and Vaisesika schools worth the study for two reasons: they contradict the popular steriotype that all Indian philsophy is about 'Buddha' or maya, or idealism, or solopsism.  The fact of the matter is there are many schools that are realist, and materialist.  There are many sophistocated branches of scepticism along with rigorous developments in logic and epistemology.  

In this morning's reading of HPB's Secret Doctrine, she says of Buddha:
 In the Mythology of the earliest Vedic Aryans as in the later Puranic narratives, mention is made of Budha, the "Wise"; one "learned in the Secret Wisdom," and who is the planet Mercury in his euhemerization. The Hindu Classical Dictionary credits Budha with being the author of a hymn in the Rig Veda. Therefore, he can by no means be "a later fiction of the Brahmins," but is a very old personation indeed.
 

I forget the date of the Puranas, but were'nt they developed around the late Vedic period, the same period that saw the rise of Buddhism.  I might have this burried in my notes somewhere, if any one else know, please let me know.
 

Anyways here are some of my current notes so far:

 

Recapitulation for the chapter concerning "The Defense of Substance" by D.N. Shastri.

 1) The Nature of Reality

 

i) The material or physical reality, to which nothing can be added or from which nothing can be subtracted, belongs only to the fourtypes of eternal atoms.  

 

Comment:
 

(Atoms here refers to a series of eternal indivisible substances, consisting of the four elements)

Modern science has gotten to the quantum level and postulates that the sub-atomic particles at this level comprise these "eternal indivisible substances" with even the neutrino as something that can move in and out of this dimension to a fifth dimension of light as I describe in my article: Testing the Night of Pan.
 

The four elements experienced as waves or energy that are felt (for my expereince) seems to fit in with the notion of quantum energy fields from which these basic particles in physics are but a fluctuation.  
 

ii) All effect substances (karya-dravyas) held to be produced ultimately from the four types of atoms have got their separte and simultaneous essence side by side with their causes, i.e. atoms.  Although their essence has come about through the operation of causes, i.e. atoms.  

 

Comment:
 

(effect substances are the wholes (avyavins) that we percieve, made up of the atoms avyavas)  (since Nyaya Vaisesika is ultra realist, these effect substances are considered real and thus have their own separate existence)

If we consider this Universe real and not some solipsistic illusion, then yes, any affect we can place on a material substance should echo up the involutionary chain of higher planes.  And I think this is truly perceived by even the mayan-oriented ego-losers, though they are not aware of it.  Otherwise, there would be nothing they could do to find their treasured Nirvana.
Even the eternal substances of the Vaisesika school are different in scope and character from the Absolute depicted in Advaita Vedant, Yogacara, and Madhyamika schools since all of these schools are idealist, while Nyaya Vaisesika is ultra realist.  
 

**Although their essence has come about through the operation of causes, it has not come out of those causes (atoms)

 

Comment:
 

(this is a tricky andan arguably problematic aspect of this school, though this may be a device to differentiate themselves from the idealists and Buddhists.)

It seems to me that what they're showing is what I've alluded to above, the lightening flash runs both ways on the Tree-of-Life; something Achad took (perhaps) a bit too far.  But lightening does strike from the ground up, though it appears otherwise.  And to this end, it may be that this school of thought is simply showing the dualistic nature of the material plane.
 

This is food for thought.
 

(iii) Of the five exclusively eternal substances which are immaterial, the Soul and manas are psychic and related to the phenomenon of knowledge.

 

Comment:
 

(the first four atomic substances: air, earth, water, and fire, are not exclusively eternal since they comprise the transitory forms, i.e. table chairs, flesh etc.  while there are other substances that are entirely eternal such as time and space, soul and manas (mind) which do not produce transitory effect substances.)

Do they comprise the forms themselves?...or the 'ideal' (per Plato) of these forms?
 

I actually should have used to term 'wholes' instead of forms here.  When I said forms I meant the particular secondary substances, i.e. chairs.  Plato's forms are really the universals, which are not particulars, but the common features shared by groups of particulars. 
 

You raise a good point here: the forms in Nyaya are the universals, which are eternal, existing both apart and within the secondary substances, or wholes, by samavaya or inherent relation.  
 

(iv)Time and space are non-psychic substances, but they are also connected with the phenomenon of knowledge in the sense that all objects of our experience are presened through time and space.

 

V)Ether is another non-psychic substance,  Its existence is assumed solely for the reason that it is held to be an inherent cause of sound.  

 

Comment:
 

(Crowley associates the ear with spirit in his qabalistic interpretation of Jesus restoring the severed ear of the roman soldier.  cf.  Book 4)

You make an interesting connection here; but I don't understand why the Aethyr would be considered non-Psychic substance.  It seems to me that the Aethyr can be fully apprehended psychically; simply not sensorally (and even there, I wonder that my experience confirms a sensory apprehension).
 

I think there is a miscommunication here.  Psychic is not meant as percievable by psychic means in this context.  By psychic is meant a substance that is part of the psyche.  That is the psycic aparatus.  Thus the soul and manas are psychic, while the ether is given a much more universal and ontological scope. 
 

I think their conception of ether is rather limited, but their system as a whole seems very workable generally for the alchemist and the occultist.  
 

Crowley's exact quote:
Here is another parable. Peter, the Stone of the Philosophers, cuts off the ear of Malchus, the servant of the High Priest (the ear is the organ of Spirit). In analysis the spiritual part of Malkuth must be separated from it by the philosophical stone, and then Christus, the Anointed One, makes it whole once more. "Solve et coagula!"
I draw from what he says, that he is also affirming that the Aethyr is apprehendable and therefore, psychic.
 

I agree that the ether can be percieved by the psychic and even physical senses, but your working definition of 'psychic' is different than that of the Nyaya Vaisesika in this context.  
 

2)

Besides substance, only two other categories, viz guna (quality) and karman (movement), were originally regarded as objective realities.  The Universal called (satta) was held to be residing only in these three categories.  

 

3)Smanya (universal) and visesa (separatness) were in the beginining, only regarded as intellectual abstractions.  Objective reality was ascribed to them by Prasastapada.  They both reside in their substrata by inherent relation (samavaya).  

Comment:
 

(Later Nyaya Vaisesika takes universals to exist as objective entities.   Smavaya or inherent relation is a magical bond that allows the primary substance, the effect substance, universal, and differentiation to all exist simultaneously in the same space. This aspect of the philsophy is considered problematic by most rival schools)

I don't see a problem with this, the same space can be manifest on different planes and certainly exists in different times.  Therefore it moves and has qualities.
 

This is a good point, it just seems counter intuitive from a purely linear and logical perspective, even though we all know that the universe is a-logical.  lol.
 

The Buddhists particularly the Dignaga realists use this as a straw man when attacking the Vaisesika metaphysics. 
 

4) Smmavaya is also regarded as an objective reality since it is related to the objects (which are related by it) not by any other relations, but in the form of the related objects themselves.  Therefore, it appears that their level of reality is different from that of samanya and visesa.  

 

5) The later Nyaya Vaisesika holds nagation (abhava) also to be a reality.  But its reality, being of a negative nature, is different from that of the first six categories which are of a positive nature.  

 

Comment:
 

The Nyaya school and Vaisesika are interesting in that they are an ultra-realist school of philsophy in that it does not take a reductionist approach by designating anything more real than anything else.  There is much more from my notes to add to this.  The distinguishing feature is that Nyaya does not make a sharp dichotomy between mind and material, thus treating all human experience and sense datums as real 'phenomena'.  One interesting aspect is that there can be no false impressions, only a confusion of impressions, such as a persons imposition of his or her memory of a snake onto a rope that is seen: both experiences are real; however one is simply being confused with another. 
This is very consistent with the Neophyte and Zelator teachings of the A.'.A.'.; where impressions are first observed in their collection (the work of the Pantacle) and those that don't serve the Aspiration are severed (the work of the Knife).
 

I agree.  As per my own experience.  
 

One who has a slight awareness of the various Buddhist and Advaita theories can see the sharp contrast.  
 

I think this school may provide valuable insights to those interested in early greek, and later hermetic and alchemical philsophy since it takes a similar approach dealing with various occult substances.  The resemblance to some of the early greeks such as Democritis and the later Plato and Aristotle is astounding.  
And I think also, this is the peculiar genius of the West.  The majority in the spiritual community seem to have this notion of knavery for the West and that the East, with it's presumed non-materiality to be more virtuous.  It seems rather, that this view comes from the Spiritual Cycle that I've been talking about.  And I think the three cycles also wade through Eastern cultures as well.  Certainly this Hindu school seems to be a case-in-point.
 

This is actually the combination of two schools Nyaya and Vaisesika.  The former concerned with epistemology and logic, the latter with physics and metaphysics.  They are both in aggreement and have teamed up in their fight against the Buddhist philosophers.  
 

You would problably enjoy ideas  carvaka, materialists, and the purvamimamsa schools as well.  I'm sure your familiar with the Samkhya, often in alignment with Yoga.  They are also realist though radically different from both Nyaya Vaisesika and the idealists.    
 

If you find these notes interesting I will continue to post them since this is a great way for me to study!
Yes, please do!
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Thanks for the encouragement.
 93/93
 Ryan
Hi Ryan,
93
My comments continue in blue:
(Atoms here refers to a series of eternal indivisible substances, consisting of the four elements)

Modern science has gotten to the quantum level and postulates that the sub-atomic particles at this level comprise these "eternal indivisible substances" with even the neutrino as something that can move in and out of this dimension to a fifth dimension of light as I describe in my article: Testing the Night of Pan.
The four elements experienced as waves or energy that are felt (for my expereince) seems to fit in with the notion of quantum energy fields from which these basic particles in physics are but a fluctuation.  
I'm suggesting that the ancient idea of an atom, which formulates substance, doesn't account for modern wave theory; each really contridicting the other as the ancients had no knowledge of waves being identical with particles (sotospeak).  In light of this, it seems our modern science is beginning to move beyond what the ancients understood.
 

**Although their essence has come about through the operation of causes, it has not come out of those causes (atoms)

Comment:
(this is a tricky andan arguably problematic aspect of this school, though this may be a device to differentiate themselves from the idealists and Buddhists.)

It seems to me that what they're showing is what I've alluded to above, the lightening flash runs both ways on the Tree-of-Life; something Achad took (perhaps) a bit too far.  But lightening does strike from the ground up, though it appears otherwise.  And to this end, it may be that this school of thought is simply showing the dualistic nature of the material plane.
This is food for thought.
In the post on HPB's Secret Doctrine, that I sent to the list today, I describe the evolutionary process as coming up from the material depths as the incarnating force devolves from the spiritual heights.  That HPB takes sides with the involutionary forces of the Right Hand Path, there is a devolving decadence that does not make them entirely 'right'.  The evolutionary forces are of the Left Hand Path and are not 'wrong' but part of a dual-natured stream, described well by the lightening flash as I' ve postulated it.  And these evolutionary forces are pursuing gentrification and refinement rather than the decadence sought by the involutionary forces.  And so the simplistic notion of good and evil not only misleads but defames.
 

(iv)Time and space are non-psychic substances, but they are also connected with the phenomenon of knowledge in the sense that all objects of our experience are presened through time and space.

V)Ether is another non-psychic substance,  Its existence is assumed solely for the reason that it is held to be an inherent cause of sound.  

Comment:
(Crowley associates the ear with spirit in his qabalistic interpretation of Jesus restoring the severed ear of the roman soldier.  cf.  Book 4)

You make an interesting connection here; but I don't understand why the Aethyr would be considered non-Psychic substance.  It seems to me that the Aethyr can be fully apprehended psychically; simply not sensorally (and even there, I wonder that my experience confirms a sensory apprehension).
I think there is a miscommunication here.  Psychic is not meant as percievable by psychic means in this context.  By psychic is meant a substance that is part of the psyche.  That is the psycic aparatus.  Thus the soul and manas are psychic, while the ether is given a much more universal and ontological scope. 
I think their conception of ether is rather limited, but their system as a whole seems very workable generally for the alchemist and the occultist.  
I've been making a rather lengthy study on the physics of consciousness that will ultimately form a large document for the Brievary of the G.C.L.  In this process, I have been at the sub-atomic particles released by the brain in various mental processes and their obvious connection to the Aethyr.  In this way, that which is comprehended by the psyche is also objectively created by the psyche.  The Maya then again, is the mis-apprehension of this.
 

Crowley's exact quote:
Here is another parable. Peter, the Stone of the Philosophers, cuts off the ear of Malchus, the servant of the High Priest (the ear is the organ of Spirit). In analysis the spiritual part of Malkuth must be separated from it by the philosophical stone, and then Christus, the Anointed One, makes it whole once more. "Solve et coagula!"
I draw from what he says, that he is also affirming that the Aethyr is apprehendable and therefore, psychic.
I agree that the ether can be percieved by the psychic and even physical senses, but your working definition of 'psychic' is different than that of the Nyaya Vaisesika in this context.  
That this difference exists, I think again, shows how modern materialist science is beginning to transcend the knowledge of the ancient schools.  And I would surmise that my declaration would be a bit controversial; considering the assumption held by so many in the spiritual community, that the ancient knowledge is the superior knowlege.  Adding to this controversy would be the dualistic path theory that I've been developing, as based on the lightening flash.
 

You would problably enjoy ideas  carvaka, materialists, and the purvamimamsa schools as well.  I'm sure your familiar with the Samkhya, often in alignment with Yoga.  They are also realist though radically different from both Nyaya Vaisesika and the idealists.
I think it would be a great benefit to the list; if you would share some of your notes on these as well.
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Hi all,
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Here is an extract taken from Udayana's Nyayakusumanjal sutra.  Dealing with the proofs for gods existence.  The following arguments are copied here ver-batum from Steven phillips book: Understanding Non-Western Philsophy.  

It is interesting since it provides a much more sophisticated elaboration upon the elements of the basic design arguments known in western philsophy.  One thing worth mentioning since it's not mentioned in this text, is the fact that God for the Nyaya and Vaisesika philsophers was simply a soul, but a soul of universal import in contrast with the human soul.  

Keeping the elements of our last discussion on substance in mind, one can see how this scheme fits in with their overall ontology.  

1. The Seven Ways

From 1) effects, 2) atomic combinations, 3) the suspension and other states of the world, 4) the existence of human skills, 5)the existence of authoritative knowledge, 6) the existence of Revelation and 7) the numberical combination of atoms -from all these we can prove the exitence of the all-knowing, imperishable God.  

1.) Argument from effects:
Things like the earth must have a cause.  
Because  they are effects, such as a pot etc.

By having a cause  I mean active production by someone possessed of the intent to produce, and a direct knowledge concerning the matter from which the production is  to be.  

2.) Argument from Atomic combinations

[The world it must be remembered is a combination of atoms, in different degrees of complexit.] Combination is an action, and hence an action occuring at the beginning of creation that brings about the bonding of two atoms, thus originating a dyad.  Such a combination is always consequent on the activity of a conscious agent.  Because it is an action.  
Comment: alchemically speaking this would be the division of the chaotic first matter into the two contrairies or the yang and yin principles of Taoist cosmology.  We can also see ideas of Chokmah here in terms of qabalah.  

3.) Argument from the suspension of the world:

The world is supported by an active being which impedes it from falling.  
Because  it has the character of something suspended.
Like a  twig held in the air by a bird. 
By 'suspension' I mean the absence of falling in things that possess weight.  When I say "the suspension and other states of the world," I mean destruction.  For the world is destructible  by an active being; because its nature is destructible; like that of a torn cloth.
This is curious logic by today's standards.  Keep in mind that this school was founded in the 2nd century c.e.  

4.) Argument from the existence of human skills... or the arts of life.

Traditional arts, like weaving, need to be launched by an independent person.  
Because of their character as human usages.  
Like modern wiriting and such other usages.  

5.) Argument from the existence of authoritative knowledge.  

Authoritative knowledge, that is, knowledge through authoritative norms.  
The knowledghe produced by the Veda is due to positive qualities in the cause of that knowledge.  
Because of its character as normative knowledge.  
    As in a norm such as experience.  

Comment: This is interesting, authoritative knowledge and normative knowledge are both identified with experience, meaning that the norms, that we take as socially constructed are of a similar nature to our experiences of reality via the senses.  This is significant since both anthropology, sociology, and perhaps psychology have started to tackle with the fact that what we percieve empirically is shaped by our social and environmental contexts.  

To me authority and norms are at least partially arbitrary, being subject to bending, and transformation.  The fact that sense perception, may be culturally conditioned makes it another social norm or authority which can be shaped and changed under the proper conditions.  

6.) Arguments from the existence of Revelation (Gnosis).  Revelation, that is say, the Veda. 
A. The Veda is pernsonally originant.  
Because  of its capacity to instruct [instruction being conveyed through one person dialoguing with another]. 
    Like the Veda of medicine [which all accept to have been humanly, or personally produced]. 

B. Again, the Veda is personally originant.  
    Because it is composed of sentences.
    Like the Mahabharata [epic of the great Indian war]

C. And the Veda's sentences are personally originant.
    Because they are sentences.
    Like our own sentences.

Comment;
I'm not sure what the dominant opinion is about the Vedas in the Hindu schools, but most religious Hindus and Brahmans hold the vedas to be an eternal sound or eternal doctrine (satana dharma) that was heard (sruti) by the Rishis, or the sages. This philosophical statement seems to agianst the religious grain here, however I should check my professor to find out more about this statement within the larger Hindu context.  

7.) Argument from numerical augmentation

    [Physical objects, which have measure, are produced from combination of atoms, begining with the dyads.  But atoms themselves have no measure.  How then do dyads? For the following reasons:]

a.  A dyad's measure is produced by number.  
    Because, though not produced thorugh the aggregation of measures, it still remains a produced measure.  
    As, for instance [of pot sections of equal size], the measure of a pot composed of three sections is greater than that of a pot composed of two such sections [the former's greater size thus being due to number alone].

Comment:
We can immediatly see the necessity of universals, as numbers as a means for the creation of the cosmos.  This is a strong paralel with platonic, neo-platonic, pythagorean, and kabbalistic reasoning. 

b. An atomic measure does not produce measure.  
    Because its measure is eternal [and hence incapable of the temporal change that all production entails]; or because its measure is infitesimal.
    In this way, at the beginning of creation, the dual number-the reason for the dyad's measure-needs to be implanted in atoms. [According to the tenets of our combined Logicist-Atomist system, things exist singly, or monadically, and can be combined only by a faculty that reduces these monads to unity and order-the Methodizing Mind]. The combination cannot have been produced at the [promordial] time by the Methodizing Mind of beings like ourselves [then non-existent].  Hence there exists such a Mind coeval with that time, that is to say, God's. 

Again not the parallels with Levi's 'Divine Reason' and Plato's perfect forms. 
    Finally, by the words 'the all-knowing, imperishable God" I mean that the quality of imperishableness belongs to Him essentially [and is inconceivable apart]. It is certain then that an ever lasting knowledge embracing all things exists.

Hope some of you find this interesting.
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Thanks again for this...keep it comin'  :-)
It is interesting since it provides a much more sophisticated elaboration upon the elements of the basic design arguments known in western philsophy.  One thing worth mentioning since it's not mentioned in this text, is the fact that God for the Nyaya and Vaisesika philsophers was simply a soul, but a soul of universal import in contrast with the human soul.  

In essence, that's what the Outer College (GD) of the A.'.A.'. 'officially' teaches.  Adonai is the God of Liber LXV; a symbol for the H.G.A. which resides at the center of the Ruach.  God is given no name at the crossing of the Abyss, as found in the Oath of the Abyss: "I will interpret every phenomenon as a particular dealing of God with my soul."  Adonai only appears as a god (daemon...these legions of spirits emanating from the Dhyan Cohens (creative spirits); the planetary spirits of Western Magick, and the 'Personating Spirits' I've been speaking of in my commentary on the Secret Doctrine.

1.) Argument from effects:
Things like the earth must have a cause.  
Because  they are effects, such as a pot etc.

By having a cause  I mean active production by someone possessed of the intent to produce, and a direct knowledge concerning the matter from which the production is  to be.  

To show the limitation of the intellect and the danger of BECAUSE, Hume proves by argument, that causality is not a fact or a universal law.  Yet, are we taking causality on faith?  I think even admitting that anything we do or think has some effect can bring us to an experiential Gnosis on the truth of causality; discrediting the argument that science is also faith-based.

2.) Argument from Atomic combinations

[The world it must be remembered is a combination of atoms, in different degrees of complexit.] Combination is an action, and hence an action occuring at the beginning of creation that brings about the bonding of two atoms, thus originating a dyad.  Such a combination is always consequent on the activity of a conscious agent.  Because it is an action.  
Comment: alchemically speaking this would be the division of the chaotic first matter into the two contrairies or the yang and yin principles of Taoist cosmology.  We can also see ideas of Chokmah here in terms of qabalah.  
I disagree with you here; the division of the ONE into the ALL is the Solve part of the formula whereas the combining of atoms and particles into larger and more complex structures is the Coagula part of the formula.

3.) Argument from the suspension of the world:

The world is supported by an active being which impedes it from falling.  
Because  it has the character of something suspended.
Like a  twig held in the air by a bird. 
By 'suspension' I mean the absence of falling in things that possess weight.  When I say "the suspension and other states of the world," I mean destruction.  For the world is destructible  by an active being; because its nature is destructible; like that of a torn cloth.
This is curious logic by today's standards.  Keep in mind that this school was founded in the 2nd century c.e. 
Can you elaborate on the meaning of this? 

4.) Argument from the existence of human skills... or the arts of life.

Traditional arts, like weaving, need to be launched by an independent person.  
Because of their character as human usages.  
Like modern wiriting and such other usages.  
Is it being purported here, that human creativity proves our divinity?

5.) Argument from the existence of authoritative knowledge.  

Authoritative knowledge, that is, knowledge through authoritative norms.  
The knowledghe produced by the Veda is due to positive qualities in the cause of that knowledge.  
Because of its character as normative knowledge.  
    As in a norm such as experience.  

Comment: This is interesting, authoritative knowledge and normative knowledge are both identified with experience, meaning that the norms, that we take as socially constructed are of a similar nature to our experiences of reality via the senses.  This is significant since both anthropology, sociology, and perhaps psychology have started to tackle with the fact that what we percieve empirically is shaped by our social and environmental contexts.  

To me authority and norms are at least partially arbitrary, being subject to bending, and transformation.  The fact that sense perception, may be culturally conditioned makes it another social norm or authority which can be shaped and changed under the proper conditions.  
I think here, this is quite similar to the Deist argument that nature (normative knowledge) shows the existence of God (authoritative knowledge).  In addition to this, it seems that on a more subtle level, it is suggesting that this authoritative knowledge is Gnostic revelation or what we call Praeter-human contact.

6.) Arguments from the existence of Revelation (Gnosis).  Revelation, that is say, the Veda. 
A. The Veda is pernsonally originant.  
Because  of its capacity to instruct [instruction being conveyed through one person dialoguing with another]. 
    Like the Veda of medicine [which all accept to have been humanly, or personally produced]. 

B. Again, the Veda is personally originant.  
    Because it is composed of sentences.
    Like the Mahabharata [epic of the great Indian war]

C. And the Veda's sentences are personally originant.
    Because they are sentences.
    Like our own sentences.

Comment;
I'm not sure what the dominant opinion is about the Vedas in the Hindu schools, but most religious Hindus and Brahmans hold the vedas to be an eternal sound or eternal doctrine (satana dharma) that was heard (sruti) by the Rishis, or the sages. This philosophical statement seems to agianst the religious grain here, however I should check my professor to find out more about this statement within the larger Hindu context.  
It is interesting that what is hinted at in the previous argument now is spoken outright in this argument.  Further, considering the nature of Vedic texts, and all their alleghories told in the form of a dialogue with one asking questions and the other answering them.  These texts often enough, open with someone crediting and praising his guru for the sacred knowledge that is about to be revealed.  These more grandiose and complementary descriptions of the text employ a flowery imagery that accentuates a sense of reverence.
But it is through the dialogue and the sense of divine presence that surrounds the conversation and the participants that the divine voice speaks.  Hence, the Vedas are the written production of that divine voice.

7.) Argument from numerical augmentation

    [Physical objects, which have measure, are produced from combination of atoms, begining with the dyads.  But atoms themselves have no measure.  How then do dyads? For the following reasons:]

a.  A dyad's measure is produced by number.  
    Because, though not produced thorugh the aggregation of measures, it still remains a produced measure.  
    As, for instance [of pot sections of equal size], the measure of a pot composed of three sections is greater than that of a pot composed of two such sections [the former's greater size thus being due to number alone].

Comment:
We can immediatly see the necessity of universals, as numbers as a means for the creation of the cosmos.  This is a strong paralel with platonic, neo-platonic, pythagorean, and kabbalistic reasoning. 
Numbers are the key to organization, which implies evolutionary development.  The involution is the Solve and the evolution is the Coagula.  These form any real and true cosmogony, such as Thelema has also been derived.

b. An atomic measure does not produce measure.  
    Because its measure is eternal [and hence incapable of the temporal change that all production entails]; or because its measure is infitesimal.
    In this way, at the beginning of creation, the dual number-the reason for the dyad's measure-needs to be implanted in atoms. [According to the tenets of our combined Logicist-Atomist system, things exist singly, or monadically, and can be combined only by a faculty that reduces these monads to unity and order-the Methodizing Mind]. The combination cannot have been produced at the [promordial] time by the Methodizing Mind of beings like ourselves [then non-existent].  Hence there exists such a Mind coeval with that time, that is to say, God's. 

Again not the parallels with Levi's 'Divine Reason' and Plato's perfect forms. 
Is it not?  That the Universal Mind contemplates these forms through us, we become its points of consciousnes; itself being non-differential in nature.  This seems like more an extension of Plato's forms; perhaps one of the secrets of his Initiation that he couldn't reveal to the 'profane.'

    Finally, by the words 'the all-knowing, imperishable God" I mean that the quality of imperishableness belongs to Him essentially [and is inconceivable apart]. It is certain then that an ever lasting knowledge embracing all things exists.

The integrative mindset comprehends the fact that once objective existence is denied, then the Godhead itself is an illusion and of the Maya.  This nihilistic mindset, though all these Gurus teach this philosophy and are esteemed as holy, really shows what atheists they actually are.
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Thanks again for the encouragement; here are some thoughts and responses.


Paul Joseph Rovelli <provelli1@nycap.rr.com> wrote:

Hi Ryan,
93
Thanks again for this...keep it comin'  :-)
It is interesting since it provides a much more sophisticated elaboration upon the elements of the basic design arguments known in western philsophy.  One thing worth mentioning since it's not mentioned in this text, is the fact that God for the Nyaya and Vaisesika philsophers was simply a soul, but a soul of universal import in contrast with the human soul.  

In essence, that's what the Outer College (GD) of the A.'.A.'. 'officially' teaches.  Adonai is the God of Liber LXV; a symbol for the H.G.A. which resides at the center of the Ruach.  God is given no name at the crossing of the Abyss, as found in the Oath of the Abyss: "I will interpret every phenomenon as a particular dealing of God with my soul."  Adonai only appears as a god (daemon...these legions of spirits emanating from the Dhyan Cohens (creative spirits); the planetary spirits of Western Magick, and the 'Personating Spirits' I've been speaking of in my commentary on the Secret Doctrine.

1.) Argument from effects:
Things like the earth must have a cause.  
Because  they are effects, such as a pot etc.

By having a cause  I mean active production by someone possessed of the intent to produce, and a direct knowledge concerning the matter from which the production is  to be.  

To show the limitation of the intellect and the danger of BECAUSE, Hume proves by argument, that causality is not a fact or a universal law.  
Yet, are we taking causality on faith?  I think even admitting that anything we do or think has some effect can bring us to an experiential Gnosis on the truth of causality; discrediting the argument that science is also faith-based.
If our experience of causality is based on gnosis, and science on cuasality, then that would imply that science is gnosis based.  
 

The belief in causality is important for any thinkers who wish to affirm the world, and I suspect that it is on this bases that contemporary Hindu philosophers such as Mohanty, and Matilal describe Hume's scepticism as leading to an idealist rather than a realist direction.  
 

Also consider that there is no cause and hence no creation of the cosmos in the Advaita Vedanta and Madhyamika Buddhist metaphysics.  For the Advaitin's this is because there is just Brahma, cause and effect being but the projections of our collective egos in the concensus reality.  The same goes for the Madhyamika school,accept they are more extreme saying that there is just emptiness or suchness.  It is on this bases that the Advaita school acuses the Madhyamikas of being nihilists. 

2.) Argument from Atomic combinations

[The world it must be remembered is a combination of atoms, in different degrees of complexit.] Combination is an action, and hence an action occuring at the beginning of creation that brings about the bonding of two atoms, thus originating a dyad.  Such a combination is always consequent on the activity of a conscious agent.  Because it is an action.  
Comment: alchemically speaking this would be the division of the chaotic first matter into the two contrairies or the yang and yin principles of Taoist cosmology.  We can also see ideas of Chokmah here in terms of qabalah.  
I disagree with you here; the division of the ONE into the ALL is the Solve part of the formula whereas the combining of atoms and particles into larger and more complex structures is the Coagula part of the formula.
This is what I meant.  The dyad being the Solve, while the joining of the separate atoms resulting from this division is the Coagula. 
3.) Argument from the suspension of the world:

The world is supported by an active being which impedes it from falling.  
Because  it has the character of something suspended.
Like a  twig held in the air by a bird. 
By 'suspension' I mean the absence of falling in things that possess weight.  When I say "the suspension and other states of the world," I mean destruction.  For the world is destructible  by an active being; because its nature is destructible; like that of a torn cloth.
This is curious logic by today's standards.  Keep in mind that this school was founded in the 2nd century c.e. 
Can you elaborate on the meaning of this? 
I find the connection between suspension and destruction isn't clearly explained in this particular syllogism. 
4.) Argument from the existence of human skills... or the arts of life.

Traditional arts, like weaving, need to be launched by an independent person.  
Because of their character as human usages.  
Like modern wiriting and such other usages.  
Is it being purported here, that human creativity proves our divinity?
For myself as a Thelemnite yes; but I hesitate to put words in the mouth of the person who wrote this text.  However it is clear that human creativity is intended as proof of divinity in this statement.  This does seem to suggest our divinity as you have pointed out. 

5.) Argument from the existence of authoritative knowledge.  

Authoritative knowledge, that is, knowledge through authoritative norms.  
The knowledghe produced by the Veda is due to positive qualities in the cause of that knowledge.  
Because of its character as normative knowledge.  
    As in a norm such as experience.  

Comment: This is interesting, authoritative knowledge and normative knowledge are both identified with experience, meaning that the norms, that we take as socially constructed are of a similar nature to our experiences of reality via the senses.  This is significant since both anthropology, sociology, and perhaps psychology have started to tackle with the fact that what we percieve empirically is shaped by our social and environmental contexts.  

To me authority and norms are at least partially arbitrary, being subject to bending, and transformation.  The fact that sense perception, may be culturally conditioned makes it another social norm or authority which can be shaped and changed under the proper conditions.  
I think here, this is quite similar to the Deist argument that nature (normative knowledge) shows the existence of God (authoritative knowledge).  In addition to this, it seems that on a more subtle level, it is suggesting that this authoritative knowledge is Gnostic revelation or what we call Praeter-human contact.
I agree. 
6.) Arguments from the existence of Revelation (Gnosis).  Revelation, that is say, the Veda. 
A. The Veda is pernsonally originant.  
Because  of its capacity to instruct [instruction being conveyed through one person dialoguing with another]. 
    Like the Veda of medicine [which all accept to have been humanly, or personally produced]. 

B. Again, the Veda is personally originant.  
    Because it is composed of sentences.
    Like the Mahabharata [epic of the great Indian war]

C. And the Veda's sentences are personally originant.
    Because they are sentences.
    Like our own sentences.

Comment;
I'm not sure what the dominant opinion is about the Vedas in the Hindu schools, but most religious Hindus and Brahmans hold the vedas to be an eternal sound or eternal doctrine (satana dharma) that was heard (sruti) by the Rishis, or the sages. This philosophical statement seems to agianst the religious grain here, however I should check my professor to find out more about this statement within the larger Hindu context.  
It is interesting that what is hinted at in the previous argument now is spoken outright in this argument.  Further, considering the nature of Vedic texts, and all their alleghories told in the form of a dialogue with one asking questions and the other answering them.  These texts often enough, open with someone crediting and praising his guru for the sacred knowledge that is about to be revealed.  These more grandiose and complementary descriptions of the text employ a flowery imagery that accentuates a sense of reverence.
But it is through the dialogue and the sense of divine presence that surrounds the conversation and the participants that the divine voice speaks.  Hence, the Vedas are the written production of that divine voice.
It sounds like you are referring to the Upanisads, which are considered the 'fifth Veda'.  Technically they are not the Veda proper since they are the later philsophical commentaries on the 'Vedas'.  That is why they contain dialogues with the guru's. In these you see the ideas of asceticsim and yogic practices from the indigenous (Cf Heinrich Zimmer) traditions influencing the original 'this worldly' ritual emphasis indicated in the four Vedas.  Thus the older vedic fire and sacrifice rituals are reinterpreted in yogic and ascetic terms, quite contrairy to the earlier this worldly aims of the early Aryan Brahman's which were quite war like before, and probably after their arrival into India.  CF: my essay: Zoroastrianism and Brahmanism.
The Vedas are called sruti, meaning that which has been heard, hence the eternal divine voice; while the Upanisads, that you are referring to are called smurti, that which has been remembered.  
Hence the difference.  
7.) Argument from numerical augmentation

    [Physical objects, which have measure, are produced from combination of atoms, begining with the dyads.  But atoms themselves have no measure.  How then do dyads? For the following reasons:]

a.  A dyad's measure is produced by number.  
    Because, though not produced thorugh the aggregation of measures, it still remains a produced measure.  
    As, for instance [of pot sections of equal size], the measure of a pot composed of three sections is greater than that of a pot composed of two such sections [the former's greater size thus being due to number alone].

Comment:
We can immediatly see the necessity of universals, as numbers as a means for the creation of the cosmos.  This is a strong paralel with platonic, neo-platonic, pythagorean, and kabbalistic reasoning. 
Numbers are the key to organization, which implies evolutionary development.  The involution is the Solve and the evolution is the Coagula.  These form any real and true cosmogony, such as Thelema has also been derived.
Hence the basis of magick, which implies a real world with real change. 

b. An atomic measure does not produce measure.  
    Because its measure is eternal [and hence incapable of the temporal change that all production entails]; or because its measure is infitesimal.
    In this way, at the beginning of creation, the dual number-the reason for the dyad's measure-needs to be implanted in atoms. [According to the tenets of our combined Logicist-Atomist system, things exist singly, or monadically, and can be combined only by a faculty that reduces these monads to unity and order-the Methodizing Mind]. The combination cannot have been produced at the [promordial] time by the Methodizing Mind of beings like ourselves [then non-existent].  Hence there exists such a Mind coeval with that time, that is to say, God's. 

Again not the parallels with Levi's 'Divine Reason' and Plato's perfect forms. 
Is it not?  That the Universal Mind contemplates these forms through us, we become its points of consciousnes; itself being non-differential in nature.  This seems like more an extension of Plato's forms; perhaps one of the secrets of his Initiation that he couldn't reveal to the 'profane.'
I'm sorry, we are actually in agreement here, I just mis-spelled 'note' as 'not' lol.  Thus I meant: "Again note the parallels with Levi's 'Divine Reason' and Plato's perfect forms. 

    Finally, by the words 'the all-knowing, imperishable God" I mean that the quality of imperishableness belongs to Him essentially [and is inconceivable apart]. It is certain then that an ever lasting knowledge embracing all things exists.

The integrative mindset comprehends the fact that once objective existence is denied, then the Godhead itself is an illusion and of the Maya.  This nihilistic mindset, though all these Gurus teach this philosophy and are esteemed as holy, really shows what atheists they actually are.
I partially agree, here.  I think it is a matter of confusing the planes.  I think each philosophy is intended as a relative perspective from a distinct plane.  Hence the metaphor of the three blind men touching a different part of the elephant and claiming that the other men are 'wrong' in their views.  I think the true philosopher, must explore and thus exhauste every perspective in his or her analysis and then synthesize these into his or her samadhi.  
 

The problem with the ego losers and Sollopsists is not necessarily the idealist philosophy as such, but the fact that they want to reduce the universe to their idealist philosophy.  On the other end you have the realists that are terrified of looking at the universe from any-other perspective but realism.  This of course can make one's interactions with the universe rather rigid, and like all rigid things, clumsy.  
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Hi Ryan,
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Yes, keep it coming; it's just these types of researches that make fruitful discussion.  The depth and breadth of Western Philosophy shines through these types of comparitive researches into Eastern systems.
 

1.) Argument from effects:
Things like the earth must have a cause.  
Because  they are effects, such as a pot etc.

By having a cause  I mean active production by someone possessed of the intent to produce, and a direct knowledge concerning the matter from which the production is  to be.  

To show the limitation of the intellect and the danger of BECAUSE, Hume proves by argument, that causality is not a fact or a universal law.  
Yet, are we taking causality on faith?  I think even admitting that anything we do or think has some effect can bring us to an experiential Gnosis on the truth of causality; discrediting the argument that science is also faith-based.
If our experience of causality is based on gnosis, and science on cuasality, then that would imply that science is gnosis based.  
Of course it is!  Epistemology shows us how we actually mentate as does brain research.  and both reveal that our perception encases our mentation.  Modern physicists talk and even begin to act like mystics, which provides empirical evidence that they are undergoing their own conscoiusness transformation.  Modern science merely rose out of the Materialist Cycle--but it remains forever connected with the Integral Cycle from which Occult Science emerges.
 

The belief in causality is important for any thinkers who wish to affirm the world, and I suspect that it is on this bases that contemporary Hindu philosophers such as Mohanty, and Matilal describe Hume's scepticism as leading to an idealist rather than a realist direction.
Hume provides a mathematically abstract arguement, which again shows the limitations of the intellect and the danger of BECAUSE.  
 

Also consider that there is no cause and hence no creation of the cosmos in the Advaita Vedanta and Madhyamika Buddhist metaphysics.  For the Advaitin's this is because there is just Brahma, cause and effect being but the projections of our collective egos in the concensus reality.  The same goes for the Madhyamika school,accept they are more extreme saying that there is just emptiness or suchness.  It is on this bases that the Advaita school acuses the Madhyamikas of being nihilists. 
I think that causality does not have to be linear, which is the common way to prove God; as the 'causeless cause'.  But then even in this linearity, God does not have to be removed from what IT causes and such effects do not have to be illusory or of the Maya.  That these Brahmanistic schools teach this, shows me more their nihilism and atheism.

Finally, by the words 'the all-knowing, imperishable God" I mean that the quality of imperishableness belongs to Him essentially [and is inconceivable apart]. It is certain then that an ever lasting knowledge embracing all things exists.

The integrative mindset comprehends the fact that once objective existence is denied, then the Godhead itself is an illusion and of the Maya.  This nihilistic mindset, though all these Gurus teach this philosophy and are esteemed as holy, really shows what atheists they actually are.
I partially agree, here.  I think it is a matter of confusing the planes.  I think each philosophy is intended as a relative perspective from a distinct plane.  Hence the metaphor of the three blind men touching a different part of the elephant and claiming that the other men are 'wrong' in their views.  I think the true philosopher, must explore and thus exhauste every perspective in his or her analysis and then synthesize these into his or her samadhi.  
 

The problem with the ego losers and Sollopsists is not necessarily the idealist philosophy as such, but the fact that they want to reduce the universe to their idealist philosophy.  On the other end you have the realists that are terrified of looking at the universe from any-other perspective but realism.  This of course can make one's interactions with the universe rather rigid, and like all rigid things, clumsy.  
I agree with in that different truths may be appropriate for different planes of consciousness.  But it still doesn't mean that the other planes themselves may be then claimed to be unreal from the unique perspective of any one particular plane.
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Hi all here is the continuation of my explorations of the Nyaya and Vaisesika school of philosophy:

 

There are many interpretations of the paryapti (relation) theory of number in Navya-Naya and the problem of this is related to the old Nyaya Vaisesika theory on number.  

 

Number has been treated as a quality or a quality-particular (guna), an ontological category and is said to reside in the things or substances (counted, one, two, three) by a connecter called inherent relation (sammuvaya).  

 

According to scholar Bimal Krishna Matilal, this is the beginning of the problem.  

 

The first problem is that numbers are often applied to things other than the substances themselves and the technical notion of samavaya is no longer available to unite the numbers with the numbersed items since samavaya (inherent relation) only applies to substances in the Nyaya Vaisesika system.

 

Another problem is the fact that a number ascribed to a serries of items would have to reside in each object itself, leading to an infinite regress and counter intuitive statements.  For example, if duality inheres within all things counted as two, then it must inhere in either of them separatly.  Thus if the sky and earth are two then the sky must have duality.  

 

The first problem is avoided by the construction of a 'chain relation'.  When we count qualities, actions, or universals rather than things having properties, we do it on the basis of such 'chain' relations'.  In other words we connect such numbers as 2,3,4 with the qualities and actions through the intermediary of the substance possessing them.  Thus twoness would reside in the substance in which the qualities ect, are counted, not in the qualities themselves.  This explanation can be called into question by opposing schools.

 

When dealing with the second problem some exponents of Navya-nyaya have suggested talking about two different ways that numbers are connected with things numbered.  One way is the relation of inherence.  In this context duality is only thought to inhere in the sky in one part, just as the flavour of the mango is thought to only inhere in the fruit by one part.  Thus the sky is not two, but it contains twoness.  Another way of connecting this is in the statement: "The sky  and the earth are two".  

 

This can also be seen in the statement concerning the mangoes:

 

1) Three mangoes

2)Therefore: Threeness resides in these (three) mangoes

3) And Threeness resides in each of the three mangoes.  (False)

 

In light of the Navya Nayaya explanation the first two statements are true while the last one is false.  In this explanation the connection of called paryapti is posted as a relation that allows the passage from 1-2, but blocks the passage from 2-3. Thus this type of relation is supposed to distinguish itself from inherence.  

 

Thus Threeness is connected with all three items together (counted as three) by this relation and not with just one of them: it is an 'all or nothing' sort of connection.       

This type of problem is also connected with the Nyaya Vaisesika theory of number as will be shown later on.  

 

*FURHTER EXPLANATION OF THE THE PARYAPTI RELATION 

 

Comment:
This last peice is a good example of how some forms of Navya Nyaya logic may be rather tedious. 
 

The philsopher D.C. Guha states that the vocabulary of paryapti is resorted to so that the number of delimiting properties (avacchedaka) on one side can be exactly matched by the delimiting properties on the other side.  There should be neither more nor less.  

 

The pervasion (vyapti) relation is formulated as one of co-location of s (sadhya) with h (hetu) provided the delimiting property of being such as (s) is not the delimiting property of the absenteehood of an absence, which (absence) is colocated with (h).  

 

When inferring fire (our s) from smoke (our h) there is pervasion of smoke with fire because the delimiting property of s, firehood, is not the delimiting property of the absenteehood of such absences, as absences of pot or cot are colocated with smoke.  

 

Now it is possible to say that absence of all (kinds of) fire or the absence of two (kinds of) fire (i.e. grass fire and non-grass fire) is also colocatable with smoke.  If this is so, then the delimiting property of such absenteehood would be all-ness belonging to all types of fire or duality belongint to the two types of fire.  

 

These properties, allness of duality are, however pervaders of firehood.  Meaning that firehood does not reside anywhere when such propterties are not present.  

Matilal concludes that the relation that we call paryapti is a self-linking connector (a svarupa sambandha)-that is evidenced by such specific cases of awareness as 'this is one' and 'these are two'.  
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Ryan

Hi Ryan,
93
Thanks for continuing with this...
There are many interpretations of the paryapti (relation) theory of number in Navya-Naya and the problem of this is related to the old Nyaya Vaisesika theory on number.  

 

Number has been treated as a quality or a quality-particular (guna), an ontological category and is said to reside in the things or substances (counted, one, two, three) by a connecter called inherent relation (sammuvaya).  

 

According to scholar Bimal Krishna Matilal, this is the beginning of the problem.  

 

The first problem is that numbers are often applied to things other than the substances themselves and the technical notion of samavaya is no longer available to unite the numbers with the numbersed items since samavaya (inherent relation) only applies to substances in the Nyaya Vaisesika system.

 

This would obviously, contradict the wisdom of the Qabalah, which gives numbers their own inherent qualities and then even treats them as objects.  These themselves are the emanations from the unmanifest and each are gods.
 

Another problem is the fact that a number ascribed to a serries of items would have to reside in each object itself, leading to an infinite regress and counter intuitive statements.  For example, if duality inheres within all things counted as two, then it must inhere in either of them separatly.  Thus if the sky and earth are two then the sky must have duality.  

 

This is even easy in this specific example; in a dualistic Universe, everything does have this quality.  However, it would be that much more difficult to find something of the tertiary, et al, in nature.
 

The first problem is avoided by the construction of a 'chain relation'.  When we count qualities, actions, or universals rather than things having properties, we do it on the basis of such 'chain' relations'.  In other words we connect such numbers as 2,3,4 with the qualities and actions through the intermediary of the substance possessing them.  Thus twoness would reside in the substance in which the qualities ect, are counted, not in the qualities themselves.  This explanation can be called into question by opposing schools.

 

Certainly, in the West, we would also call this into question.  But I find a logical problem with this idea of defining a number only by the "intermediary of the substance possessing..."  How does a substance possess a number?  Doesn't this automatically imply that the number already has a quality?
 

When dealing with the second problem some exponents of Navya-nyaya have suggested talking about two different ways that numbers are connected with things numbered.  One way is the relation of inherence.  In this context duality is only thought to inhere in the sky in one part, just as the flavour of the mango is thought to only inhere in the fruit by one part.  Thus the sky is not two, but it contains twoness.  Another way of connecting this is in the statement: "The sky  and the earth are two".  

 

Considering the duality of the Universe, this brings a chuckle; it's as if this is not considered here.  But in the context of the argument here, the sky can only contain twoness in its relation to the Earth.  Of course, in the West, all things are manifest in terms of their relation to all things and each other individually.  This is why the only thing that could be considered the ultimate God or causeless cause, is the Ain Soph..NOT...therefore, as Thelema states, there is no god but man.
 

This can also be seen in the statement concerning the mangoes:

 

1) Three mangoes

2)Therefore: Threeness resides in these (three) mangoes

3) And Threeness resides in each of the three mangoes.  (False)

 

In light of the Navya Nayaya explanation the first two statements are true while the last one is false.  In this explanation the connection of called paryapti is posted as a relation that allows the passage from 1-2, but blocks the passage from 2-3. Thus this type of relation is supposed to distinguish itself from inherence.  

 

Thinking about this Qabalistically, there must be a threeness that resides in each of the Mangos; at least in the fact that they have in this moment, manifest in a set of three.  In a Universe of change, that doesn't mean this threeness is a permanent quality; merely, the synchronicity has manifested itself here.
 

Thus Threeness is connected with all three items together (counted as three) by this relation and not with just one of them: it is an 'all or nothing' sort of connection.       

This type of problem is also connected with the Nyaya Vaisesika theory of number as will be shown later on.  

 

*FURHTER EXPLANATION OF THE THE PARYAPTI RELATION 

 

Comment:
This last peice is a good example of how some forms of Navya Nyaya logic may be rather tedious. 
 

The philsopher D.C. Guha states that the vocabulary of paryapti is resorted to so that the number of delimiting properties (avacchedaka) on one side can be exactly matched by the delimiting properties on the other side.  There should be neither more nor less.  

 

The pervasion (vyapti) relation is formulated as one of co-location of s (sadhya) with h (hetu) provided the delimiting property of being such as (s) is not the delimiting property of the absenteehood of an absence, which (absence) is colocated with (h).  

 

When inferring fire (our s) from smoke (our h) there is pervasion of smoke with fire because the delimiting property of s, firehood, is not the delimiting property of the absenteehood of such absences, as absences of pot or cot are colocated with smoke.  

 

Now it is possible to say that absence of all (kinds of) fire or the absence of two (kinds of) fire (i.e. grass fire and non-grass fire) is also colocatable with smoke.  If this is so, then the delimiting property of such absenteehood would be all-ness belonging to all types of fire or duality belongint to the two types of fire.  

 

These properties, allness of duality are, however pervaders of firehood.  Meaning that firehood does not reside anywhere when such propterties are not present.  

Matilal concludes that the relation that we call paryapti is a self-linking connector (a svarupa sambandha)-that is evidenced by such specific cases of awareness as 'this is one' and 'these are two'.  

 

But of course, the true duality of fire is its paired opposite 'not-fire'.  Smoke is a by-product of fire and resultant from its interaction with that which is burning, which I guess by the Nyaya philosophy on number would then prove a tertiary nature for fire.  And so it seems that something hasn't really been well-worked in this argument.
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This is an interesting dialogue we have here.  

Paul Joseph Rovelli <provelli1@nycap.rr.com> wrote:

Hi Ryan,
93
Thanks for continuing with this...
There are many interpretations of the paryapti (relation) theory of number in Navya-Naya and the problem of this is related to the old Nyaya Vaisesika theory on number.  

 

Number has been treated as a quality or a quality-particular (guna), an ontological category and is said to reside in the things or substances (counted, one, two, three) by a connecter called inherent relation (sammuvaya).  

 

According to scholar Bimal Krishna Matilal, this is the beginning of the problem.  

 

The first problem is that numbers are often applied to things other than the substances themselves and the technical notion of samavaya is no longer available to unite the numbers with the numbersed items since samavaya (inherent relation) only applies to substances in the Nyaya Vaisesika system.

 

This would obviously, contradict the wisdom of the Qabalah, which gives numbers their own inherent qualities and then even treats them as objects.  These themselves are the emanations from the unmanifest and each are gods.
 

Yes, but I suspect that the exact nature of number hasn't been fully threshed out by this school or at least this writer.  I do know that there is a plethora of different thinkers with in the school who come up with various solutions to the understanding of number.  The source that I took my notes from doesn't exactly deal with this aspect of numbers, so its hard to say at this point what the Nyaya perspective of number really is in relation to your observations. 
 

Another problem is the fact that a number ascribed to a serries of items would have to reside in each object itself, leading to an infinite regress and counter intuitive statements.  For example, if duality inheres within all things counted as two, then it must inhere in either of them separatly.  Thus if the sky and earth are two then the sky must have duality.  

 

This is even easy in this specific example; in a dualistic Universe, everything does have this quality.  However, it would be that much more difficult to find something of the tertiary, et al, in nature.
My comprehension fails to grasp the full meaning of this statement.  Could you elucidate this furhter?
 

The first problem is avoided by the construction of a 'chain relation'.  When we count qualities, actions, or universals rather than things having properties, we do it on the basis of such 'chain' relations'.  In other words we connect such numbers as 2,3,4 with the qualities and actions through the intermediary of the substance possessing them.  Thus twoness would reside in the substance in which the qualities ect, are counted, not in the qualities themselves.  This explanation can be called into question by opposing schools.

 

Certainly, in the West, we would also call this into question.  But I find a logical problem with this idea of defining a number only by the "intermediary of the substance possessing..."  How does a substance possess a number?  Doesn't this automatically imply that the number already has a quality?
 

This is a continuation of our first conundrum, that the exact nature of number hasn't been fully explicated.  I suspect that if the nyaya theorists were pushed they would say that number is a quality, such as per the qabalists, rather than having a quality.  But in this instance it must be a special kind of quality.  I should ask my professor about this when I have the chance. 
 

When dealing with the second problem some exponents of Navya-nyaya have suggested talking about two different ways that numbers are connected with things numbered.  One way is the relation of inherence.  In this context duality is only thought to inhere in the sky in one part, just as the flavour of the mango is thought to only inhere in the fruit by one part.  Thus the sky is not two, but it contains twoness.  Another way of connecting this is in the statement: "The sky  and the earth are two".  

 

Considering the duality of the Universe, this brings a chuckle; it's as if this is not considered here.  But in the context of the argument here, the sky can only contain twoness in its relation to the Earth. 
Yes and this is what the author that I was reading also concluded, and this is what is meant by the chain relation of Paryapti.  It is within the relation of the numbered chain that the numbers exist in each object. 
Of course, in the West, all things are manifest in terms of their relation to all things and each other individually.  This is why the only thing that could be considered the ultimate God or causeless cause, is the Ain Soph..NOT...therefore, as Thelema states, there is no god but man.
 

This can also be seen in the statement concerning the mangoes:

 

1) Three mangoes

2)Therefore: Threeness resides in these (three) mangoes

3) And Threeness resides in each of the three mangoes.  (False)

 

In light of the Navya Nayaya explanation the first two statements are true while the last one is false.  In this explanation the connection of called paryapti is posted as a relation that allows the passage from 1-2, but blocks the passage from 2-3. Thus this type of relation is supposed to distinguish itself from inherence.  

 

Thinking about this Qabalistically, there must be a threeness that resides in each of the Mangos; at least in the fact that they have in this moment, manifest in a set of three.  In a Universe of change, that doesn't mean this threeness is a permanent quality; merely, the synchronicity has manifested itself here.
You point here is similar to the Navya Naya concept of chain relation.  
 

Thus Threeness is connected with all three items together (counted as three) by this relation and not with just one of them: it is an 'all or nothing' sort of connection.       

This type of problem is also connected with the Nyaya Vaisesika theory of number as will be shown later on.  

 

*FURHTER EXPLANATION OF THE THE PARYAPTI RELATION 

 

Comment:
This last peice is a good example of how some forms of Navya Nyaya logic may be rather tedious. 
 

The philsopher D.C. Guha states that the vocabulary of paryapti is resorted to so that the number of delimiting properties (avacchedaka) on one side can be exactly matched by the delimiting properties on the other side.  There should be neither more nor less.  

 

The pervasion (vyapti) relation is formulated as one of co-location of s (sadhya) with h (hetu) provided the delimiting property of being such as (s) is not the delimiting property of the absenteehood of an absence, which (absence) is colocated with (h).  

 

When inferring fire (our s) from smoke (our h) there is pervasion of smoke with fire because the delimiting property of s, firehood, is not the delimiting property of the absenteehood of such absences, as absences of pot or cot are colocated with smoke.  

 

Now it is possible to say that absence of all (kinds of) fire or the absence of two (kinds of) fire (i.e. grass fire and non-grass fire) is also colocatable with smoke.  If this is so, then the delimiting property of such absenteehood would be all-ness belonging to all types of fire or duality belongint to the two types of fire.  

 

These properties, allness of duality are, however pervaders of firehood.  Meaning that firehood does not reside anywhere when such propterties are not present.  

Matilal concludes that the relation that we call paryapti is a self-linking connector (a svarupa sambandha)-that is evidenced by such specific cases of awareness as 'this is one' and 'these are two'.  

 

But of course, the true duality of fire is its paired opposite 'not-fire'.  Smoke is a by-product of fire and resultant from its interaction with that which is burning, which I guess by the Nyaya philosophy on number would then prove a tertiary nature for fire.  And so it seems that something hasn't really been well-worked in this argument.
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Actually were dealing with the tedium of later Navya Naya logic here.  The smoke is not fire, yet it is related to it as a delimiting property, yet it is not necessarily a delimiting property of a specifc kind of fire, but fire in general.  The navya naya are experts at comming up with the most complicated was to say the most simple things, but afterall they were logicians, and their main concern was a language that ensured the preservation of truth value.  
Personally I'm not crazy about this later approach to logic, since it can still lead to some 'logically true' absurdities, as you just pointed out.
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Ryan
Hi Ryan,
93

This would obviously, contradict the wisdom of the Qabalah, which gives numbers their own inherent qualities and then even treats them as objects.  These themselves are the emanations from the unmanifest and each are gods.
Yes, but I suspect that the exact nature of number hasn't been fully threshed out by this school or at least this writer.  I do know that there is a plethora of different thinkers with in the school who come up with various solutions to the understanding of number.  The source that I took my notes from doesn't exactly deal with this aspect of numbers, so its hard to say at this point what the Nyaya perspective of number really is in relation to your observations. 
If it's possibly just the writer; do you have any other potential resources for more information on this?
 

Another problem is the fact that a number ascribed to a serries of items would have to reside in each object itself, leading to an infinite regress and counter intuitive statements.  For example, if duality inheres within all things counted as two, then it must inhere in either of them separatly.  Thus if the sky and earth are two then the sky must have duality.  

This is even easy in this specific example; in a dualistic Universe, everything does have this quality.  However, it would be that much more difficult to find something of the tertiary, et al, in nature.
My comprehension fails to grasp the full meaning of this statement.  Could you elucidate this furhter?
We live in a dualistic universe where everything in it is dualistic in nature and by relation.  So the fact that this school can apply this as a quality in the specific case of counting something as two.  But counting something as three would not reveal a tertiary nature within this dualistic Universe seems quite a harder thing to do.
 

Certainly, in the West, we would also call this into question.  But I find a logical problem with this idea of defining a number only by the "intermediary of the substance possessing..."  How does a substance possess a number?  Doesn't this automatically imply that the number already has a quality?
This is a continuation of our first conundrum, that the exact nature of number hasn't been fully explicated.  I suspect that if the nyaya theorists were pushed they would say that number is a quality, such as per the qabalists, rather than having a quality.  But in this instance it must be a special kind of quality.  I should ask my professor about this when I have the chance. 
I'll be curious for the answer.
 

But of course, the true duality of fire is its paired opposite 'not-fire'.  Smoke is a by-product of fire and resultant from its interaction with that which is burning, which I guess by the Nyaya philosophy on number would then prove a tertiary nature for fire.  And so it seems that something hasn't really been well-worked in this argument.
Actually were dealing with the tedium of later Navya Naya logic here.  The smoke is not fire, yet it is related to it as a delimiting property, yet it is not necessarily a delimiting property of a specifc kind of fire, but fire in general.  The navya naya are experts at comming up with the most complicated was to say the most simple things, but afterall they were logicians, and their main concern was a language that ensured the preservation of truth value.  Personally I'm not crazy about this later approach to logic, since it can still lead to some 'logically true' absurdities, as you just pointed out.
I do like the idea of trying to find a language that ensures a preservation of 'truth value'.  I think that's what the study of formal logic attempts to bring to us.  But it fails without an interdisciplinary approach that includes at the very least, the incorporation of the philosophical and epistemological disciplines into its scope.
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In my last series of notes we examined the development of paryapti by the later Navya Nyaya school as a remedy for the generalized application of smavaya (inherent relation) theory to explanation of number in an ultra realist context.  

 

Now in Matilal's chapter on number I will note some notions of number that strike me as being rather peculiar.

 

All numbers are recognized as objective realities, in fact, they are taken to be objective properties resident in the things numbered.  All members except unity and oneness (according to some) are considered transitory entities created in such numbered objects and then destroyed. One of their crucial causal factors is however, a cognitive event-which is technically called 'apeksa buddhi', a conjunctive-count oriented cognition. 

 

This cognitive event tacitly arises in the observer (counter) and may be expressed verbally as 'this is one and that is one which makes two'.

 

The emergent counting cognition continues to exist until the observer, or counter has perceived the twoness in two things etc.  After such perceptions this count oriented cognitive event perishes and after this factor disappears there is no reason to think that twoness or threeness continues to exist.  

 

This twoness is unique in terms of its own causal history and of the numbers counted.  Universals are also said to inhere in particulars and hence a universal of twoness is also posited as a resident by inherence in each instance of duality.  This occurs as we count two objects.  

 

Therefore numbers are a very strange sort of objective property.  They are not mental, but they are also not material in the usual sense.   

 

There are two points concerning the nature of Nyaya Vaisesika philosophy that help explain this peculiar feature:

 

Navya-Nyaya does not speak in terms of such a sharp mental/ material dichotomy as our unconscious Cartesian dualism that is inherited by our post enlightenment culture. 

 

Cognitive events are considered objective in Navya-Nyaya and its causation may deliver 'objective-realities'.  In fact, even the self in Nyaya can hardly be called 'subject dependent' nor subjective.  

 

This worldview is very similar to the stature of 'sense data' in 20th century western philosophy.  Some consider sense data to be neither mental nor material, or physical.  Rather, they can be called simply 'phenomena'. 

93/93
Ryan

Hi Ryan,
93
 

Now in Matilal's chapter on number I will note some notions of number that strike me as being rather peculiar.

 

All numbers are recognized as objective realities, in fact, they are taken to be objective properties resident in the things numbered.  All members except unity and oneness (according to some) are considered transitory entities created in such numbered objects and then destroyed. One of their crucial causal factors is however, a cognitive event-which is technically called 'apeksa buddhi', a conjunctive-count oriented cognition. 

Even as objective realities, and I'm just going along with the assumption at this point, it would seem to me that we need to posit whether or not numbers are then animated; being with conscious cognition.  On the other hand, though Liber AL asserts that all numbers are infinite in nature, the Qabalah shows clearly that numbers merely label cognitive states in the human being.  Between the two, we can deduce that numbers are archetypal in nature; therefore of Plato's 'ideal' plane.  If we consider numbers as then being shall we say, partially real, and we find a kinetic nature at work in the intellection of various spiritual ideas as expressed in prophecy, reducing the written word to numbers and working these numbers through the various traditional Qabalistic processes, we find great synchronicity (itself a numinous event).   But the number itself cannot actually BE a 'reality' or a full plane of being; it seems rather a partial construct or shall we say, incomplete microcosm; being an intellectual construct and having no direct, a priori connection with the material Universe.
 

This cognitive event tacitly arises in the observer (counter) and may be expressed verbally as 'this is one and that is one which makes two'.

This cognitive event is but a mere intellection of the individual who holds the cognition and then is the one that can express this cognition.  The number does not express itself...as say a river can express itself.  Indeed, without language a number cannot BE.  Understanding how language emerges in human consciousness is primarily epistemological; however, there may be archetypes that can then be organized numerically.  The nature of the Qabalah would surely bear this out.
 

The emergent counting cognition continues to exist until the observer, or counter has perceived the twoness in two things etc.  After such perceptions this count oriented cognitive event perishes and after this factor disappears there is no reason to think that twoness or threeness continues to exist.  

This is perfectly solipsistic and does nothing to credit the earlier assertion of objectivity.
 

This twoness is unique in terms of its own causal history and of the numbers counted.  Universals are also said to inhere in particulars and hence a universal of twoness is also posited as a resident by inherence in each instance of duality.  This occurs as we count two objects.  

This corroborates my reply in an earlier post of this thread, wherein I said that the number two or rather, twoness/duality has a certain objectivity in terms of the nature of this Universe.  Everything seems to have its opposite and the Universe seems to be in one large vibration that moves with Being and Not-Being existing on the crest and trough, respectively in a frenetic motion.  But this exists whether or not we count it.
 

Therefore numbers are a very strange sort of objective property.  They are not mental, but they are also not material in the usual sense.   

I don't see that they are not mental.
 

There are two points concerning the nature of Nyaya Vaisesika philosophy that help explain this peculiar feature:

Navya-Nyaya does not speak in terms of such a sharp mental/ material dichotomy as our unconscious Cartesian dualism that is inherited by our post enlightenment culture. 

Cognitive events are considered objective in Navya-Nyaya and its causation may deliver 'objective-realities'.  In fact, even the self in Nyaya can hardly be called 'subject dependent' nor subjective.  

The inability to discern between intellectual and actual and more truly objective events in our culture, is called schizophrenia; with many spiritual events bordering on breakdown between the two cognitive realms, as taught in Magickal Theory.  And we know that this is not an Easten concern; with many who are actually mentally ill, being publicy hailed as great spiritual men.  The fact that so many in the West seem to have this knee-jerk idea that Eastern theory is completely and always the correct approach to metaphysics.  This simply is not so, no matter how old some of their codices.  Rather it seems to me that the West finally found the depth in the Material Plane and sets up a grand Integrative Cycle, of which the East still has a lot to contribute to, Spiritually.
 

This worldview is very similar to the stature of 'sense data' in 20th century western philosophy.  Some consider sense data to be neither mental nor material, or physical.  Rather, they can be called simply 'phenomena'. 

'Phenomena' requires a cause and is the effect of two objects interacting with each other.  Therefore it is no more conscious then our beloved statistics in the West.  (I'm reminded of an old Pere Ubu recording: Datapanic in the Year Zero) Data itself produces no effect, it takes someone to interpret the data; here there is no mutual interaction and there is only intellection; though of a synthetic (rather than the usual analytic) nature.
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Hi PJ,

My comments here are intended to serve investigative purposes rather than a positive assertion of my own conceptions, since I have not arrived at a conclusive  opinion in regard to these matters.  

Paul Joseph Rovelli <provelli1@nycap.rr.com> wrote: 

Hi Ryan,
93
 

Now in Matilal's chapter on number I will note some notions of number that strike me as being rather peculiar.

 

All numbers are recognized as objective realities, in fact, they are taken to be objective properties resident in the things numbered.  All members except unity and oneness (according to some) are considered transitory entities created in such numbered objects and then destroyed. One of their crucial causal factors is however, a cognitive event-which is technically called 'apeksa buddhi', a conjunctive-count oriented cognition. 

Even as objective realities, and I'm just going along with the assumption at this point, it would seem to me that we need to posit whether or not numbers are then animated; being with conscious cognition. On the other hand, though Liber AL asserts that all numbers are infinite in nature, the Qabalah shows clearly that numbers merely label cognitive states in the human being.  
But what does the statement really imply about the ontological nature of number?  
Between the two, we can deduce that numbers are archetypal in nature; therefore of Plato's 'ideal' plane. 
In my introductory metaphysics class we were instructed that Platonic forms are simply universals, such as the numbers or common qualities shared by particulars, i.e. treeness, or redness etc.  According to the Platonic theory these universals exist as objective realities 'out there.'  This is the unique character of Platonic realism as differentiated from idealism which states that numbers or universals exist in the mind only.  The Nyaya school is similar to the platonic realism in this regard.  The numbers are said to exist 'out there'.  The next step is clarifying what is meant by the phrase 'out there', since this can leading to a confusing variety of interpretations. 
 If we consider numbers as then being shall we say, partially real, and we find a kinetic nature at work in the intellection of various spiritual ideas as expressed in prophecy, reducing the written word to numbers and working these numbers through the various traditional Qabalistic processes, we find great synchronicity (itself a numinous event).   But the number itself cannot actually BE a 'reality' or a full plane of being;
Again this is a contradiction of what is normally understood as Platonic realism.  Yet I am sympathetic to your stand, and this has been one of my issues with Plato's forms as I have learned about them.  
 it seems rather a partial construct or shall we say, incomplete microcosm; being an intellectual construct and having no direct, a priori connection with the material Universe.
Yet the material universe as we know it is a construction of the consensus reality, i.e, the creation of the demiurge or the collective mind.  The universe of up and down, I and not I, chairs, etc. is based upon number and logic to a certain extent, with the 'factor infinite and unknown' lurking near the boundaries of our collective peripheral vision.  These 'rules' that Eliphas Levi refers to as 'divine reason' are the fundamental structure that allows our consensus reality to be made intelligible and communicable.  Thus one could say that these numbers and laws of the divine reason are objective realities in so far as they are an intrinsic function and structure of the collective mind.  Their objectivity derives from the fact that numbers etc.  exist independently of our own subjective minds.  (i.e. If I die people will still conceive of the number two)  Physics has shown that there is no hard and fast division between our mental constructs (expectations) and the 'behavior' of matter on the subatomic scale.  CF. The Heisenberg  principle  discussed  in  Capra's  Tao of physics.  
 

This cognitive event tacitly arises in the observer (counter) and may be expressed verbally as 'this is one and that is one which makes two'.

This cognitive event is but a mere intellection of the individual who holds the cognition and then is the one that can express this cognition.  The number does not express itself...as say a river can express itself. 
But even a river is not experienced as a river independently of our language which is a part of our intellect.  Thus without language and cognition even a river cannot be.  There is an experience but without the language of the cognitive function instilled since birth, there would be no sense of a river as such, or a sense of self as differentiated from that river.  There would be just a buzz of an incomprehensible  undifferentiated experience.  

The inculcation of language and its differentiating structures is what shapes our assemblage points into a coherent structure creating a sense of self and assigning those qualities to them.  The exact nature  of this differentiation is due to the circumstances of that point of history, or in occult terms the particular flow of the energy field at that given time.  
Indeed, without language a number cannot BE.  Understanding how language emerges in human consciousness is primarily epistemological; however, there may be archetypes that can then be organized numerically.  The nature of the Qabalah would surely bear this out.

My comments above apply to this, though I suspect that the Qabalah reveals the nature of the universal mind from which the archetypes of numbers come and do exist as objective psychic realities, which through the operation of cultural indoctrination serve to carve out or rather create our shared experiences of the Tao, the undifferentiated absolute.  
 

The emergent counting cognition continues to exist until the observer, or counter has perceived the twoness in two things etc.  After such perceptions this count oriented cognitive event perishes and after this factor disappears there is no reason to think that twoness or threeness continues to exist.  

This is perfectly solipsistic and does nothing to credit the earlier assertion of objectivity.

I agree here, if the author is speaking in ontological terms.  If he is speaking in phenomenological terms, then it is insightful.  Otherwise the sollopsism of this statement is erroneous since others will continue to perceive a number while a single individual subject does not. Hence the objectivity of the universal archetypes in the universal mind. 
 

This twoness is unique in terms of its own causal history and of the numbers counted.  Universals are also said to inhere in particulars and hence a universal of twoness is also posited as a resident by inherence in each instance of duality.  This occurs as we count two objects.  

This corroborates my reply in an earlier post of this thread, wherein I said that the number two or rather, twoness/duality has a certain objectivity in terms of the nature of this Universe.  Everything seems to have its opposite and the Universe seems to be in one large vibration that moves with Being and Not-Being existing on the crest and trough, respectively in a frenetic motion.  But this exists whether or not we count it.

I agree; however this statement seems to contradict your earlier statement that numbers exist as part of the intellect and not in the matter itself.  But I'm sure this may be rectified by further explanations since contradictions are easy to point to when one's comments are isolated from the totality of one's thought. 
 

Therefore numbers are a very strange sort of objective property.  They are not mental, but they are also not material in the usual sense.   

I don't see that they are not mental.

How does this tie in with your last statement? For me the mental is objective; as per my earlier comments to your comments.  The mental is something much larger than the individual subject in respect to the consensus reality, and numbers seem to be the main ingredients of 'divine reason' necessary to construct a generally coherent experience  of 'public reality'.  
 

There are two points concerning the nature of Nyaya Vaisesika philosophy that help explain this peculiar feature:

Navya-Nyaya does not speak in terms of such a sharp mental/ material dichotomy as our unconscious Cartesian dualism that is inherited by our post enlightenment culture. 

Cognitive events are considered objective in Navya-Nyaya and its causation may deliver 'objective-realities'.  In fact, even the self in Nyaya can hardly be called 'subject dependent' nor subjective.  

The inability to discern between intellectual and actual and more truly objective events in our culture, is called schizophrenia; with many spiritual events bordering on breakdown between the two cognitive realms, as taught in Magickal Theory.
I also think this is true; however it seems that the Heisenberg principle of quantum theory as discussed earlier corroborates this particular Nyaya claim.  Of course when this principle is taken out of context, i.e. the micro fabric of our material world and confused with the grosser concrete manifestations we have a real problem.  Like the new agers that attempt to bend spoons with their mind etc.  
  And we know that this is not an Easten concern; with many who are actually mentally ill, being publicy hailed as great spiritual men.  The fact that so many in the West seem to have this knee-jerk idea that Eastern theory is completely and always the correct approach to metaphysics.  
I don't think this is true, or if it is, it is only so in the flaky new age spiritual communities.  Most philosophy departments have yet to acknowledge the existence of Indian philosophy. My experience with western philosophers has ranged between two extremes: Naive platonic realism as taught in undergraduate courses and nihilistic sophistic perspectives.  

It seems to be mostly people who want to have spiritual powers that subscribe to sollopsistic and subjectivist paradigms.  
This simply is not so, no matter how old some of their codices.  Rather it seems to me that the West finally found the depth in the Material Plane and sets up a grand Integrative Cycle, of which the East still has a lot to contribute to, Spiritually.

I agree, but if so many people really accepted the 'schizophrenic metaphysics' of the East, then why are so may people running businesses and engaging in empirical science in the West?  

It seems more of a balancing out of a perspective that may have been unable to see past mere 'materialism'.  The study of these philosophies could serve to add to our understandings of the material.  I don't think most people are in a position to abandon the material realm.  At least there won't be many alive to talk about such nonsense since such an imbalance would leave one unable to adapt to one's material environment.    

This worldview is very similar to the stature of 'sense data' in 20th century western philosophy.  Some consider sense data to be neither mental nor material, or physical.  Rather, they can be called simply 'phenomena'. 

'Phenomena' requires a cause and is the effect of two objects interacting with each other. Right, but these two objects could also be considered 'phenomena'  Thus there is simply inter correlated phenomena.   Therefore it is no more conscious then our beloved statistics in the West.  (I'm reminded of an old Pere Ubu recording: Datapanic in the Year Zero) Data itself produces no effect, it takes someone to interpret the data; here there is no mutual interaction and there is only intellection; though of a synthetic (rather than the usual analytic) nature.
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Ryan
Hi Ryan,
93
Thanks for continuing with this...
My comments here are intended to serve investigative purposes rather than a positive assertion of my own conceptions, since I have not arrived at a conclusive  opinion in regard to these matters.  
I am taking a similar position in my thoughts...my comments so far, are really but a process of 'thinking out loud'.

All numbers are recognized as objective realities, in fact, they are taken to be objective properties resident in the things numbered.  All members except unity and oneness (according to some) are considered transitory entities created in such numbered objects and then destroyed. One of their crucial causal factors is however, a cognitive event-which is technically called 'apeksa buddhi', a conjunctive-count oriented cognition. 

Even as objective realities, and I'm just going along with the assumption at this point, it would seem to me that we need to posit whether or not numbers are then animated; being with conscious cognition. On the other hand, though Liber AL asserts that all numbers are infinite in nature, the Qabalah shows clearly that numbers merely label cognitive states in the human being.  
But what does the statement really imply about the ontological nature of number?  
In my comment, I am questioning whether or not numbers can have an ontology.  As labels, they can serve to delineate an hierarchy or they can equivocate various Qabalistic concepts.  But do they exist either as beings to tangible objects?  And as objects, how would they function?...they don't.  There is no external act that can affect the movement of numbers and no internal volition by which a number moves; indeed there is no life cycle for a number.  The idea is as ubsurd as the "Yesodic Function" of one of our more recent conversations.
Between the two, we can deduce that numbers are archetypal in nature; therefore of Plato's 'ideal' plane. 
In my introductory metaphysics class we were instructed that Platonic forms are simply universals, such as the numbers or common qualities shared by particulars, i.e. treeness, or redness etc.  According to the Platonic theory these universals exist as objective realities 'out there.'  This is the unique character of Platonic realism as differentiated from idealism which states that numbers or universals exist in the mind only.  The Nyaya school is similar to the platonic realism in this regard.  The numbers are said to exist 'out there'.  The next step is clarifying what is meant by the phrase 'out there', since this can leading to a confusing variety of interpretations. 
Qabalistically, we note that everything that is not in physical manifestation then belongs to the Astral or ninth Sephirah; with gradations of depth that reach to the higher Sephiroth.  Symbols serve to organize the mind as it is the nature of mind to think graphically or visually, which is why we dream.  And so the mind can utilize a symbol to organize a variety of separate and seemingly separate concepts.  But it is the mind that acts and any ontology that might become connected to a number is simply the ontology of its use by the mind.  So I would have to say that Plato needs to deliver something that would back up his statement.  But preliminarily, I would say that Plato is not being realistic at all.  Rather, it seems he's setting up some ideational fantasia.
 If we consider numbers as then being shall we say, partially real, and we find a kinetic nature at work in the intellection of various spiritual ideas as expressed in prophecy, reducing the written word to numbers and working these numbers through the various traditional Qabalistic processes, we find great synchronicity (itself a numinous event).   But the number itself cannot actually BE a 'reality' or a full plane of being;
Again this is a contradiction of what is normally understood as Platonic realism.  Yet I am sympathetic to your stand, and this has been one of my issues with Plato's forms as I have learned about them.  
With all that I revere of Plato, there is some dismay in criticising him.  Though we know that no one person can hold a corner on the truth and all knowledge will never be vested in any one man.  All a prophet needs is but a little knowledge and that is enough for the office.
AL I.56:  "Expect him not from the East, nor from the West; for from no  expected house cometh that child.  Aum!  All words are sacred and all prophets true; save only that they understand a little; solve the first half of the equation, leave the second unattacked.  But thou hast all in the clear light, and some, though not all, in the dark."
 it seems rather a partial construct or shall we say, incomplete microcosm; being an intellectual construct and having no direct, a priori connection with the material Universe.
Yet the material universe as we know it is a construction of the consensus reality, i.e, the creation of the demiurge or the collective mind.  The universe of up and down, I and not I, chairs, etc. is based upon number and logic to a certain extent, with the 'factor infinite and unknown' lurking near the boundaries of our collective peripheral vision.  These 'rules' that Eliphas Levi refers to as 'divine reason' are the fundamental structure that allows our consensus reality to be made intelligible and communicable.  Thus one could say that these numbers and laws of the divine reason are objective realities in so far as they are an intrinsic function and structure of the collective mind.  Their objectivity derives from the fact that numbers etc.  exist independently of our own subjective minds.  (i.e. If I die people will still conceive of the number two)  Physics has shown that there is no hard and fast division between our mental constructs (expectations) and the 'behavior' of matter on the subatomic scale.  CF. The Heisenberg  principle  discussed  in  Capra's  Tao of physics.  
Is it that the Universe is composed of our consensus reality...or interpreted by our consensus reality?  I think the latter; I will give the Demiurge its due and acknowledge it as a finite being, hierarchically superior to the human race.  And I will say that it is this being that creates the knowable Universe as is its nature.  That we can interpret and cause to interpret various objects and phenomena is the focus of modern physics in its 'alleghory' of the wave-particle duality...and as discussed in Capra's book, as well as Zukav's Dancing Wu-Li Masters.
 

This cognitive event tacitly arises in the observer (counter) and may be expressed verbally as 'this is one and that is one which makes two'.

This cognitive event is but a mere intellection of the individual who holds the cognition and then is the one that can express this cognition.  The number does not express itself...as say a river can express itself. 
But even a river is not experienced as a river independently of our language which is a part of our intellect.  
I disagree here...a river is still a river...by any other name...a rose is but a rose.  And the river expresses itself in its flow; a phenomenal manifestation that is observable even by beings not capable of the intelligence of language.  After all, a horse will still drink from it...assuming you led it there and it chooses to drink...lol.
Thus without language and cognition even a river cannot be.  
The horse does not cognize the river...only the water it chooses to drink...and yet, the river is still there.  Are you trying to say that if I don't exist, then neither does the river?  What of all those beings that don't presently exist?  Have they annihilated our Universe, leaving us to live in an illusion?  Your statement rings as being quite solipsistic.
There is an experience but without the language of the cognitive function instilled since birth, there would be no sense of a river as such, or a sense of self as differentiated from that river.  There would be just a buzz of an incomprehensible  undifferentiated experience.  
There would still be a sense of the river...I would still get a certain thrill in navigating it or contemplating its movement from its banks or swimming in it.  I simply would be without the symbolic label (the word) that would bring all the impressions I have of the river to an organized place in the reflections of my mind.  I therefore then, may have some inability to retain my memory of the event and would be less conscious than I am with the tools of language that aid in my cognition of the river.  But to deny its existence because I can't apply a symbol to it makes no sense.
The inculcation of language and its differentiating structures is what shapes our assemblage points into a coherent structure creating a sense of self and assigning those qualities to them.  The exact nature  of this differentiation is due to the circumstances of that point of history, or in occult terms the particular flow of the energy field at that given time.  
Indeed, without language a number cannot BE.  Understanding how language emerges in human consciousness is primarily epistemological; however, there may be archetypes that can then be organized numerically.  The nature of the Qabalah would surely bear this out.
My comments above apply to this, though I suspect that the Qabalah reveals the nature of the universal mind from which the archetypes of numbers come and do exist as objective psychic realities, which through the operation of cultural indoctrination serve to carve out or rather create our shared experiences of the Tao, the undifferentiated absolute.  
This is why I speculate above, on the idea of number being partially existent in the objective sense; symbols seem to have some sort of independent existence on the higher planes, but without the ability to manifest materially.  They might then be considered partial microcosms.  But I am uncertain that I could make argument to prove this, which is why I say above, Plato needs to offer some evidence to prove his assertion.
 

The emergent counting cognition continues to exist until the observer, or counter has perceived the twoness in two things etc.  After such perceptions this count oriented cognitive event perishes and after this factor disappears there is no reason to think that twoness or threeness continues to exist.  

This is perfectly solipsistic and does nothing to credit the earlier assertion of objectivity.
I agree here, if the author is speaking in ontological terms.  If he is speaking in phenomenological terms, then it is insightful.  Otherwise the sollopsism of this statement is erroneous since others will continue to perceive a number while a single individual subject does not. Hence the objectivity of the universal archetypes in the universal mind. 
Shall we say then, the author may be confusing the planes?
 

This twoness is unique in terms of its own causal history and of the numbers counted.  Universals are also said to inhere in particulars and hence a universal of twoness is also posited as a resident by inherence in each instance of duality.  This occurs as we count two objects.  

This corroborates my reply in an earlier post of this thread, wherein I said that the number two or rather, twoness/duality has a certain objectivity in terms of the nature of this Universe.  Everything seems to have its opposite and the Universe seems to be in one large vibration that moves with Being and Not-Being existing on the crest and trough, respectively in a frenetic motion.  But this exists whether or not we count it.
I agree; however this statement seems to contradict your earlier statement that numbers exist as part of the intellect and not in the matter itself.  But I'm sure this may be rectified by further explanations since contradictions are easy to point to when one's comments are isolated from the totality of one's thought. 
In contrast to 'threeness' or 'sevenness', duality seems inherent in the nature of all things.  But that duality is not expressed by seeing two apples; but in one apple, which also suggests no apple...to be or not to be...thus 1 + (-1) = 0.  Even without an intellect, there is either an apple there for me to eat, or there is not...there is either a river for a horse to drink from, or it will remain thirsty.  And the horse will instinctively search for the river to drink from, whether it can cognize the river as such or not...it simply finds a source by which it can quench its thirst.
 

Therefore numbers are a very strange sort of objective property.  They are not mental, but they are also not material in the usual sense.   

I don't see that they are not mental.
How does this tie in with your last statement? For me the mental is objective; as per my earlier comments to your comments.  The mental is something much larger than the individual subject in respect to the consensus reality, and numbers seem to be the main ingredients of 'divine reason' necessary to construct a generally coherent experience  of 'public reality'.  
The intellect is as mental as any other form of cognition; it in the human mind, being subsequent to re-cognition.  The fact that the human community in general, shares in the concept of number says more about our educational system than it does anything of human nature or the supposed meta-human nature of numbers.  There is no 'public reality' without someone first, to plant the suggestion of such a reality, and we know mob consciousness can be so readily manipulated...read Shakespeare's Julius Caesar and note both Brutus' and Anthony's speeches after Caesar's assassination.
 

There are two points concerning the nature of Nyaya Vaisesika philosophy that help explain this peculiar feature:

Navya-Nyaya does not speak in terms of such a sharp mental/ material dichotomy as our unconscious Cartesian dualism that is inherited by our post enlightenment culture. 

Cognitive events are considered objective in Navya-Nyaya and its causation may deliver 'objective-realities'.  In fact, even the self in Nyaya can hardly be called 'subject dependent' nor subjective.  

The inability to discern between intellectual and actual and more truly objective events in our culture, is called schizophrenia; with many spiritual events bordering on breakdown between the two cognitive realms, as taught in Magickal Theory.
I also think this is true; however it seems that the Heisenberg principle of quantum theory as discussed earlier corroborates this particular Nyaya claim.  Of course when this principle is taken out of context, i.e. the micro fabric of our material world and confused with the grosser concrete manifestations we have a real problem.  Like the new agers that attempt to bend spoons with their mind etc.  
The Heisenberg Principle addresses the actions of atoms and waves in physical/material manifestation and is not intended to address the world of ideas; nor can we draw any rational inference from this.  In this light, then I suggest that you may be making the same mistake in applying this principle to the Nyaya theorum as the New Agers make...as well (in Thelemic circles) as what the Maatians make in their casual misapplication of the theorums of modern physics.
And we know that this is not an Easten concern; with many who are actually mentally ill, being publicy hailed as great spiritual men.  The fact that so many in the West seem to have this knee-jerk idea that Eastern theory is completely and always the correct approach to metaphysics.  
I don't think this is true, or if it is, it is only so in the flaky new age spiritual communities.  Most philosophy departments have yet to acknowledge the existence of Indian philosophy. My experience with western philosophers has ranged between two extremes: Naive platonic realism as taught in undergraduate courses and nihilistic sophistic perspectives.  It seems to be mostly people who want to have spiritual powers that subscribe to sollopsistic and subjectivist paradigms.
The "so many in the West" that I refer to are indeed the New Agers; but also, American Buddhists and American Hinduists (those of the various Yoga communities that have formed around so many 'health food' stores) that have placated themselves in their conformity to the market demands of the New Agers.
This simply is not so, no matter how old some of their codices.  Rather it seems to me that the West finally found the depth in the Material Plane and sets up a grand Integrative Cycle, of which the East still has a lot to contribute to, Spiritually.
I agree, but if so many people really accepted the 'schizophrenic metaphysics' of the East, then why are so may people running businesses and engaging in empirical science in the West?  
Those Westerners engaging in the research of the empirical scientists...are scientists and not mystics nor the pseudo-mystics of the New Agers, American Buddhists and American Hinduists.  These scientists are as patently dismissive of such philosophical systems as they are of Christianity and its two desert cousins.
It seems more of a balancing out of a perspective that may have been unable to see past mere 'materialism'.  The study of these philosophies could serve to add to our understandings of the material.  I don't think most people are in a position to abandon the material realm.  At least there won't be many alive to talk about such nonsense since such an imbalance would leave one unable to adapt to one's material environment.    
The nature of Occult Science in general and the positioning of those of the Integrative Age connect the material with the spiritual.  Though in human thought, the pendulum will at times swing to the extremes of materialism and spiritualism, this occurs only in the end, to serve the balanced and Integrative thought by giving it a deeper examination of both those extremes in order to add breadth and depth to its own cognitive development.
This worldview is very similar to the stature of 'sense data' in 20th century western philosophy.  Some consider sense data to be neither mental nor material, or physical.  Rather, they can be called simply 'phenomena'. 

'Phenomena' requires a cause and is the effect of two objects interacting with each other. Right, but these two objects could also be considered 'phenomena'  Thus there is simply inter correlated phenomena.   
I don't see how the application of a symbol to organize the intake of impressions from the observable Universe within the mind becomes phenomenal.  Can you explain this?...at least in terms of what the Nyaya are proffering?
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Thought provoking insights here. 

Paul Joseph Rovelli <provelli1@nycap.rr.com> wrote: 

Hi Ryan,
93
Thanks for continuing with this...
My comments here are intended to serve investigative purposes rather than a positive assertion of my own conceptions, since I have not arrived at a conclusive  opinion in regard to these matters.  
I am taking a similar position in my thoughts...my comments so far, are really but a process of 'thinking out loud'.

Yes critical dialectic is a powerful tool.  It seems to focus on knowledge as a process, a state of being as opposed to a destination.  
All numbers are recognized as objective realities, in fact, they are taken to be objective properties resident in the things numbered.  All members except unity and oneness (according to some) are considered transitory entities created in such numbered objects and then destroyed. One of their crucial causal factors is however, a cognitive event-which is technically called 'apeksa buddhi', a conjunctive-count oriented cognition. 

Even as objective realities, and I'm just going along with the assumption at this point, it would seem to me that we need to posit whether or not numbers are then animated; being with conscious cognition. On the other hand, though Liber AL asserts that all numbers are infinite in nature, the Qabalah shows clearly that numbers merely label cognitive states in the human being.  
But what does the statement really imply about the ontological nature of number?  
In my comment, I am questioning whether or not numbers can have an ontology.  As labels, they can serve to delineate an hierarchy or they can equivocate various Qabalistic concepts.  But do they exist either as beings to tangible objects?  And as objects, how would they function?...they don't.  
As beings they do not have a function, but I would say that as ideas they do in an indirect manner.  Yet numbers are symbols and we know that on the astral plane symbols are living beings.  
There is no external act that can affect the movement of numbers and no internal volition by which a number moves; indeed there is no life cycle for a number.  The idea is as ubsurd as the "Yesodic Function" of one of our more recent conversations.
Between the two, we can deduce that numbers are archetypal in nature; therefore of Plato's 'ideal' plane. 
In my introductory metaphysics class we were instructed that Platonic forms are simply universals, such as the numbers or common qualities shared by particulars, i.e. treeness, or redness etc.  According to the Platonic theory these universals exist as objective realities 'out there.'  This is the unique character of Platonic realism as differentiated from idealism which states that numbers or universals exist in the mind only.  The Nyaya school is similar to the platonic realism in this regard.  The numbers are said to exist 'out there'.  The next step is clarifying what is meant by the phrase 'out there', since this can leading to a confusing variety of interpretations. 
Qabalistically, we note that everything that is not in physical manifestation then belongs to the Astral or ninth Sephirah; with gradations of depth that reach to the higher Sephiroth.  Symbols serve to organize the mind as it is the nature of mind to think graphically or visually, which is why we dream.  And so the mind can utilize a symbol to organize a variety of separate and seemingly separate concepts.  But it is the mind that acts and any ontology that might become connected to a number is simply the ontology of its use by the mind.  
This is true; but then we should ask: does the mind not have ontological existence?  Is mind not also a real component of a real universe?  If it is then the objects of the mind need to be granted at least a degree of ontological credit. The mind is very real, and it exists independently of our own subjective awareness; minds are the locus of experience and they are real entities that we encounter in our day to day activities like the horse that drinks from the river.  
So I would have to say that Plato needs to deliver something that would back up his statement.  But preliminarily, I would say that Plato is not being realistic at all.  Rather, it seems he's setting up some ideational fantasia.
This pretty much sums up my main issues with Plato.  
 If we consider numbers as then being shall we say, partially real, and we find a kinetic nature at work in the intellection of various spiritual ideas as expressed in prophecy, reducing the written word to numbers and working these numbers through the various traditional Qabalistic processes, we find great synchronicity (itself a numinous event).   But the number itself cannot actually BE a 'reality' or a full plane of being;
Again this is a contradiction of what is normally understood as Platonic realism.  Yet I am sympathetic to your stand, and this has been one of my issues with Plato's forms as I have learned about them.  
With all that I revere of Plato, there is some dismay in criticising him.  Though we know that no one person can hold a corner on the truth and all knowledge will never be vested in any one man.  All a prophet needs is but a little knowledge and that is enough for the office.
This is true, but like the gods, there is a danger in putting them on a pedestal.  I recognize Plato as a monument in philosophy to say the least; but his glamor has led too many in the past to accept some of his ideas on a romantic level of faith.  
AL I.56:  "Expect him not from the East, nor from the West; for from no  expected house cometh that child.  Aum!  All words are sacred and all prophets true; save only that they understand a little; solve the first half of the equation, leave the second unattacked.  But thou hast all in the clear light, and some, though not all, in the dark."
 it seems rather a partial construct or shall we say, incomplete microcosm; being an intellectual construct and having no direct, a priori connection with the material Universe.
Yet the material universe as we know it is a construction of the consensus reality, i.e, the creation of the demiurge or the collective mind.  The universe of up and down, I and not I, chairs, etc. is based upon number and logic to a certain extent, with the 'factor infinite and unknown' lurking near the boundaries of our collective peripheral vision.  These 'rules' that Eliphas Levi refers to as 'divine reason' are the fundamental structure that allows our consensus reality to be made intelligible and communicable.  Thus one could say that these numbers and laws of the divine reason are objective realities in so far as they are an intrinsic function and structure of the collective mind.  Their objectivity derives from the fact that numbers etc.  exist independently of our own subjective minds.  (i.e. If I die people will still conceive of the number two)  Physics has shown that there is no hard and fast division between our mental constructs (expectations) and the 'behavior' of matter on the subatomic scale.  CF. The Heisenberg  principle  discussed  in  Capra's  Tao of physics.  
Is it that the Universe is composed of our consensus reality...or interpreted by our consensus reality?

Our consensus reality is not the universe in its totality; it is both an interpretation of 'that' which we experience, and usually a projection of our desires and will onto 'that', which is perceived.  Yet the consensus reality is the creation of the the community of stars, and the stars are all manifestations of Nuit being the universe in its totality.  In this sense the universe and the subject are an integrative and dynamic whole rather than isolated entities.  

I think the latter; I will give the Demiurge its due and acknowledge it as a finite being, hierarchically superior to the human race.  And I will say that it is this being that creates the knowable Universe as is its nature.  That we can interpret and cause to interpret various objects and phenomena is the focus of modern physics in its 'alleghory' of the wave-particle duality...and as discussed in Capra's book, as well as Zukav's Dancing Wu-Li Masters.

I share this perspective as well. 
 

This cognitive event tacitly arises in the observer (counter) and may be expressed verbally as 'this is one and that is one which makes two'.

This cognitive event is but a mere intellection of the individual who holds the cognition and then is the one that can express this cognition.  The number does not express itself...as say a river can express itself. 
But even a river is not experienced as a river independently of our language which is a part of our intellect.  
I disagree here...a river is still a river...by any other name...a rose is but a rose.
A river is still a river, and our language does not create the river per se.  The subject and the object are interdependent in so far as our experiences of the world are involved; and experiences of the world (i.e. phenomena) are all that we have. 

It seems that the object, the universe determines our perception, meaning there is something there; we don't no what but there is a sensation.  But the language and perception are mutually independent.  Our perception is shaped by our language, but our language also determines our language. 

There have been controlled experiments where people's perceptions of colors actually become affected when the the rest of the group of people ascribe a name to a color that does not traditionally match.  Even Bertrand Russel was famous for claiming that we could educate children to 'perceive the snow as black'.  Pigmies are unable to perceive animals on an open plane since they have lived their whole lives in the jungle and only learned how to perceive objects at close range.  If experience is all that we have; and if language shapes our experience and our perceptions, then the objects of our experience have an interdependent relationship with our language.  This does not mean that language determines our experience but it shapes it, and vice versa.  

And there is a transcendental reality behind the experience an it determines the experience since it is the substratum of both the experiencer and the object of the experience itself.  The real problem arises by the fact that experiences are never entirely uniform as they occur in each moment of space/time.  
  And the river expresses itself in its flow; a phenomenal manifestation that is observable even by beings not capable of the intelligence of language.  After all, a horse will still drink from it...assuming you led it there and it chooses to drink...lol.
This is a good common sense analogy, but some philosophers (skeptics) might have problems with its circularity.  I.e.  A river is a part of our perception, the fact that we see a horse drinking from the river does not conclusively prove that the river exist independently of our language shaped perception, since it is our language shaped perception that allows us to experience the horse as well.  Its like saying A is separate from L because of B, but B is also a part of L.  
Thus without language and cognition even a river cannot be.  
The horse does not cognize the river...only the water it chooses to drink...and yet, the river is still there.  
I don't think we really know what the horse cognizes since I don't know how to speak horse and ask him or her about the river.  I think there are some other occultists up to this job however. lol.  

Are you trying to say that if I don't exist, then neither does the river?  
No, as per my earlier statement.  What I am saying is that if you were raised in an environment that had a linguistic structure devoid of a concept of river, and if you had never experienced a river your whole life, your first experience of a river would not be the same as the one you would have now.  It would actually appear different to you.  There is still something there, but our language and cultural/biologically influenced impressions provide unique experiences.  Perceptions reflect what is there, yet our language carves up those perceptions.  

We don't really know what the horse's experience of the river is, but we experience an event that we call a being and call a horse.  The same would go for an earth worm, which is definitely not 'seeing the river' it perceives in an entirely different manner.  
What of all those beings that don't presently exist?  Have they annihilated our Universe, leaving us to live in an illusion?  Your statement rings as being quite solipsistic.
I think my above explanations have dealt with this. 
There is an experience but without the language of the cognitive function instilled since birth, there would be no sense of a river as such, or a sense of self as differentiated from that river.  There would be just a buzz of an incomprehensible  undifferentiated experience.  
There would still be a sense of the river...I would still get a certain thrill in navigating it or contemplating its movement from its banks or swimming in it.  I simply would be without the symbolic label (the word) that would bring all the impressions I have of the river to an organized place in the reflections of my mind.  I therefore then, may have some inability to retain my memory of the event and would be less conscious than I am with the tools of language that aid in my cognition of the river.  But to deny its existence because I can't apply a symbol to it makes no sense.
Again I never denied the existence of the river, I only stated that the experience of the river shares an interdependent relationship with our language and cognitive structures.  Particularly as developed from birth onward.  But there would be other influences too, biology, temperment etc.  
The inculcation of language and its differentiating structures is what shapes our assemblage points into a coherent structure creating a sense of self and assigning those qualities to them.  The exact nature  of this differentiation is due to the circumstances of that point of history, or in occult terms the particular flow of the energy field at that given time.  
Indeed, without language a number cannot BE.  Understanding how language emerges in human consciousness is primarily epistemological; however, there may be archetypes that can then be organized numerically.  The nature of the Qabalah would surely bear this out.
My comments above apply to this, though I suspect that the Qabalah reveals the nature of the universal mind from which the archetypes of numbers come and do exist as objective psychic realities, which through the operation of cultural indoctrination serve to carve out or rather create our shared experiences of the Tao, the undifferentiated absolute.  
This is why I speculate above, on the idea of number being partially existent in the objective sense; symbols seem to have some sort of independent existence on the higher planes, but without the ability to manifest materially. 
Yes I agree here, but is it not possible for the higher planes to have ontological existence?  Are they not part of our universe?
 They might then be considered partial microcosms.  But I am uncertain that I could make argument to prove this, which is why I say above, Plato needs to offer some evidence to prove his assertion.
 

The emergent counting cognition continues to exist until the observer, or counter has perceived the twoness in two things etc.  After such perceptions this count oriented cognitive event perishes and after this factor disappears there is no reason to think that twoness or threeness continues to exist.  

This is perfectly solipsistic and does nothing to credit the earlier assertion of objectivity.
I agree here, if the author is speaking in ontological terms.  If he is speaking in phenomenological terms, then it is insightful.  Otherwise the sollopsism of this statement is erroneous since others will continue to perceive a number while a single individual subject does not. Hence the objectivity of the universal archetypes in the universal mind. 
Shall we say then, the author may be confusing the planes?
 I think so.  
This twoness is unique in terms of its own causal history and of the numbers counted.  Universals are also said to inhere in particulars and hence a universal of twoness is also posited as a resident by inherence in each instance of duality.  This occurs as we count two objects.  

This corroborates my reply in an earlier post of this thread, wherein I said that the number two or rather, twoness/duality has a certain objectivity in terms of the nature of this Universe.  Everything seems to have its opposite and the Universe seems to be in one large vibration that moves with Being and Not-Being existing on the crest and trough, respectively in a frenetic motion.  But this exists whether or not we count it.
I agree; however this statement seems to contradict your earlier statement that numbers exist as part of the intellect and not in the matter itself.  But I'm sure this may be rectified by further explanations since contradictions are easy to point to when one's comments are isolated from the totality of one's thought. 
In contrast to 'threeness' or 'sevenness', duality seems inherent in the nature of all things.  But that duality is not expressed by seeing two apples; but in one apple, which also suggests no apple...to be or not to be...thus 1 + (-1) = 0.  Even without an intellect, there is either an apple there for me to eat, or there is not...there is either a river for a horse to drink from, or it will remain thirsty.  And the horse will instinctively search for the river to drink from, whether it can cognize the river as such or not...it simply finds a source by which it can quench its thirst.

Hadit and Nuit. 
 

Therefore numbers are a very strange sort of objective property.  They are not mental, but they are also not material in the usual sense.   

I don't see that they are not mental.
How does this tie in with your last statement? For me the mental is objective; as per my earlier comments to your comments.  The mental is something much larger than the individual subject in respect to the consensus reality, and numbers seem to be the main ingredients of 'divine reason' necessary to construct a generally coherent experience  of 'public reality'.  
The intellect is as mental as any other form of cognition; it in the human mind, being subsequent to re-cognition. 
But the human mind involves more than cognition and intellect. 
 The fact that the human community in general, shares in the concept of number says more about our educational system than it does anything of human nature or the supposed meta-human nature of numbers.
This also applies to objects, such as animals at a distance in the open planes; as in the case of the pigmies that I just mentioned. 
  There is no 'public reality' without someone first, to plant the suggestion of such a reality, and we know mob consciousness can be so readily manipulated...read Shakespeare's Julius Caesar and note both Brutus' and Anthony's speeches after Caesar's assassination.

I suspect that a great many things that we assume to exist  out there may be a part of this mob consciousness, where the line is exactly, I do not know.  I am mostly speaking from intuition here. 
 

There are two points concerning the nature of Nyaya Vaisesika philosophy that help explain this peculiar feature:

Navya-Nyaya does not speak in terms of such a sharp mental/ material dichotomy as our unconscious Cartesian dualism that is inherited by our post enlightenment culture. 

Cognitive events are considered objective in Navya-Nyaya and its causation may deliver 'objective-realities'.  In fact, even the self in Nyaya can hardly be called 'subject dependent' nor subjective.  

The inability to discern between intellectual and actual and more truly objective events in our culture, is called schizophrenia; with many spiritual events bordering on breakdown between the two cognitive realms, as taught in Magickal Theory.
I also think this is true; however it seems that the Heisenberg principle of quantum theory as discussed earlier corroborates this particular Nyaya claim.  Of course when this principle is taken out of context, i.e. the micro fabric of our material world and confused with the grosser concrete manifestations we have a real problem.  Like the new agers that attempt to bend spoons with their mind etc.  
The Heisenberg Principle addresses the actions of atoms and waves in physical/material manifestation and is not intended to address the world of ideas; nor can we draw any rational inference from this.  In this light, then I suggest that you may be making the same mistake in applying this principle to the Nyaya theorum as the New Agers make...as well (in Thelemic circles) as what the Maatians make in their casual misapplication of the theorums of modern physics.
You mean confusing the planes?
And we know that this is not an Easten concern; with many who are actually mentally ill, being publicy hailed as great spiritual men.  The fact that so many in the West seem to have this knee-jerk idea that Eastern theory is completely and always the correct approach to metaphysics.  
I don't think this is true, or if it is, it is only so in the flaky new age spiritual communities.  Most philosophy departments have yet to acknowledge the existence of Indian philosophy. My experience with western philosophers has ranged between two extremes: Naive platonic realism as taught in undergraduate courses and nihilistic sophistic perspectives.  It seems to be mostly people who want to have spiritual powers that subscribe to sollopsistic and subjectivist paradigms.
The "so many in the West" that I refer to are indeed the New Agers; but also, American Buddhists and American Hinduists (those of the various Yoga communities that have formed around so many 'health food' stores) that have placated themselves in their conformity to the market demands of the New Agers.
I have seen my share.  
This simply is not so, no matter how old some of their codices.  Rather it seems to me that the West finally found the depth in the Material Plane and sets up a grand Integrative Cycle, of which the East still has a lot to contribute to, Spiritually.
I agree, but if so many people really accepted the 'schizophrenic metaphysics' of the East, then why are so may people running businesses and engaging in empirical science in the West?  
Those Westerners engaging in the research of the empirical scientists...are scientists and not mystics nor the pseudo-mystics of the New Agers, American Buddhists and American Hinduists.  These scientists are as patently dismissive of such philosophical systems as they are of Christianity and its two desert cousins.
Some of these individuals dismiss things before actually analyzing them.  Just as many people dismissed the belief that the world was round at one time.  

I remember Crowley in his comment to ch. III in Liber AL stating that the Indian philosophers had a clear view (metaphysics) of the universe; but that it was their conclusions derived from this view that were wrong.  
It seems more of a balancing out of a perspective that may have been unable to see past mere 'materialism'.  The study of these philosophies could serve to add to our understandings of the material.  I don't think most people are in a position to abandon the material realm.  At least there won't be many alive to talk about such nonsense since such an imbalance would leave one unable to adapt to one's material environment.    
The nature of Occult Science in general and the positioning of those of the Integrative Age connect the material with the spiritual.  Though in human thought, the pendulum will at times swing to the extremes of materialism and spiritualism, this occurs only in the end, to serve the balanced and Integrative thought by giving it a deeper examination of both those extremes in order to add breadth and depth to its own cognitive development.
Right.
This worldview is very similar to the stature of 'sense data' in 20th century western philosophy.  Some consider sense data to be neither mental nor material, or physical.  Rather, they can be called simply 'phenomena'. 

'Phenomena' requires a cause and is the effect of two objects interacting with each other. Right, but these two objects could also be considered 'phenomena'  Thus there is simply inter correlated phenomena.   
I don't see how the application of a symbol to organize the intake of impressions from the observable Universe within the mind becomes phenomenal.  
When I 'see' five fingers I am experiencing the phenomena of fiveness. 
Can you explain this?...at least in terms of what the Nyaya are proffering?
My comments were my own reflections and do not represent the Nyaya.  I'm not entirely sure what the Nyaya response would be, and to be honest I don't even think members of the Nyaya school would come to a homogeneous agreement on this either. 
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Yes critical dialectic is a powerful tool.  It seems to focus on knowledge as a process, a state of being as opposed to a destination.  
This is a marvelous statement...yes, knowledge/Gnosis is a process and not a destination; hence the nature of the Abyss as not existing as an actual Sephirah on the Tree.

 

As beings they do not have a function, but I would say that as ideas they do in an indirect manner.  Yet numbers are symbols and we know that on the astral plane symbols are living beings.  
Are the symbols living beings...or tools by which we may meetup with the beings that live on this plane?  Remember your skryings of Liber 231? Symbols and ideas reflect the ontology of the human soul/mind complex.,

This is true; but then we should ask: does the mind not have ontological existence?  Is mind not also a real component of a real universe?  If it is then the objects of the mind need to be granted at least a degree of ontological credit. The mind is very real, and it exists independently of our own subjective awareness; minds are the locus of experience and they are real entities that we encounter in our day to day activities like the horse that drinks from the river.  
As mind is integral to soul it of course has its own ontology.  But I don't see an a priori connection between those things that the mind conjures up and the mind itself.  Rather, the symbols reflect the ontological development taking place with the mind.

Is it that the Universe is composed of our consensus reality...or interpreted by our consensus reality?
lol...what a marvelous philosophical conundrum!...much like the chicken and the egg.  Since we are points of consciousness for the Universal Mind, we can say that our consensus reality has its truth.  And as gods, aren't we creating the Universe?  Yet, as discussed in Thomas Hagel's book, The View from Nowhere, there is an objective universe that requires an indirect method of perception, built on deductive analysis...and is otherwise imperceivable from normal modes of perception.  This would lead me to want to validate the second part of your question; stating that the Universe is interpreted by our consensus reality.

Our consensus reality is not the universe in its totality; it is both an interpretation of 'that' which we experience, and usually a projection of our desires and will onto 'that', which is perceived.  Yet the consensus reality is the creation of the the community of stars, and the stars are all manifestations of Nuit being the universe in its totality.  In this sense the universe and the subject are an integrative and dynamic whole rather than isolated entities.  
lol again!...I hadn't read this before I gave the above response; wherein I said virtually the same thing you said here.


It seems that the object, the universe determines our perception, meaning there is something there; we don't no what but there is a sensation.  But the language and perception are mutually independent.  Our perception is shaped by our language, but our language also determines our language. 
This is addressed so eloquently in Nagel's book and your paragraph looks as if you have already read it.

There have been controlled experiments where people's perceptions of colors actually become affected when the the rest of the group of people ascribe a name to a color that does not traditionally match.  Even Bertrand Russel was famous for claiming that we could educate children to 'perceive the snow as black'.  Pigmies are unable to perceive animals on an open plane since they have lived their whole lives in the jungle and only learned how to perceive objects at close range.  If experience is all that we have; and if language shapes our experience and our perceptions, then the objects of our experience have an interdependent relationship with our language.  This does not mean that language determines our experience but it shapes it, and vice versa.  
Certainly, you can't study epistemology without studying language.  But also I am reminded of Crowley's trick with his bookseller friend, wherein he made it seem as if all the books disappeared from the shelves; and wherein all he did was to hypnotise his friend.  So what I'm saying here, is that the above paragraph and the research connected with us isn't necessarily the whole story on this subject.

  And the river expresses itself in its flow; a phenomenal manifestation that is observable even by beings not capable of the intelligence of language.  After all, a horse will still drink from it...assuming you led it there and it chooses to drink...lol.
This is a good common sense analogy, but some philosophers (skeptics) might have problems with its circularity.  I.e.  A river is a part of our perception, the fact that we see a horse drinking from the river does not conclusively prove that the river exist independently of our language shaped perception, since it is our language shaped perception that allows us to experience the horse as well.  Its like saying A is separate from L because of B, but B is also a part of L.  
lol...there is nothing wrong with horse-sense; and usually when that's lacking, we get a lot of horse-shit.  Note that David Hume proved through philosophical argument that causality doesn't exist.  Now it's been more than quite a few years since I read this...but I do believe that he was the one that used the 'arrow approaching the target' example, wherein the distance to the target was constantly cut in half and the arrow will never actually arrive.
So not only do I not think that I asserted a tautological statement, but I might take some time to show the sophistry in the skeptic philosopher's statements...but I won't...the paragraph reads like something Derrida would assert...more horse-shit.
I don't think we really know what the horse cognizes since I don't know how to speak horse and ask him or her about the river.  I think there are some other occultists up to this job however. lol.  
lol...considering how big their dicks are...there can't be too much blood in the brain...and let's face reality here; Wiccans are dickheads...roflmao.

The Heisenberg Principle addresses the actions of atoms and waves in physical/material manifestation and is not intended to address the world of ideas; nor can we draw any rational inference from this.  In this light, then I suggest that you may be making the same mistake in applying this principle to the Nyaya theorum as the New Agers make...as well (in Thelemic circles) as what the Maatians make in their casual misapplication of the theorums of modern physics.
You mean confusing the planes?
Well, in terms of the Maatians, we have confusing the planes, a confused and sophistic understanding of physics, operating under a solipsistic paradigm; with one ego-ridden cult leader handling her herd of sheep; each deluding themselves into thinking they are Thelemites (and with a whole new bunch of numbers to include with the openning and concluding salutations in their letters!)...they' re Wiccans (dickheads) once removed from Wicca, which is once removed from Christianity, which is once removed from Buddhism and Judeaism...as nauseum...so many deluded hippies...who if they should chance to read this paragraph, will also choose to be indignantly insulted and will then send me threatening emails (so much for 'an ye harm none'), as has been done in the past.  And my only proper response would be to quote Carly Simon:  "You're so vain, you probably think this song is about you."
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I think this is a fit conclusion for the dialog.  Thanks!  
Lots of food for thought. 

Too funny.  
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Yes, loved the horse-shit-sense analogy...but I guess w/all my intelligence, I've indirectly implied that I got a teeny weeny...lol.  Of course, w/my personality and the way I've stood up to people; I've often been told I got big cahungas.  So I guess there must be a difference between weenies and cahunga's.  I gotta wonder what Derrida would say about all this.
:-0
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