3) You reveal starkly the absurdity of preachers who describe a god zs "infinite & there-
fore unknowazble," but who then go onto describe him,her or it! Christinszne preachers like
to say: "My kingdom is not of this eartl, so gimme your dough!" Tertullian, the 'grezt'
churchman, proclaimed: "I believe because it is absurd!" Yahweh remains a tribal god, who
acknowledpes the existencs of other gods, such as Dagon. Such limited or finite gods can
display their limitations & their lusts within The Universe or Infinite, without preternding
to be The Universe or The Infinite itself. As you say, it ic absurd to do murder in the name
of an infinite god who is all-knowing, all-powerful & ever-present. Cults also wuge war
winst "error," as if Truth could be destroyed by propenents of Untruth! In reulity, truth
lmu 1ittle to do with doing murder. Usually, the quarrel is over lund & wealth, not gods or
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truth, but people like to justify thelr actions. Histmeche observed thot Christinsanity was
'sood,! for it taught men to be clever: its

men were roing to do, anwyway! is you suy, the promoters of such absurdity state that we
can only reach the "Infinite" il we become children or even sheen., "Ipnorance is Strenpth,
i Brother would say.

You point out cur imperfections in rerard to knowledge & percepticns, & your descri;
of art beine 3 times removed from reality is both pl;tcnic & accurate. Sone wrtists argue
that their portrayal of reality is 'more realistic tha reality itself,' in the eyes of the
beholder. Political % relisious cults huve used art as a vehicle for a message, rather than
a5 a representabion of reality, as in Soviet "Socialist Realism," in which the inage is sub-
ordinatec to the message, as in comic strips. Such cults deuounce the coucert of "art for
art's sake." Logical po 5itivists who believe that "tc be is te be perceived" argue that
there may be no 'public reality at all,' since everything is supposedly percelved on a
strictly individual bucis, & the world exists in "the theater of our own ninds." As we ure
iarned, such concepts may lead us into solipsism, in which we can only know ours selves, oOr
that we are The Universe, so nothing exists outside or beyond ourselves. Cne professor suid
that we were really talking about laugusge & how we use it, rather than reality. I pointed
out the fact that an invisible image can exist on film or paper, which can be perceived if
we use certain processes. Would that mean that we created something which did not exist be-
fore, or did the image exist without our perception of it? How did this invisible image in-
vade "the theater of our minds?'" Fortunately, mental health facilities are available!

Perceptions rely on definitions, such as how we perceive someone to be a genius or not.
Cnc definition of a genius would be someone who can see normally unrelated things, % can
relate them so that they become beautiful or useful. When James Watt saw steam lifting his
mother's teakettle 1id, he did not make note of it as I did, but he asked if that force
could be used to "make wheels turn." His idea became something quite useful, although not
necessarily beautiful. Genius can take many forms, as in accidental discoveries & transform-
ations of dreams into realities. Its expression can alsc involve lots of hard work.

When we say that we see & bird, for example, we are really seeing a comhination of form
& possible motion, along with hearing possible sounds. then these stimuli conform with our
mental imegery, we say that we see a bird. Usually, others with normal senses agree that
they also see & bird, & since we count only one bird, we may agree that we see the szme one!
Of course, a solipsist would say that the bird & the fellow bird-watchier exist only in the
solipsist's own mind. Ch well! If it is difficult or impossible for an ignoramus to know
he is ignorant, is it also difficult or impossible for a person born blind to know he is
blind? How would such a person distinguish colors? Some ancient Greeks echoed the solipsists
in claiming that "man is the measure of all things." I understand that to mean that man can
only measure that which he can perceive, so what he cannot perceive he cznnot measure. It is
snother way of saying that mzn cannot exceed his abilities, Jjust as horses do not normally
fly. You point out the weasel-way in which preachers for rower & profit exploit those they
deem inferior to themselves, by calling them 'the salt of the earth," &c. So we are to be-
lieve that the divinely stupid are just as divine as the wise. This would be as if we were
to deem all people as "athletes,'" while we pretended toc ignore their abilities or luck
thnereof in sports. Ls the great psychologist, P.T. Barnum,would say: "There's a sucker born
every minute."

Indeed, how do we assess our 'achievements' apart from our own standards & the standard
of our society? Man does not exist totally apart from others, for even a solipsist's mind is
peopled, (I think), by other entities resembling humans. I came into a world not of my own
making (to my kqowledge) o I have taken my standards from my cnvironment.

&

doctrine had to be interpreted to justify what




4) People have their own slandards of achievement, based on what they do, no matter how
insignificant their deeds, in their eyes & in the eyes of others. An zthlete may be proud
that he has increased the number of pushups he cun perform within a given timej a bankster
may enjoy his squeezing of ‘an additional % of compound interest from his victim. Are we all
insignificant? If we ave part of The Universe, then we are as significunt as any part, no
matter how tiny, of a vast mechanism or great being. "For want of & nail... the war wus

Tust M Einy part is no less importan

in the Big Picture or the great scheme of things.

This does not mean that we should crueggerate our importance, any more than we should en-
tirely discount it. Since The Infinite encompasses all, that includes us.

hs our lnowledse increases, we see more & more similarities between the parts & the
whole. I noticed the obvious similurity between our solar system & atomic structures: the
cun is our atemic nucleus, & its planets are the nlnc»ron: vhich encircle it. We see gal-
axies which are parts of something even rreater, we are o part! This is truly mag-
ificert.

1T The Universe or The Infinite is a sreat belng, or wias a eat being which died L is
decomposing, as some think, are its parts still alive, as are one's celils when hic body
dies? If The Great Bging exists in whele or in parts, may puess that it would be senti-
ent, that the parts would be in communicztion with one another, &t least to the degree that

our cells are in communication our bodies.

AG you say, we need new which would be best achieved by leening our minds
open to ancw discoveries, instead 1sing paradipgms which 'explain' things to our satisfac-
tion, merely on behalf of personzl power & profit, at the expense of those we can dupe. Ve
must avoid Hilbergism, in which all facts outside his paradizm are rejected.

Tn regard to knowledse, our rule of acceptance should be based on "Cui benot" thom does

such 'knowledge' henefit? If we know that such knowledge benefits us, % does not
for exploitation, Lhen we may welcome such knowledge, on behzlf of our own under

set us up
standing &

our own survival.

JVat is "absolute?" Have we ever discovered unytning ahsolnte, it is subject to in-
terpretation? Ny relative, William Thomson alias Lord Kelvin,derived Absolute Zero from ex-
perim ntut¢on. is temyﬂr¢tu1e w#as lowered, he noted the slowing of molecular motion by de-
srees. He deduced that the reduction of velocity seemed ;roportionul to the reduction in
tcr“ﬂrature, so he theorized that mclecular motion would stop at -2732.1° C. 4o I recall,

the technoloey of his time (the 19% century] was incapable of ]ovcrln* the temperaturce suf-
ficiently to achieve absolute Zero, but I've heard it was cventually achieved, witiiout stop-
ving molecular motion. In nature, faucts often do not agree with paradigms, s occurrsd with
the discovery of ¥-rays, which u*svlaced the altom as the smullest thing in the universe. IT
rolecular motion could be stopped by temperature reduction, it would seem likely that we
ould split ctoms in refrigeration chumbers. People might be warned not to turn their free-
zers down "too low.' Remember the '"Cold Fusion” scam? In my opinion, it's just as well that

neither Absolute Zero nor Cold Fusion turned out in the way

theorized. Imagine some sloppy

It‘" too bhad that the idiots who tripg-

chef triggerins a nuclear reaction in his kitchen!
gered The Chernobyl Disaster were ever allowed outside u
survived their avoidable folly.
People have noted that man'
The observer is not apart from the object he observes, as we lnow
ception. Can we say that man is
ing knowledge FROM The
ferent from man's paradigm thereof. That is for us to find out.
Many thanks for your copent thoughts on this Great Subject.
can & do confer new knowledge, which may lead us to new discoveries
shall forward your preat cssay to Ron lcVan who is an adept of
to appreciute vour work, in my opinion. All the best & CRION!
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