GeorgeHarvey2621@cs.com writes:

<<Hi PJ,

Who is to judge that someone else's belief is stupid? Are we once 

again to unite into a universal church where the surpreme leader 

decides what is right and everything else is declared stupid?>>

Well technically everything is Solipistic, But there are ways to make that Objective rather than Subjective, If everything is Subjective ?? how can you make a reasoned Statement about an Issue? How could you enter a debate when the very peope you debate are merely Figments of Your Immagination which are projections of your own self( In a Sense) Because Subjectively you do not accept any other opinion as True

Sorta Sounds CAtholic eh?( Although thats not always the Case there are the Jesuits)

regards johnmoon3717@aol.com

> Hi guys,

> 93

> Exactly JohnMoon...it's the central plague of the spiritual 

community today.  It makes this stupid statement:  "Well...if it's 

true for you then its true for you...and that 's good."

> 93/93

> pj

Hi George,  

93  

The supreme leader is 'reality' itself.  Solipsism is checked by objective knowledge.  Objective knowledge is derived by the scientific method, which is the only way to avoid superstition.  What is true for you may prove delusional and one needs to determine this or one's psychic health can be seriously derided.  

93/93  

pj  

> Berkeley's methodological solipsism demonstrates clearly that 

> the mind itself is the instrument upon which reality depends - 

> something shared with Buddhism and Valentinian Gnosticism.

> Without the agency of mind nothing is knowable - in essence 

all process is solipsistic in that it depends on a self to perceive it 

> or so Berkeley says.

Finally  there is a hidden conclusion that one may come to 

through working Berkeley's system of logics - that the Mind is not 

limited to the self , the person, the individual - Mind is the stratum 

in which we move, like fish in water.

Thus; if all phenomena are mental in origin, and they occur 

outside of personal volition or control, and we thus impute 

volition, perception and intelligence to the phenomenal world,  

then we have to conclude that the very matrix of the Universe is 

Mind itself.

Berkeley wrote:

" 7. From what has been said it follows there is not any other

Substance than Spirit, or that which perceives. 

But, for the fuller proof of this point, let it be considered the sensible qualities are colour, figure, motion, smell, taste, etc., i.e. the ideas perceived by sense. Now, for an idea to exist in an unperceiving thing is a manifest contradiction, for to have an idea is all one as to perceive; that therefore wherein colour, figure, and the like qualities exist must perceive them; hence it is clear there can be no unthinking substance or substratum of those ideas. "

So out of Solipsism and Dianoesis; pure subjectivity and logical 

syllogisms- Berkeley uncovers the mystery of Reality that there is 

aught but Spirit.

This gives me pause for reflection - others may have varying 

mileage with this.

Corax

theecorax wrote:  The use of Berkeley's methodological arguments against ontological objectivity was by way of an example to illustrate the difficulty if not impossibility of arguing for the epistemological foundation objective empiricism.

The statement that this usage constituted 'appeal to authority" is 

insubstantial; 

had I written to the effect that Bishop Berkeley was a great man 

and therefore what he said is true - that would be appeal to 

authority. However I made no appeal to Berkeley's fame, or 

authority; thus, my usage of his material does not constitute 

"appeal to authority".

By way of example another poster on this list provided this link - 

http://cns-alumni.bu.edu/pub/slehar/epist/epist.html

Thank you "Locust Furnace" - I hope the link you gave to the 

forum gets the attention that it deserves because it is most 

illustrative of the type of discussion at hand and how impossible 

it is to argue for pure objectivity when in fact our perceptions 

determine the characteristics of the objects of study.

Corax

Harry,  

93  

What a diversionary tactic, you know in context that I was referring to your statements on Valentinus and Gnosticism...and have not replied to one of your messages on Berkeley and his epistemological considerations.  The un-clever deception that you use to save face is just a permanent patent for you.  

And yes, you do have to get this ridiculous before I will address you directly.  

93/93  

pj  

That is fine with me George.

On the content of the essay on solipsism there may be some potential for inconsistency that comes up - but if the issue comes alive as a result I am willing to clarify.

The issue being that between the abstract position of solipsism 

based on George Berkeley's methodological work and personality based solipsism.

My statement 

"Solipsism is very well defined for a term of philosophy, it is the 

belief that all experience, including sensible objects, arise as 

projections of the personal self."

would be more accurate if it read:

"Solipsism is very well defined for a term of philosophy, it is the 

belief that all experience, including sensible objects, arise as mental 

phenomena."

If you wish to amend that before you post it you are welcome to.

Corax

From: "Avalanche on Pause" 

>One of the problems with solipsism is that it can lead a >person to

>treat others as "lesser" than him/herself.

not really true.

a full blown 100% solipsist would view others equally as he viewed himeself...as all people would only be subconsciously constructed reflections of his own person projected into the "real world" for the sole purpose of offering insight and guidance to the "true"

self, albeit in extremely subtle ways.

an interesting thing about solipsism is that its impossible to completley rule it out. if the real world really didn't exist, and you were truly "all that was", it would logically follow that the reality you see would have to be 100% convincing, as any experience proving or suggesting otherwise would cause the illusion to end, thus destroying  the entire "world".

so, the argument that "more than me MUST exist, as the outside world is completely tangible, and far more complex than a single mind could imagine" in no way refutes Solpsism. if Solipsism was true, it could be no other way than exactly that.

Hi Cammy, all,

93

--- sic_saint@juno.com wrote:

> sounds like a person giving into demiurgic forces...not realizing the extent of HADIT, the self - or substituting HADIT for NUIT and thinking

> they have achieved All.

I think you hit the nail on the head with the 'giving into demiurgic forces' part. I am not exactly sure what you mean by the 'not realizing had...etc', could you elaborate on this? 

The one thing is that rather than the 'giving in to', i would say naturally sucumbing to the imprinting of. By what means does the first awakening occur? I am still unclear as to this myself. It seems that many who begin the process of reclamation are simply born with that capacity. Is it genetic? If so it implies that the pnuema is inherint in this as well as the demiurgic qualities. That makes sense if one sees the father and the son as the same and the mother and the daughter likewize. 

93/93

Aleph

H K A wrote:   

Hiya, 

Got a slightly on-topic, slightly off-topic reply to this: 

"People have started picturing the brain as a computer, and memory as its hard drive. Bad analogy. A hard drive merely copies the lumps of data sent to it. The memory mechanism of the brain divides input into its component parts and stores the components separately."  --F. Paul Wilson in _Mirage_ 

Another quote from the same author and book: 

"'I think, therefore I am,' doesn't quite make it. 'I remember, therefore I am' is more like it."

-Holli

Hi Holli, 

93 

Not off-topic at all.  Yes, it is unwise to compare the brain to a computer...especially as we've not even come close to perfecting any form of AI.   Those who do this are practicing a sophistry and this should always be noted. 

93/93 

pj 

> Hi George,

> 93

> I was looking to find I guess, a rather 'round about, but poetic way 

> to quote the Hermetic Axiom: Know Thyself. Without the other half 

> of the equation...objective knowledge and relying solely on the 

> subjective half, solipsism allows the individual to slip into any 

> fantasia one's ego and tendencies will build for itself. It is 

> human nature to go with those things that are the easiest or that 

> come most readily for us. This can allow whole parts of our 

> individual nature to left undeveloped; altering our ability to 

> comprehend to totality of our individual existence. The individual 

> is after all, a complete microcosm unto his or herself. But that 

> doesn't mean that the individual is aware of just how vast one's 

> individual nature is. And if one hasn't even that knowledge; that 

> Gnosis, then there is no way that one could have the chance to 

> understand the complement to the microcosm; the Pleroma or 

> macrocosm. Wasn't it the Gnostic Jesus that said that in knowing 

> oneself, one simultaneously achieves knowledge of the All 

> (NUIT)?...And he also said: Examine yourself....hmmm...sounds very 

> Hermetic.

> 93/93

> pj

sounds like a person giving into demiurgic forces...not realizing the

extent of HADIT, the self - or substituting HADIT for NUIT and thinking

they have achieved All.

93

Cammy

> From all of the reading I've done written by Gnostics who had 

> obtained Gnosis, they all claim that there isn't a single "correct" way, because we all take our own path to reach gnosis. However, there is one consistent message that is given, and that is that one must not 

> become deluded by ego, and that one must strive to be released from the deceptions and illusions that arise from the ego. How one goes about doing that, well....that's up to you how you accomplish it. We will all have our own way of doing it.

> 

> ~ Lori

er...how about not becoming deluded by the *conditioning* of the ego one is subjected to and must break out of before being able to attain Gnosis?

93

Cammy

Hi Aleph,

> I think you hit the nail on the head with the 'giving

> into demiurgic forces' part. I am not exactly sure

> what you mean by the 'not realizing had...etc', could

> you elaborate on this? 

This has to do with perception and cognition.

Here is an example...until babies reach a certain age they cannot retain perception. so if they see a toy in their view suddenly hidden, they will not realize it is still there. Perception links you to something or someone outside of yourself - the Not-Self (Nuit). that is why babies are 'self-centered.'

93

Cammy

Hi Anthony,  

93  

 AJRoberti@aol.com wrote:   

<< My point was that one can err in the Gnostic process and not know it...thus a dangerous psychosis can follow. >>

Having circulated among esoteric circles for a number of years, I have seen the results of this.  But, I have also seen the results of those who were able to navigate the dangerous waters without becoming psychotic, and generally, these have all been good people with whom I was proud to be associated. 

pj:  Yes, as I said in a previous post, the solipsist may still find truth and a truth that can be objectively verified.  But he or she won't know that, only assume it...though their assumption will be a correct one.  But this is more good fortune than anything else.  Why would one willingly take that risk?

Anthony:

<< So there must be a 'correct' way to go about things and the very fact that as you say, one would not commited vile acts, having attained true Gnosis means that there must be objective methodology and results.  >>

Agreed!

The clearest "litmus test" is a very simple one.  In the words attributed to Jesus, "By their fruits ye shall know them."  IOW, it is not too difficult to ascertain one's level of Gnosis on the basis of their actions and, to a somewhat lesser extent, their demeanor.  Someone who has obtained Gnosis might not necessarily be all sweetness and warmth, but we can expect that they will act ethically and will avoid strong attachments to anything.

pj:  I don't know about that.  A certain heretical sect of Sufi mystics take to alcoholism and the adoration of little boys, just short of pedophilia.  Cf. 'Scandal' by Peter Lamborn Wilson.  So Gnosis and Behavioralism are really two different technologies. 

93/93 

pj 

sic_saint@juno.com writes:

<< 4. Promoting the dead horse to a supervisory position.

15. have you and your family or your dogs eat it.

(ewww)>>

Barbecue (As you may be aware there is a lot of horsemen in Dogfood

and much is cereal filler as well

Regards johnmoon3717@aol.com

> The interresting thing here is that even scientific knowledge is 

subjective

This much is true Penn; in fact Bishop Berkeley's Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge was written in direct response to John Locke's philosophy of scientific empiricism, and contains arguments for the dependency of empiricism on subjective perception that have not been refuted, only ignored.

Berkeley's methodological solipsism demonstrates clearly that 

the mind itself is the instrument upon which reality depends - 

something shared with Buddhism and Valentinian Gnosticism.

Without tthe agency of mind nothing is knowable - in essence all process is solipsistic in that it depends on a self to perceive it - 

or so Berkeley says.

What is useless about personality - based solipsism - the type that has become confused with the more abstract concept - is that these ideologies are founded upon a weak concept of self - i.e. personal circumstances and definitions. However, in deconstructing the definition of the self, one is left with Mind which cannot refute itself because it is omnipresent for the subject. If something is meaningful only to the person then it is of no use in communicating the experience.

So egoic conceptions are in themselves weak - personal gnosis or what have you is argued away by deconstructing the personal - ultimately only mind remains - and Mind is universal, not personal.

On to objectivity; Berkeley and Kant both argued that there is no way to know an object apart from our subjective impressions of it - in fact when we consider the 'ego' to be an object of self-perception,  it can be argued we cannot know ourselves except by what represents it - but that this representation is neither fixed nor permanent but is observer dependent  and subject to definition.

Invoking science in a field where reproducable result is not rigorously possible is a fallacy as well; magics are not science precisely because they are not reproducable using scientific criteria - and science is not capable of saying anything outside those areas where it is a useful tool, the description, explanation, and prediction of observable phenomena. 

Science deals in the measurable, if it is not measured, it ain't scientific.

But science is observer dependent - and cannot be based on mere conjecture - as such even theoretical physics borders on the realm of being unscientific - for example the "Big Bang" while a cherished hypothesis is far from having been scientifically demonstrated, a small fact most people are unaware of, there is no universal consensus that the BB actually is the origin of the Universe and there are alternative, albeit less popular views. 

(No I am not referring to creationism or "intelligent design".)

Being observer dependent, there is subjectivity involved in the selection, analysis and presentation of data - happens all the time in medicine and pharmaceuticals.

Empiricism consequently cannot yield axiomatic truths; for example observations of numbered objects in the universe do not prove number theory, number theory is not science since it originates with axioms and does not rely on observation for proof.

And on and on.

Finally, something else not well recognized is that all modern science is stated in terms of statistical significance (standard error), that is to say the element of chance is always considered in the formulation of science -  error creeps in through observation as well as event.

Corax

Hi George & Brenda,  

93  

In Thelemic terms, this is a perfect description of the "Black Brother."  He or she upon recognizing their own godhood, decides that they are the only god; forgetting the godhood of everyone else.  This is referred to as failing to 'cross the Abyss'...and results in landing in the 'lonely towers of the Abyss'.  This type of character generally, causes no harm and may indeed, still serve humanity...but more despite their will rather than in accord with it.  

93/93  

pj  

George Harvey <GEORGEHARVEY2621@MSN.COM>wrote:  Hi Brenda,

True. If one thought one was God then everyone else would be lesser.   

Finally, a good objection to solipsism.   

Thank you.

George

George,

One of the problems with solipsism is that it can lead a person to

treat others as "lesser" than him/herself.

When I play a video game, I don't worry about the characters in the

game because they're not "real." Unless the rules of the solipsist's

game declare that he/she must be respectful to fictional characters,

then there's a lot to worry about.

When I think of solipsists I think of an adolescent attitude that we

do well to outgrow taken to extremes.

Hi George,  

93  

Subjective experience is essential to the process of getting to know oneself.  In the assumption that your comment below is referring to what I've said so far, I would like to clarify myself a bit.  I have no problem with subjective experience...I'd have to negate my own experience otherwise.  But I do have a problem in not qualifying that subjective experience by balancing it with the objective universe and seeking also to experience that reality that transcends subjective experience.  Without doing this, one is essentially practicing within a solipsistic paradigm.  

93/93  

pj  

essaniael@yahoo.co.nz writes:

> According to my dictionary, solipism is defined as: The philosophical 

theory that the self is all that you know to exist.

>  

>  Can someone explain to me how this can be a sane stance when there is a whole universe of life around us and outside the self?

>  

>  Am I missing something with regard to the value of discussing this thread topic?

>  Thanks.

>  E

Hi E,

Yeah, what you are missing is someone on this list tends to call all beliefs based on subjective evidence "solipsism."  I maintain that one can accept subjective evidence and still not be solipsist so long as one recognizes that others exist and have their own objective and subjective experiences.

George

A coin has physical tangibility. Gnosis does not, but as you said, it is objective, with a clear goal and definition, and just as the coin, exists outside the realm of our perceptions, until we discover it. It is the subjective experience that differs and is within us all, and

individualistic.

93

Cammy

Paul Joseph Rovelli writes:

> 

> Hi George, 

> 93 

> Excellent point and one that I agree with. We all have subjective 

> experience...and that can be objectively evaluated and on more than 

> an intellectual level. Logic itself is really but an agreed upon 

> sophistry. But it is also a necessary convention or there would be 

> no chance for reason and communication. Yet through logic, we 

> accomplish much...and those accomplishments are often enough, quite 

> tangible. 

> In Nagel's book: 'The View from Nowhere', he takes an object; for 

> the sake of this discussion, a coin. Subjectively, it could be 

> anything. And yet, it's out there; outside our being and yet within 

> the scope of our perception. Bridging the gap between oneself and 

> that coin is the central focus of his work. And it's quite an 

> involved argument. 

> With this in mind, Gnosis itself is an object, especially in that it 

> is an objective; the definition of which is logically defined. What 

> perception gets us past this paradox? It is indeed a conundrum and 

> one that strains the system of the sincere Aspirant with a 

> tension-filled ordeal. Certain things seem to be consistent 

> objectively, though the individual approaches, experiences and 

> descriptions of those experiences apparently differ 'absolutely' in 

> a shallow examination of those accounts. 

> It is said that only an enlightened being can recognize 

> another...why? Perhaps because the awareness that is the light of 

> the soul/spirit/pneuma has its own sensory apparatus (for want of a 

> better phrase). And by deduction, we can not both describe this 

> experience as it becomes reduced to something that it is not...and 

> we should not accept our individual experience without an objective 

> or skeptical check that while not able to confirm its validity, can 

> at least definitely deny it. 

> From there and should we not have found anything that disproves the 

> authenticity of one's experience, we need a method yet, of 

> affirmation. And this requires an objectivity. But we are back to 

> that gap that Nagel talks about, with perhaps, some answer coming 

> from someone else with the (ugh!) 'sixth sense' to corroborate our 

> field notes. And so the 'communion of saints' seems to bear some 

> relevance. 

> Of course, the skeptic should ask, what about group hallucination? 

> This is a credible issue. But then again, we are all a product of 

> our times, and the best 'Gnosis' we can obtain would be within such 

> a context. Humanity is evolving, at least to the degree that our 

> history seems to suggest. We have much more in the way of shared 

> experience and spiritual technologies to rely upon as the records of 

> the past sages become cumulative. And this certainly is suggestive 

> in its own rite. 

> 93/93 

> pj 

Just as in dream interpretation, you cannot take subjective experience as literal - it is all symbolic, though certainly personal to the

individual. and the other half would entail acting and living the

subjective lessons consciously.

93

Cammy

On Tue, 30 Jul 2002 03:42:48 -0700 (PDT) Paul Joseph Rovelli

<zephyros93@yahoo.com> writes:

> 

> Hi Penn,

> 93

> Certainly, I agree here. Again as I have said...subjective 

> experience can lead to truth when objectively apprehended. And in 

> light of what I've learned from Nagel's philosophy, an object can be 

> apprehended by the subjective mind...though perhaps indirectly. We 

> do ultimately live within ourselves, but the demiurgic illusion is 

> that that is all that we have. It blinds us to our fuller nature.

> 93/93

> pj

Hi Cammy

93

Sorry for the delay in posting this response. Life is so hectic sometimes, fun, scarey and difficult all at the same time. Never ceases to amaze me. Anyways onto the yummy stuff.

--- sic_saint@juno.com wrote:

> 

> There was a recent post fwded from another list

> talking about the

> abandonment of ego. The self (Hadit) is much more

> than just the ego; the

> ego is that which informs the "I" of its existence

> and perceives the

> Self. 

Ah, cool, yes I agree completely. The ego is part of the structure and demiurgic. A synergy of the 4 elements. Hadit is the seed of spirit and animates the ego. Interestingly enough, this is something I was

just thinking about specifically because of the following:

Subject: Mandaean Origins of Man

C. The Creation of Man

http://www.geocities.com/mandaeanworld1/oral1c.html

Ruha and Pthahil tried to make Adam and, when they had finished, he was like a man, but moved about on all fours, had a face like an ape, and made noises like a sheep. They were puzzled and went to the House

of Life and told them of their failure, and the House of Life said, We will send Hiwel Ziwa.

So if one does not work to develop all parts

> of their Self and keep

> progressing, this leads to stagnation and erroneous

> judgements. The

> deeper one's perceptions, the stronger the ego grows

> and so does its

> connection to the Self - once having achieved Hadit,

> one simultaneously

> achieves Nuit (or vice versa - whichever gender the

> star is).

Neitschze says something to the effect that if one's ladder is to grow high, then why would you be surprised to learn that it correspondingly goes deep as well. 

> > It seems that many

> > who begin the process of reclamation are simply

> born

> > with that capacity. Is it genetic? If so it

> implies

> > that the pnuema is inherint in this as well as the

> > demiurgic qualities. That makes sense if one sees

> the

> > father and the son as the same and the mother and

> the

> > daughter likewize. 

> 

> Ahh...what if one were on the path to reclamation

> and dies? Would that be

> fate as well?

> Determinism (fate or destiny), free will, tabula

> rasa (blank slate),

> innate ideas all come into play - realizing them for

> oneself involves

> memory (c.f. Liber ThIShARB), and as Holli said in

> an earlier post,"I

> remember, therefore I am," is better than,"I think,

> therefore I am." :)

I dont know if I am following your here. I can say that the coming to ideas by one self and linking that to memory of sorts is a very very interesting idea and I thank you for mentioning this. I see this idea as a defining charateristic of essential pneumatic potential. Niceness!! 

> I was initially thinking of the demiurgic forces as

> working from outside

> oneself, since we are all derived from the demiurge.

> but then again the

> process of reclamation is an inner battle with

> oneself as well.

I see the demiurgic forces involved in both the inner and the outer struggle, as well. It is interesting that in this dualistic schemata there is inherent two essential opposite parings. One where the Matter is passive and the spirit active and one in which the spirit is passive and the matter overpowering, reflects concept of yin-yan. The superego is a demiurgic force, as it is made of memes. The 'true' meme would be redeemed. Muddy waters with that though eh? The internal nature of the demiurge lies within the flesh it'self and is often effected most greatly, or diverted from Will, by the very external driving demiurgic force. That is the Demiurge is seen as these for elements manifest, created. That suggests DNA, as it is the creative 4 base paired molecule. Now the DNA codes for a specific nature. The Id is the essential nature. This is where the logos is cast, into the 'fallen daughter' or shekinah. The pnuema drives this mechanical process. By pnuema I mean the spirit seen in the fool atu, the spark. The potentiality of the Id is actualized by the synergy with the superego

(demiurge) in the feild of Nuit. The resultant is the ego. I associate Hadit with the essential pnuema in it's seeded state that drives these potentialities into activity. 

More from that same site listed above: 

Hiwel Ziwa came, and the Soul was in his hands. When the Soul saw Adam, she was horrified, and said, 'What! Must I dwell in this flesh

and blood, this house of uncleanness?' And she refused. Hiwel Ziwa said, 'Dost thou refuse the order of the House of Life?' She said, 'I will accept on one condition only, and that is that everything that is in the world of light shall be in this world-flowers, trees, light, ajar (pure air), running water (yardna), baptisms, priests, and everything as it is up there.' Hiwel Ziwa returned and told them (the House of Life) and brought back a letter ('ngirtha). It would not open, but spoke, and promised that the House of Life would give all that the Soul had asked. So the Soul (Nishimta) entered the body of Adam and he stood erect and talked, and Hiwel Ziwa taught him reading and writing, how to marry, how to bury the dead, how to slaughter a sheep, and all knowledge.

Thanks for the food for thought Cammy, appreciated

muchly.

93/93

Aleph

Hi George,  

93  

I was looking to find I guess, a rather 'round about, but poetic way to quote the Hermetic Axiom:  Know Thyself.  Without the other half of the equation...objective knowledge and relying solely on the subjective half, solipsism allows the individual to slip into any fantasia one's ego and tendencies will build for itself.  It is human nature to go with those things that are the easiest or that come most readily for us.  This can allow whole parts of our individual nature to left undeveloped; altering our ability to comprehend to totality of our individual existence.  The individual is after all, a complete microcosm unto his or herself.  But that doesn't mean that the individual is aware of just how vast one's individual nature is.  And if one hasn't even that knowledge; that Gnosis, then there is no way that one could have the chance to understand the complement to the microcosm; the Pleroma or macrocosm.  Wasn't it the Gnostic Jesus that said that in knowing oneself, one simultaneously achieves knowledge of the All (NUIT)?...And he also said:  Examine yourself....hmmm...sounds very Hermetic.  

93/93  

pj  

Hi Guys,

93

Solipsism defies the statement:  "To thine own self be true." ... as it is really a self-deception.

93/93

pj

George Harvey <GEORGEHARVEY2621@MSN.COM>wrote:  

How is it self-deception?  To who would you be true?

George

A coin has physical tangibility. Gnosis does not, but as you said, it is objective, with a clear goal and definition, and just as the coin, exists outside the realm of our perceptions, until we discover it. It is the subjective experience that differs and is within us all, and

individualistic.

93

Cammy

Paul Joseph Rovelli writes:

> 

> Hi George, 

> 93 

> Excellent point and one that I agree with. We all have subjective 

> experience...and that can be objectively evaluated and on more than 

> an intellectual level. Logic itself is really but an agreed upon 

> sophistry. But it is also a necessary convention or there would be 

> no chance for reason and communication. Yet through logic, we 

> accomplish much...and those accomplishments are often enough, quite 

> tangible. 

> In Nagel's book: 'The View from Nowhere', he takes an object; for 

> the sake of this discussion, a coin. Subjectively, it could be 

> anything. And yet, it's out there; outside our being and yet within 

> the scope of our perception. Bridging the gap between oneself and 

> that coin is the central focus of his work. And it's quite an 

> involved argument. 

> With this in mind, Gnosis itself is an object, especially in that it 

> is an objective; the definition of which is logically defined. What 

> perception gets us past this paradox? It is indeed a conundrum and 

> one that strains the system of the sincere Aspirant with a 

> tension-filled ordeal. Certain things seem to be consistent 

> objectively, though the individual approaches, experiences and 

> descriptions of those experiences apparently differ 'absolutely' in 

> a shallow examination of those accounts. 

> It is said that only an enlightened being can recognize 

> another...why? Perhaps because the awareness that is the light of 

> the soul/spirit/pneuma has its own sensory apparatus (for want of a 

> better phrase). And by deduction, we can not both describe this 

> experience as it becomes reduced to something that it is not...and 

> we should not accept our individual experience without an objective 

> or skeptical check that while not able to confirm its validity, can 

> at least definitely deny it. 

> From there and should we not have found anything that disproves the 

> authenticity of one's experience, we need a method yet, of 

> affirmation. And this requires an objectivity. But we are back to 

> that gap that Nagel talks about, with perhaps, some answer coming 

> from someone else with the (ugh!) 'sixth sense' to corroborate our 

> field notes. And so the 'communion of saints' seems to bear some 

> relevance. 

> Of course, the skeptic should ask, what about group hallucination? 

> This is a credible issue. But then again, we are all a product of 

> our times, and the best 'Gnosis' we can obtain would be within such 

> a context. Humanity is evolving, at least to the degree that our 

> history seems to suggest. We have much more in the way of shared 

> experience and spiritual technologies to rely upon as the records of 

> the past sages become cumulative. And this certainly is suggestive 

> in its own rite. 

> 93/93 

> pj 

zephyros93@yahoo.com writes:

<< es, there is a Gnostic component to Thelemic experience...but certainly I myself, am not a Gnostic...I'm a Thelemite! 93/93 >>

I can vouchfor that he is a Thelmite (As Opposed to a Termite) who are on some of the otherThelmic Like lists I will not name (Ask PJ OFF LIST)regards 

johnmoon3717@aol.com

Hi Cammy,  

93  

Great insight...and when you have someone who is as intelligent as Harry, the cleverness of the solipsism can make you think that you're being very clear in avoiding it...coupled with the emotional problems that Harry has.  

93/93  

pj  

<<On to objectivity; Berkeley and Kant both argued that there is no way to know an object apart from our subjective impressions of it - in fact when we consider the 'ego' to be an object of self-perception,  it can be argued we cannot know ourselves 

except by what represents it - but that this representation is 

neither fixed nor permanent but is observer dependent  and 

subject to definition.>>>

The book 1984 offered me valuable insight into the nature of solipsism

and what is called 'controlled insanity.' The government, or The Party as it is called, continuously alters any documentation or records of the past to fit with their view of present reality. The people believe The Party to hold the absolute truth, as they cannot have any outside

standard (outside the mind, that is) to measure the truth anyway. They

also use the method of doublethink, or believing two contradictory

concepts. For example, WAR IS PEACE is explained away by the idea that

continuous war with no end or victory, though with the purpose of using

excess labor and supplies, is the same as perpetual peace - to live

inviolate within one's own superstate boundaries (the 3 superstates in

the story are ignorant of but despise each other).

93

Cammy

pj wrote:

<<I don't know about that.  A certain heretical sect of Sufi mystics take to alcoholism and the adoration of little boys, just short of pedophilia.  Cf. 'Scandal' by Peter Lamborn Wilson.  So Gnosis and Behavioralism are really two different technologies. >> 

> Tony Roberti wrote:

> This sounds more like pursuit of specific states of consciousness than pursuit of genuine Gnosis.  This is a common misconception of what Gnosis is.  But I make this conclusion in this case on the basis of incomplete information.

> Tony Roberti

Ack!!

Pater Lamborn Wilson rears his head. A.K.A. Hakim Bey, his ties to Robert Anton Wilson, Discordianism, and Burroughs cast some doubt on the credibility of PLW's essay collections, "Scandal" being one of them. PLW takes so many liberties in interpreting the mythical history of sufism that it bears little resemblance to the actual hagiographies  Attar's Tadhkirat al Arifin.

PLW did co-author a scholarly book on the Nimatollahi brotherhoods, and was at one time well regarded in academic circles; "Scandal" is not of that body of work, it is highly speculative and almost pure fantasy. PLW's material on "The Assassins" is also highly inaccurate, and misleading, in fact there is no credible reference to the attribution of "Nothing is True, All is Permitted" to Hasan i Sabah.

PLW tries in "Scandal" to romanticise sufism, when in fact Sufism is by and large very strict, the types of practices PLW claims used gazing on young boys are legends based on medieval polemicists, somewhat akin to the legends of Templars using "unnatural caresses" to solidify their initiation into the Templar brotherhood. Sufism is not a libertine practice, but most often ascetic, and at the very least disciplined.

Post-modern dehistoricizing is the key to understanding PLW's "Scandal" in which he has taken these legends, written most often by conservative 

polemicists as condemnations of sufis, etc., and tries to write an wlternative spiritual history of Islam, one to suit PLW's own fancy and frustration and desire for the flesh of young boys, while en entertaining read, bears little resemblance to what sufism really is about.

Aside from polemicism, PLW has also borrowed extensively from the work of Henry Corbin, in many instances without proper attribution - something bordering on plagiarism - but his use of Corbin is again highly speculative - his use of Corbin's term "imaginal" for example.

The type of Islamic gnosticism PLW has written about is a rendering of 

Corbin's rendering of what Ibn Sina and Suhrawardi wrote about. If we read Corbin, we can see how PLW gets it wrong in most instances, and when we read Ibn Sina and Suhrawardi, we can see how much of Corbin's understanding is of his own interpretation; not that Corbin was necessarily wrong, but to arrive at some of his conclusions takes a little work if one is comparing with the arabic text of Suhrawardi's Treatise on Illuminism - Al Hikmat ul Ishraq.

In fact, this treatise, not really in the purview of sufism, is one of the last great works of classical Islamic philosopic platonism and shows just exactly how valuable the use of philosophical speculation is in the formulation of Gnosis; philosophy is in itself probably the most powerful practice for gaining this insight, whereas paths that depend upon emotional states, orgasm, intoxication, fasting, ritual or magics are limited by their dependence upon that which is other than mind.

To sum, PLW is amusing, entertaing, but very inaccurate and misleading. It is best to go to the original works PLW uses, those by Corbin, and tyhen to the works Corbin uses, the Islamic Platonists.

Corax

Hiya, 

Got a slightly on-topic, slightly off-topic reply to this: 

"People have started picturing the brain as a computer, and memory as its hard drive. Bad analogy. A hard drive merely copies the lumps of data sent to it. The memory mechanism of the brain divides input into its component parts and stores the components separately."  --F. Paul Wilson in _Mirage_ 

Another quote from the same author and book: 

"'I think, therefore I am,' doesn't quite make it. 'I remember, therefore I am' is more like it."

-Holli 

MM Sekhmet

Also agreed to a point. The OS analogy aint too bad but doesn't quite sit right for me. The OS is hard coded as it were whilst the ego itself can evolve of its own beyond its current state. Or it can realise "I AM

THEREFORE I AM NOT" as it were.

Your model of what choice the ego has actually reminds me of some of my

dreams (I'm a lucid dreamer) in which various characters tend to debate

their natures. As one of them said, "If I'm reall, then I can find what I need to show this. If I'm but a dream, then I can still find what I need to show myself to be real." I.e. reality itself is but a perception to the mind and can be shaped accordingly. This is the real barrier.! 

MP

Penn

Avalanche,

Don't you think it's possible that a solipsist might try to kill a

reflection he didn't like? There are thoughts I've had that I would

have liked to annihilated--and a solipsist could believe that he was

killing an idea made "physical."

Brenda

"Avalanche on Pause" wrote:

> >One of the problems with solipsism is that it can lead a >person to

> >treat others as "lesser" than him/herself.

> 

> not really true.

> 

> a full blown 100% solipsist would view others equally as he viewed

himeself...as all people would only be subconsciously constructed

reflections of his own person projected into the "real world" for the

sole purpose of offering insight and guidance to the "true"

> self, albeit in extremely subtle ways.

> 

> an interesting thing about solipsism is that its impossible to

completley rule it out. if the real world really didn't exist, and you

were truly "all that was", it would logically follow that the reality

you see would have to be 100% convincing, as any experience proving or

suggesting otherwise would cause the illusion to end, thus destroying

the entire "world".

> so, the argument that "more than me MUST exist, as the outside world

is completely tangible, and far more complex than a single mind could

imagine" in no way refutes Solpsism. if Solipsism was true, it could

be no other way than exactly that.

"George Harvey"

<GeorgeHarvey2621@m...> wrote:

>   > I notice no one other than PJ has addressed the question of "is

>   solipsism a desirable or an undesirable thing?" PJ just assumes it

is bad.

>   > 

>   > George

>   > 

Hi George,  

93  

If one argues that solipsism itself is incorrect knowledge, then the 'belief' (a word which has the nature of asserting the lack of knowledge) in subjective experience as knowledge becomes the very definition of solipsism.  So first, we have to ask, is solipsism incorrect knowledge?  And I answer by saying this, it depends upon the specifics.  So overall, there are cases where it formulates correct opionion and cases where it does just the opposite.  

Back to my 'murderer' analogy.  I could've easily drawn an argument using an analogy that results in something true, e.g.; through Gnostic rumination, one learns that if one stares at the sun without blinking one's eyes for an hour, one will go blind.  We have plenty of objective evidence to validate this insight and it becomes a true postulate.  Though we have no knowledge to assert the falsehood of the murderer's Gnostic rumination.  

Yet our appeal is consistently to reason; it is our most important tool and one that sometimes can defy logic, which again, is itself a convention.  This brings us to a point of Aspiration and that 'sixth sense'.  So Gnosis becomes mystical.  Absolutist appeals to authority don't apply, though some mystics have set themselves up as authorities.  Yet a relativistic approach seems viable.  And objectively, we can evaluate the results of our Gnostic ruminations on this relativism.  

Cf. my previous post on 'the communion of saints'.  

93/93  

pj  

 George Harvey wrote:  

>Does it follow that all subjective experiences and the personal  

>beliefs derived from such experiences are solipsist?

Okay, If I understand PJ's position correctly he believes that all subjective knowledge not supported by scientific tests are solipsist.   

I think solipsism to be the belief that ones self is God. I don't understand how believing non supported subjective knowledge can be labeled solipsism. It might or might not be incorrect knowledge, but how can it all be labeled "solipsism"?

Hi George,  

93  

Like the murderer analogy, we have another excellent analogy as we have now reduced the absolute consciousness of the Pleroma (that which in Thelema is referred to as NUIT) to finite consciousness; an anthropomorphosized god requires a personality.  In that light (or shall I say darkness as it is but a shadow of the Pleroma), it then becomes demiurgic.  It's just such errors as this that prove the solipsistic approach to be erroneous.  Again, this is not to negate subjective experience.  Just note that it is but one half of the equation.  

93/93  

pj  

George Harvey wrote:  

What does one have to do with the other? I don't understand your point.

George

Hi George,

93

Certainly when that God becomes anthropomorphisized into a human form.

93/93

pj

georgeharvey wrote:

<<Hopefully that is what we are going to find out.>>

Its all about ME ME ME( In relation to everyone else)  IMHO Only

My view is valid because I believe it.( circular reasoning and Logical Fallacy apart) IS an ME Thing

regard sjohnmoon371@a...

Hi John Moon,

So, is it solipsism to say that the experience of God (the Divine,

the Spiritual side of existence, whatever you call it) is subjective

and personal in the physical world and cannot be accurately

communicated in words to other humans?

George

Hi George,  

93  

'Reality' or the Pleroma tells you what 'reality' is.  Is not Gnosis about direct communication with the infinite?  The problem is that once having that, how do we reflect that back down to our 'everyday' sphere of consciousness?  

93/93  

pj  

George Harvey wrote:  

But who tells us what that reality is?  If you get to define reality then you become the supreme leader, the pope, the king, the dictator. Yes or no?

George

Hi George,

93

The supreme leader is 'reality' itself.  Solipsism is checked by objective knowledge.  Objective knowledge is derived by the scientific method, which is the only way to avoid superstition.  What is true for you may prove delusional and one needs to determine this or one's psychic health can be seriously derided.

93/93

pj

JohnMoon wrote:

Its all about ME ME ME( In relation to everyone else)  IMHO Only

My view is valid because I believe it.( circular reasoning and Logical Fallacy apart) IS an ME Thing

regard sjohnmoon371@a...

> Hi guys,

> 93

> Exactly JohnMoon...it's the central plague of the spiritual

community today.  It makes this stupid statement:  "Well...if it's

true for you then its true for you...and that 's good."

> 93/93

> pj

Hi PJ,

Who is to judge that someone else's belief is stupid? Are we once

again to unite into a universal church where the surpreme leader

decides what is right and everything else is declared stupid?

Hi George,  

93  

There is the absolutist position on defining reality, which necessarily requires an authoritative enforcement such as what we saw from the church in the old aeon.  Then there is the relativist position, which works by consensus in that 'communion of saints' and is a part of the new aeon.  

"All you need is love." --- {you know who]  

Love is the law, love under will.  

93/93  

pj  

George Harvey <GEORGEHARVEY2621@MSN.COM>wrote:  

Hi PJ,

If you get to define superstition you end up with the dark ages again. Remember the Church assumed the right to define what was reasonable and what was not. They ended up killing those who disagreed.  It took up almost two thousand years to get out of it. I am old enough to remember what it was like in the tail end of Church domination in the 50s and early 60s before the hippie movement finally opened society up to accept non Christian thinking. I for one don't want to go back to that.  

George

Hi George,

93

georgeharvey2621 wrote:

But who gives you the right to be objective about my beliefs?

pj:  It's not necessarily about rights here...but, there is a social need to destroy superstition as it leads to tyranny.  Back to the awful example of the child sodomizer/murderer...the institution of this as a belief system could ultimately become law in one way or another; take the Roman Catholic Priests by way of example here.  These men are the descendants of the ancient 'Cult of Attys'...the cult of genital mutilators (that was their belief as a path to spiritual attainment).

"George Harvey" 

<GeorgeHarvey2621@m...> wrote:

> 

> >Does it follow that all subjective experiences and the 

personal  

> >beliefs derived from such experiences are solipsist?

> Okay, If I understand ()'s position correctly he believes that all 

subjective knowledge not supported by scientific tests are 

solipsist.   

> 

> I think solipsism to be the belief that ones self is God. I don't 

understand how believing non supported subjective knowledge 

can be labeled solipsism. It might or might not be incorrect 

knowledge, but how can it all be labeled "solipsism"?

> 

> George

The focus of the problem has arisen from the frequent misuse of 

the words solipsism, solipsist, and solipsistic; often used as 

malapropisms.

Solipsism is very well defined for a term of philosophy, it is the 

belief that all experience, including sensible objects, arise as 

projections of the personal self.

What is solipsistic is the belief that we create our own 'reality' , 

that nothing exists outside the personal realm - something 

which does not account for the fact that other persons and 

events take place outside the realm of one's personal control - 

rather the solipsistic notion is that these persons and events 

arise from some internal unconscious desire in the self and are 

the result of those drives. There is nothing evidentiary  to support 

such line of argumentation, but because in the most 

sophisticated of instances the system of belief is tightly 

organized and internally consistent solipsism is not subject to 

demonstrable refutation.

Why is this? Because a demonstrable refutation must proceed 

from axiomatic first principles and then reason towards logical 

conclusions; this is the process known as DIANOESIS, another 

word frequently misused in discourse.

Dianoesis is the process of syllogism and deductive reasoning - 

it is not empirical or scientific, it is of an order of argument which 

is different from the inductive processes of empiricism.

Bishop Berkeley is a prime example of the irrefutable challenge 

of solipsism; 

"That neither our thoughts, nor passions, nor ideas formed by 

the imagination, exist without the mind, is what everybody will 

allow. And it seems no less evident that the various sensations 

or ideas imprinted on the sense, however blended or combined 

together (that is, whatever objects they compose), cannot exist 

otherwise than in a mind perceiving them."

>From A Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human Reason, 

Berkeley argues that no-thing exists outside of the human mind.

Thus we are faced with a task of refuting a position which is well 

defended. What, however is not well defended is the 

phenomenology of the ego - and if we take the extension of 

Berkeley's solipsism and confine it not to Mind, as abstract, but  

apply it to ego (persona) then we have an ill founded set of 

premises one which falls apart when the nature of the personal 

self is challenged in dianoetics;

are you your body, habitsm beliefs, thoughts, perceptions?...this 

has all been done quite well in Buddhism in the formulation of 

the principle of anatman - No-Self.

Similarly the Mahayana Buddhists also came up with a school 

called cittamatra or yogacara - the Mind Only School - Berkeley's 

argument is very similar in nature to the principles of this form of 

Buddhism.

But I agree, Subjectivity is NOT identical with solipsism; simply 

because all experience is subjective this does not mean that we 

impute these experiences as originating within ourselves (again 

the definition of self begs the question.).

The myth of objectivity; there is no way to ever know an object 

without the mediation of subjectivity because we can only 

understand through images; the eidolon. Kant in his Critique of 

Pure Reason came to this conclusion and stated that we can 

only know the phemomenon, but not the noumen (the object in 

itself).

But to say that solipsism can be refuted by 'objectivity' is to 

misunderstand the epistemological foundations upon which 

solipsism rests - as well as 'objective'  scientific empiricism.

Corax

Hi Penn,  

93  

Certainly, I agree here.  Again as I have said...subjective experience can lead to truth when objectively apprehended.  And in light of what I've learned from Nagel's philosophy, an object can be apprehended by the subjective mind...though perhaps indirectly.  We do ultimately live within ourselves, but the demiurgic illusion is that that is all that we have.  It blinds us to our fuller nature.  

93/93  

pj  

MM PJ

The interresting thing here is that even scientific knowledge is subjective in its nature. It is because it relies on what we are able to perceive. For example, it was once considered that the view that salty or sour tasting foods had sharp edges that pricked the tongue were in the realm of superstion. Although science wasn't able to debunk this view it held it to be nonsence. Then along came the discovery that sweet things have molecules with rounded edges and salty and sour things have molecules with sharper edges actually confirming the so called superstition as it were ;)

Objective knowledge is merely knowledge working towards an object or goal which can actually still be subjective ;)

MP

Penn

"Penndragon" <pdragon@b...> wrote:

>The interresting thing here is that even scientific knowledge is subjective

This much is true Penn; in fact Bishop Berkeley's Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge was written in direct response to John Locke's philosophy of scientific empiricism, and contains arguments for the dependency of empiricism on subjective perception that have not been refuted, only ignored.

Berkeley's methodological solipsism demonstrates clearly that the mind itself is the instrument upon which reality depends - something shared with Buddhism and Valentinian Gnosticism.

Without tthe agency of mind nothing is knowable - in essence all process is solipsistic in that it depends on a self to perceive it -   or so Berkeley says.

What is useless about personality - based solipsism - the type that has become confused with the more abstract concept - is that these ideologies are founded upon a weak concept of self - i.e. personal circumstances and definitions. However, in deconstructing the definition of the self, one is left with Mind which cannot refute itself because it is omnipresent for the subject. If something is meaningful only to the person then it is of no use in communicating the experience.

So egoic conceptions are in themselves weak - personal gnosis or what have you is argued away by deconstructing the personal - ultimately only mind remains - and Mind is universal, not personal.

On to objectivity; Berkeley and Kant both argued that there is no way to know an object apart from our subjective impressions of it - in fact when we consider the 'ego' to be an object of self-perception,  it can be argued we cannot know ourselves except by what represents it - but that this representation is neither fixed nor permanent but is observer dependent  and subject to definition.

Invoking science in a field where reproducable result is not rigorously possible is a fallacy as well; magics are not science precisely because they are not reproducable using scientific criteria - and science is not capable of saying anything outside those areas where it is a useful tool, the description, explanation, and prediction of observable phenomena. 

Science deals in the measurable, if it is not measured, it ain't scientific.

But science is observer dependent - and cannot be based on mere conjecture - as such even theoretical physics borders on the realm of being unscientific - for example the "Big Bang" while a cherished hypothesis is far from having been scientifically demonstrated, a small fact most people are unaware of, there is no universal consensus that the BB actually is the origin of the Universe and there are alternative, albeit less popular views. 

(No I am not referring to creationism or "intelligent design".)

Being observer dependent, there is subjectivity involved in the selection, analysis and presentation of data - happens all the time in medicine and pharmaceuticals.

Empiricism consequently cannot  yield axiomatic truths; for example observations of numbered objects in the universe do not prove number theory, number theory is not science since it originates with axioms and does not rely on observation for proof.

And on and on.

Finally, something else not well recognized is that all modern science is stated in terms of statistical significance (standard error), that is to say the element of chance is always considered in the formulation of science -  error creeps in through observation as well as event.

Corax

As I understand it, where the early Gnostics had a problem with 

solipsism was in the understanding that it was not a good thing when 

practised by a demiurge.

Ialtaboath/Yahweh was considered to have failed to recognise that he 

was a finite and created being.  Moreover he believed that he was the 

true creator of the cosmos and the beings within it.

This had many implications:

Solipsism would leave him unable to recognise the monadic existence 

of humans as separate from himself.

This much might be the case as applied to the body and the human 

eidolon/ego  however it does not take account of the divine sparks 

contained within each person.  If the demiurge believes itself 

answerable to no one and sees humans as its creations and projections 

from its own consciousness, then it has no reason to acknowledge 

their autonomy, rights, or dignity.  Nor would it follow that it  

would have any reason to believe in the reality of the apparent 

suffering of sentient beings or see any reason for addressing it.

Ialtaboath appears to be aware of and disturbed by the sparks of 

light however, and desirous of keeping humankind in ignorance of its 

own true nature (a thing the demiurge probably does not comprehend).  

This has had serious consequences from Eden onwards.

The Law:  the Demiurge's solipsism may relate to the reasons why the 

law fails.  The demiurge seems to be isolated and incomplete, just as 

its mother Achamoth conceived it in an incomplete manner without the 

involvement of a 'father'.  This is reflected in the incompleteness 

and defectiveness both of man made laws, and 'scientific' and 

physical ones.  Interestingly, a saying was attributed to the Christ 

that he came 'not to abolish but to complete'.

So solipsism would seem to be bad not only for the demiurge, but for 

those affected by the demiurgic principle.  It is arguable that 

solipsism in a human would make them so arrgant as to become annoying 

or unpopular and place limits on their capacity for spiritual 

understanding.  In a private individual, this would be their personal 

loss, however in someone holding a position where they can exert 

power or influence over others, some of the same considerations might 

obtain as apply to the demiurge  and make for bad leadership.

Sekhmet

>I am sorry I am a layman,is Crowley's work relevant to Gnosticism?Though I am very naive I have an understanding that magic is the willed force in operation when you go about making choices in life.I respect many writers ona down to earth level which is for the benefit of Humanity on a material level I have found some things interesting and I want to ask you another question,If Theravadin Buddhism is for the benefit of the individual practioner which i hold in much respect as a philosophy as much as early Christian thought is it possible for the western mind to dabble in this more realistic more possible philosophy than the more popular philosophy as Tibetan Mahayana Buddhist ritual based teachings?Is it possible to find any

>or some correlation between Penetecostal and Gnostic teachings?Sorry if these questions sound irrelevant please I am only a beginner.

Adam Judd.

Hi Adam Judd,

I never saw anything about Crowley that has anything to do with the Gnosticism I was familiar with. I was really confused when Crowleyites statred showing up on this list saying they were Gnostics and claiming that the Gnostics on the list were not real Gnostics.  

It seems there are three different things which all call themselves Gnostic. One system is mainly in South and Central America and does not concern us here. Another is a system which IMO was invented by Crowley and which he seems to have called Gnosticism.  The third is the major Gnostic "movement" in the world today and is what I call modern Gnosticism. It's emergence was inspired by the discovery of ancient Gnostic texts in Egypt in the mid twentieth century. It is mostly a rediscovery and a reinvention of ancient Gnosticism and contains elements which claim direct succession from those ancients. The three systems have little if anything in common other than calling themselves Gnostics.

I would rather the Buddhist on the list address the question about Theravadin Buddhism. I did spend a year studying at a Buddhist temple, but the Monk did not teach me Buddhism. In fact he refused. He taught me mind control methods.  

I maintain that Pentecostals  are very gnostic within the traditional Christian framework. The ones I have been around talk about listening to the Jesus (Christ) in your heart and they believe in direct contact with God with no middle man preacher or priest to tell you what it means.

Quakers are also very gnostic.

Perhaps we aren't Gods. Perhaps we are merely potentials with the 

potential to become ever increasingly greater potentials. Each and 

everyone of us might be a slightly different potential being inside 

of infinity. And each of us may have the potential to slowly 

progress in recognizing and understanding our infinite potential. 

Increased effort in this endeavor=Increased potential for 

progression in this endeavor.

"Locust Furnace" wrote:

> >IF you are God (And everyone else is a projection of your 

Godhood, How could anyone be lesser? Wouldn't everyone be YOU> Merely your own creations from a God point of view?

> >So if everyone is a creation of yourself they couldn't be Lesser( 

Unless you intentionally made them so) Therefore they would all not only be you but equal to you because they were you.

> 

> thank you. finally a voice of reason. i don't know if anyone saw 

my earlier reply about this but i said essentially that (and a few 

other general thoughts on the subject)

MM Lordphoenix9thlvl

I agree in part. MAybe this is a part of what the Hebrews had in mind when formulating the name Yahweh. Written from top to bottom it forms the figure of a man which may allude to Mans potential to awaken into his own God nature.

MP

Penn

> Perhaps we aren't Gods. Perhaps we are merely potentials with the

> potential to become ever increasingly greater potentials. Each and

> everyone of us might be a slightly different potential being inside

> of infinity. And each of us may have the potential to slowly

> progress in recognizing and understanding our infinite potential.

> Increased effort in this endeavor=Increased potential for

> progression in this endeavor.

Solipsism's been brought up a lot on the GnosticThought list. Seems most are interested only in the intellectual aspect. 'in action' examples of the use of solipsism would make for better understanding in various scenarios:

"If he THINKS he floats off the floor, and if I simultaneously THINK I

see him do it, then the thing happens."

[...] What knowledge have we of anything, save through our own minds? All happenings are in the mind. Whatever happens in all minds, truly happens. -from _1984_

kinda like asking,"If a tree falls in the forest and no one's around,

does anyone hear it?" (so did it really fall?)

93

Cammy

> Hi George, 

> 93 

> If one argues that solipsism itself is incorrect knowledge, then the 

> 'belief' (a word which has the nature of asserting the lack of 

> knowledge) in subjective experience as knowledge becomes the very 

> definition of solipsism. So first, we have to ask, is solipsism 

> incorrect knowledge? And I answer by saying this, it depends upon 

> the specifics. So overall, there are cases where it formulates 

> correct opionion and cases where it does just the opposite. 

> Back to my 'murderer' analogy. I could've easily drawn an argument 

> using an analogy that results in something true, e.g.; through 

> Gnostic rumination, one learns that if one stares at the sun without 

> blinking one's eyes for an hour, one will go blind. We have plenty 

> of objective evidence to validate this insight and it becomes a true 

> postulate. Though we have no knowledge to assert the falsehood of 

> the murderer's Gnostic rumination. 

> Yet our appeal is consistently to reason; it is our most important 

> tool and one that sometimes can defy logic, which again, is itself a 

> convention. This brings us to a point of Aspiration and that 'sixth 

> sense'. So Gnosis becomes mystical. Absolutist appeals to 

> authority don't apply, though some mystics have set themselves up as 

> authorities. Yet a relativistic approach seems viable. And 

> objectively, we can evaluate the results of our Gnostic ruminations 

> on this relativism. 

> Cf. my previous post on 'the communion of saints'. 
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pj 

missabh <HUGHES@COX-INTERNET.COM>wrote:  Avalanche,

Don't you think it's possible that a solipsist might try to kill a

reflection he didn't like? There are thoughts I've had that I would

have liked to annihilated--and a solipsist could believe that he was

killing an idea made "physical."

Brenda

Hi Brenda,  
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Now we're back to my 'murderer' example.  A solipsist only sees him or herself, this becomes narcissism...and yes, could result in sadistic acts.  At least that's the way I see it in this moment.  Tuned in to the lower ego and unabled to accept any input from the objective world, there's no check to the 'conclusions' that one would come up with as truisms.  Any and all tendencies of the mind can become exacerbated to extreme degrees and there's no hope for any true Gnosis, just a large illusion of grandeur.  
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Hi George,  

93  

Gurdjieff would say that we have many egos...and based on my own experience, I'm inclined to agree with him.  One can even have a very Gnostic ego...such a slippery slope it is that it's good to have objective knowledge to compare and contrast.  In this way we can better evaluate our experiences...see which ego had the experience, and which ego is recalling it...and was there anything lost between the two.  

My essential argument by way of the 'murderer' example is not a straw-man tactic but an articulate analogy.  The proof against the straw man tactic is to present a better argument.  And one does not present a better argument (as Harry loves to do) by quoting text in which the argument itself is not addressed.  This is but diversionary and ignores the central point of the analogy that was made clear.  

Clarity in discussion requires asserting one's own opinions in context and not expecting one to interpret text the way one does oneself.  This sort of tactic is abolutist and not relative to the discussion.  And it bears the logical fallacy of an appeal to authority (Harry's favorite logical fallacy).  
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<< So there must be a 'correct' way to go about things and the very fact that as you say, one would not commited vile >acts, having attained true Gnosis means that there must be objective methodology and results.  >>

>

>Agreed!

>

>The clearest "litmus test" is a very simple one.  In the words attributed to Jesus, "By their fruits ye shall know them."  >IOW, it is not too difficult to ascertain one's level of Gnosis on the basis of their actions and, to a somewhat lesser >extent, their demeanor.  Someone who has obtained Gnosis might not necessarily be all sweetness and warmth, but we >can expect that they will act ethically and will avoid strong attachments to anything.

>

>Tony Roberti

Hi Tony Roberti,

I agree. It is a litmus test we must give ourselves. I always tell people that if the small voice inside tells them to do something violent or to harm someone,  they really should consider that they might listening to the wrong small voice. The ego talks to us too.

George Harvey wrote:  Hi PJ,

A dangerous psychosis can follow from any line of reason or non reason. That one achieves Gnosis and becomes non vile is simply a sign that you are on what I consider the right path. But I am not going to impose my view on you.

George

Hi George,  
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There are plenty of psychoses that are non-vile.  And indeed, society has treated some of its saints as so vile, the saints were made martyrs.  Joan of Arc was a rather violent person and quite psychotic and in the company of Shaman priests and Celtic magickians (Merlin comes to mind).  Now of course, Merlin is a fictional character, I realize that.  But my point is that Gnosis and this presumed peaceful, patronizing personality are not necessarily complementary and psychosis and vile or violent behavior are not necessarily complementary either.  

One of the problems today is that people assume that any form of what we call enlightenment, Gnosis or holiness is supposed to create this person who has no wants, needs, joy and pain or desires and lives this life that is really less than human.  This assumption alone as a starting platform, greatly affects that course of one's Gnostic ruminations.  Yet, it's easily overcome when taking a skeptical approach and requiring the objective half of the equation.  Because of the assumption, one ultimately will find error.  The solipsist will take that error as truth, the skeptic will discover that there is error and continue in a new light in search for the point of error.  
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>From all of the reading I've done written by Gnostics who had obtained 

Gnosis, they all claim that there isn't a single "correct" way, because 

we all take our own path to reach gnosis. However, there is one 

consistent message that is given, and that is that one must not become 

deluded by ego, and that one must strive to be released from the 

deceptions and illusions that arise from the ego. How one goes about 

doing that, well....that's up to you how you accomplish it. We will all 

have our own way of doing it.

~ Lori

Hi Lori,
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My point was that one can err in the Gnostic process and not know it...thus a dangerous psychosis can follow.  So there must be a 'correct' way to go about things and the very fact that as you say, one would not commited vile acts, having attained true Gnosis means that there must be objective methodology and results.  To have this, both the methods and the results require a scientific approach and analysis.  With this in mind again, solipsistic practices are in all probability, quite dangerous and again, leading often enough to serious error and superstition.  Therefore, what you obtain as a result of your experiential rumination requires discipline...and 'what's true for you' may not be at all true...and result in a false Gnosis.
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Hi Lori,  
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Yes, there are as many methods as there are people on this planet.  Yet there is still a science to it...this is the relativist approach (as contrasted with the authoritatively absolutist approach of the church and even current cults).  And yes, all systems ultimately end up in at least a transcendence of the egoic nature.  But I do feel it's a sophistry to say a destruction of abandonment of such in a literal sense.  If that was the case, I wouldn't know what to do when I woke up this morning as there would be no 'I' to know...or to wake up.  
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Hi George,  
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georgeharvey wrote:   

But who gives you the right to be objective about my beliefs?

pj:  It's not necessarily about rights here...but, there is a social need to destroy superstition as it leads to tyranny.  Back to the awful example of the child sodomizer/murderer...the institution of this as a belief system could ultimately become law in one way or another; take the Roman Catholic Priests by way of example here.  These men are the descendants of the ancient 'Cult of Attys'...the cult of genital mutilators (that was their belief as a path to spiritual attainment). 

George:

IMO you are mixing apples and oranges again. That I respect your right to believe your subjective evidence does not mean I have to let you do anything you want in the physical world.  You may believe in human sacrifice all you want, but here in the physical world we have laws against such things. If you engage in such activity you will be put in prison or executed.   

pj:  No, I'm not mixing apples and organges...that you respect the sodomitic murderer's right to believe what he or she wants, you create the possibility that a child's right to live will be thwarted and hideously so.  Your 'respect' supports the solipsistic notions of this murderer...and though the murderer may meet with justice later, the child has still been mutilated and destroyed.  Your 'respect' would then be a laizais-fare (sp?) approach that ultimately aids and abets 'evil'. 

George:

Given your example, if he cannot exercise self control then he will be punished. That is as it should be. 

pj:  But again, despite the punishment, a child with the right to life and to pursue his or her own destiny/will is cut down.  Further, my contention is that any acceptance of solipsism ultimately leads to a narcissistic philosophy that causes social alienation and spreads the darkness of superstition that leads to war and the destruction of the human spirit.  This is exactly the problem in today's world and exactly why all the injustice in the world actually exists. 

In Thelemic terms, this is the Aeon of Horus, or the Aeon of Blood.  (Cf. Crowley's essay on the Tower Atu)  In our philosophy, this is an extended period for bloodshed in order to bring about the Aeon of Ma'at or Age of Truth and Justice.  Therefore, there will be war (alternate title for Tower Atu) and we must bring this war on in order to attack the forces of Tyranny and Superstition that are destroying the quality and nature of our lives and our individual and collective spirits. 

George:

And didn't you say in a previous post that you have faith? 

pj:  Yes, faith based on real Gnostic experience...not blind faith based on solipsistic experience. 
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theecorax wrote:  

Hi George,

A major problem with this discussion is the failure of some of the discussants to use the terms correctly. It is not possible to communicate with individuals who do not understand the lexical, 

connotative or contextual meanings of the terms being used.

Solipsism is not  "knowledge" but a mode of perception and understanding through which knowledge is obtained and understood relative to the observer.

How can "solipsism" be "incorrect knowledge" if solipsism does not mean "knowledge", "information" or "facts".

Similarly ' belief' does not connote a "lack of knowledge" nor is it 

synonymous with solipsism. Belief is often founded upon knowledge and experience; is is a property of active memory and reasonable expectation -  we believe that the sun will rise tomorrow although we have no proof that it will, we believe that our paycheck will come on the 15 th and 30th of the month , we believe that 2 + 2 equals 4 not because we have added every two pair of objects in the Universe but because - for most of us - experience tells us so. However, 2+2=4 is also provable using number theory only  and is not subject to verification through empiricism and objective observation.

Solipsism is not "knowledge" but a mode of understanding what 

is knowable and how this knowledge is obtained. Based on Berkeley's treatise, Berkeley asserts that nothing can be known without the agency of the mind; this epistemological subjectivity, or  ontological solipsism is not an object of knowledge in itself, rather it characterizes the mode by which objects of knowledge come to be understood by the subject.

The premise that nothing can be known without the agency of the mind may also be considered a priori knowledge something which is known and evident without appeal  to experience or proof, as such it is axiomatic.

Corax

93  

Again Harry, you just refuse to understand in order to maintain your belligerent and abusive state...I said that the knowledge derived from a solipsistic premise is incorrect opinion.  But again, keep saving face Harry...remember "You know how you look...and you look marvelous!"  
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On to objectivity; Berkeley and Kant both argued that there is no 

way to know an object apart from our subjective impressions of it 

- in fact when we consider the 'ego' to be an object of 

self-perception, it can be argued we cannot know ourselves 

except by what represents it - but that this representation is 

neither fixed nor permanent but is observer dependent and 

subject to definition.>>>

The book 1984 offered me valuable insight into the nature of solipsism

and what is called 'controlled insanity.' The government, or The Party as it is called, continuously alters any documentation or records of the past to fit with their view of present reality. The people believe The Party to hold the absolute truth, as they cannot have any outside

standard (outside the mind, that is) to measure the truth anyway. They

also use the method of doublethink, or believing two contradictory

concepts. For example, WAR IS PEACE is explained away by the idea that

continuous war with no end or victory, though with the purpose of using

excess labor and supplies, is the same as perpetual peace - to live

inviolate within one's own superstate boundaries (the 3 superstates in

the story are ignorant of but despise each other).
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Cammy

MM Sekhmet

Also agreed to a point. The OS analogy aint too bad but doesn't quite sit right for me. The OS is hard coded as it were whilst the ego itself can evolve of its own beyond its current state. Or it can realise "I AM

THEREFORE I AM NOT" as it were.

Your model of what choice the ego has actually reminds me of some of my

dreams (I'm a lucid dreamer) in which various characters tend to debate

their natures. As one of them said, "If I'm reall, then I can find what I need to show this. If I'm but a dream, then I can still find what I need to show myself to be real." I.e. reality itself is but a perception to the mind and can be shaped accordingly. This is the real barrier.

MP

Penn

> Hello Penn

> Yes the ego or eidolon is an interesting factor and I agree that it

> need not be bad.

>

> --- In GnosticThought@y..., "Penndragon" <pdragon@b...> wrote:

> > Some of your assumptions don't quite sit with me either.

> > Ego doesn't mean that it can't recognise the divine spark within.

> Agreed up to a point.  IMO there is any reason why the ego cannot

> perfectly well have an intellectual understanding of the concept of a

> divine spark within.

> But I understand 'ego/eidolon' and use those terms in a fairly

> specific way.

> IMO the ego or eidolon is not the Self referred to in 'know

> thyself'.  The ego and the divine spark are like two separate

> operating systems sitting side by side on a computer.  For mac users,

> the eidolon could be compared to OS 9 and the christed self to OS X

> (very symbolic!).

>

> When you have booted into OS 9, you can't access X or run OS X

> software through the lower interface.  The OS 9 programs

> can't 'recognise' OS X, although you could type a document or open a

> pdf which discusses it - just as the eidolon/ego could spaculate on

> the nature of the divine spark.  But the actual experience is absent

> and one is locked out of the X system.

> The gnosis reboots the individual into OS X.  For all intents and

> purposes you then no longer need your OS 9 desktop and other "egoic"

> accoutrements.  You are in a completely new interface, and from the X

> you can run a bunch of new software and see things that were

> impossible to access in OS 9.

> However when necessary, and while remaining on the X platform, you

> can access all your old OS 9 egoic and material stuff through

> the 'mac classic' interface built in to OS X.

> Nevertheless OS 9 aka the eidolon/ego previously in charge of the

> entire show that is a person's life, remains completely redundant.

> But as to the ego/eidolon seeking to *know* or *recognise* the divine

> spark,  I sense this is a situation like that described in the myth

> of Sophia trying to know the Father.  Ego qua intellect cannot

> directly comprehend the divine through its own resources.

> > Ego can

> > use itself to serve it's own ends. Those ends can be to protect a

> certain

> > view of itself, or it can be to examine itself with no holds bared.

>

> As you kind of imply, what the ego actually does is to serve what it

> perceives to be its own ends, and the crux of the matter is the

> values held, and the direction in which the ego considers its best

> interests lie.  Though it must be said that constant rumination on

> the contents of the ego and psyche (for example in psycoanalysis, or

> attempts at being a better person merely through following the

> demiurgic law) may have the effect of reinforcing the hold of the

> eidolon rather than facilitating gnosis.

>

> However it may be that once the ego starts to examine its own nature

> with no holds barred, what it will ultimately find is that it is a

> kind of insubstantial virtual reality, along similar lines to the

> phenomenon of visual perceptions discussed at:

>

> http://cns-alumni.bu.edu/pub/slehar/epist/epist.html

>

> When uncompromisingly examined at very close quarters, the eidolon

> ultimately vanishes.  (Leading on to all those early christian quotes

> about dying in and being reborn in christ).

>

> The gnosis IMO involves switching over to a whole other operating

> system.  Thereafter, just like an OS X user, the Gnostic can access

> and run "persona/psyche" or "soma", but the individual is still no

> longer coming from the same personal OS 9 type eidolon.

>

> Every ego has those two choices which places a very different slant on your post then.

> The real choice the eidolon faces is the stark one of having to

> accept its own insubstantiality and need to 'die' in the Inner Christ

> in order that the person may be 'resurrected' in the Spirit which is

> the Nous.  The person faces a barrier which the eidolon (being of the

> demiurgic cosmos) cannot cross - only the inner divine.  In

> traditional gnosticism this is where the possibility of Metanoia will

> arise as the decisive factor in which direction the eidolon will

> select.

>

> With apologies to Steve Jobbs

>

> Sekhmet

> > > As I understand it, where the early Gnostics had a problem with

> > > solipsism was in the understanding that it was not a good thing

> when practised by a demiurge.

> > >

> > > Ialtaboath/Yahweh was considered to have failed to recognise that

> he was a finite and created being.  Moreover he believed that he was

> the true creator of the cosmos and the beings within it.

> > >

> > > This had many implications:

> > >

> > > Solipsism would leave him unable to recognise the monadic

> existence of humans as separate from himself.

> > >

> > > This much might be the case as applied to the body and the human

> > > eidolon/ego  however it does not take account of the divine sparks contained within each person.  If the demiurge believes itself

> > > answerable to no one and sees humans as its creations and

> projections from its own consciousness, then it has no reason to acknowledge their autonomy, rights, or dignity.  Nor would it follow that it would have any reason to believe in the reality of the apparent

> > > suffering of sentient beings or see any reason for addressing it.

> > >

> > > Ialtaboath appears to be aware of and disturbed by the sparks of

> > > light however, and desirous of keeping humankind in ignorance of

> its own true nature (a thing the demiurge probably does not

> comprehend).

> > > This has had serious consequences from Eden onwards.

> > > The Law:  the Demiurge's solipsism may relate to the reasons why

> the law fails.  The demiurge seems to be isolated and incomplete,

> just as its mother Achamoth conceived it in an incomplete manner without the involvement of a 'father'.  This is reflected in the

> incompleteness and defectiveness both of man made laws, and 'scientific' and physical ones.  Interestingly, a saying was attributed to the Christ that he came 'not to abolish but to complete'.

> > >

> > > So solipsism would seem to be bad not only for the demiurge, but

> for those affected by the demiurgic principle.  It is arguable that

> > > solipsism in a human would make them so arrgant as to become

> annoying or unpopular and place limits on their capacity for spiritual understanding.  In a private individual, this would be their

> personal loss, however in someone holding a position where they can exert power or influence over others, some of the same considerations

> might obtain as apply to the demiurge  and make for bad leadership.

> > >

> > > Sekhmet

"Penndragon" wrote:

MM George

To me it's neither good nor bad. It actually becomes what you

make of it. If you use it in a destructive manner then it becomes bad. f used constructively it becomes good. Many forget that everything has both good and evil (bad) within, or that good and evil are actually one and the same thing in reality. Destroy good and you also destroy evil, destroy evil and you also destroy good ;)

MP

Penn

Hi Paul, 

Heh, I WISH my brain worked more like a computer. Instead of having to read and think and ponder new ideas, I could simply upload them and have the information I wanted and needed at the ready. Kind of like in The Matrix... 

Plug me in!!!  LOL 

But actually, the point of the quotes (and the book) is that memory - the aspect of mind that REALLY tells us who we are, where we've been, etc. - is not as simple as "data goes in, data comes out." The brain separates memory into sensory components (such as smell, taste, feel, not to mention a host of visual triggers), and any or all of these components can be altered or saved differently, as the result of many, many different things, such as trauma, adrenaline level or age at time of event, and so on. 

A good example of this is how a child sees things. If you look at a child's drawings of a human being, the drawings tend to have huge heads and scrawny bodies - certainly a disproportionate representation of an actual human being. But that is how children process the memory, and even as adults, our childhood memories are more true to the child's view than the adult's. As adults, we will NOT see the accurate representation, unless we overlay the child's memory with the adult's. 

If our brains were computers, the accurate representation would be the data coming in, and going out, and it would not be affected by biological stimuli.  

-Holli 

Hi Holli, 

93 

Not off-topic at all.  Yes, it is unwise to compare the brain to a computer...especially as we've not even come close to perfecting any form of AI.   Those who do this are practicing a sophistry and this should always be noted. 
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Hi Aleph,

> I think you hit the nail on the head with the 'giving

> into demiurgic forces' part. I am not exactly sure

> what you mean by the 'not realizing had...etc', could

> you elaborate on this? 

There was a recent post fwded from another list talking about the

abandonment of ego. The self (Hadit) is much more than just the ego; the ego is that which informs the "I" of its existence and perceives the Self. So if one does not work to develop all parts of their Self and keep progressing, this leads to stagnation and erroneous judgements. The deeper one's perceptions, the stronger the ego grows and so does its connection to the Self - once having achieved Hadit, one simultaneously achieves Nuit (or vice versa - whichever gender the star is).

> The one thing is that rather than the 'giving in to',

> i would say naturally sucumbing to the imprinting of.

that does sound better, for a person to naturally succumb to the

imprinting of demiurge forces, with s/he asleep (unconscious) -

otherwise, going through the ordeals, it is done with awareness of

failure and free will deciding fate...having wasted in building up the

momentum of motion.

> By what means does the first awakening occur? I am

> still unclear as to this myself. 

Me neither...I am not sure if it starts with succeeding an ordeal or

starting a spiritual path (maybe both). It is different for everyone I

suppose.

> It seems that many

> who begin the process of reclamation are simply born

> with that capacity. Is it genetic? If so it implies

> that the pnuema is inherint in this as well as the

> demiurgic qualities. That makes sense if one sees the

> father and the son as the same and the mother and the

> daughter likewize. 

Ahh...what if one were on the path to reclamation and dies? Would that be fate as well?

Determinism (fate or destiny), free will, tabula rasa (blank slate),

innate ideas all come into play - realizing them for oneself involves

memory (c.f. Liber ThIShARB), and as Holli said in an earlier post,"I

remember, therefore I am," is better than,"I think, therefore I am." :)

I was initially thinking of the demiurgic forces as working from outside oneself, since we are all derived from the demiurge. but then again the process of reclamation is an inner battle with oneself as well.

Please clarify on the definition of 'pneuma.'
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Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote:

>Hi All,

>

>93

>

>The issue has come up that there is likely, no way to dialogue on Gnostic 'experience' as it is entirely subjective.  And I >would counter that with strong disagreement as a presumption that bears no merit.  If Gnostic experience is entirely >subjective experience, then it is entirely a solipsistic experience that has no a priori connection to the objective universe.  >Therefore, the notion is solipsistic and follows an erroneous philosophical line.

>

>So the question really is, how can objective gnostic experience be attained and how can it be related to others?  Here is >where I will speak from my experience.  But first, if there is ojective knowledge, that means by experiment, two separate >Gnostics in two separate places at two separate times, need to perform the same laboratory function, seeking at least a >similar result upon relation.  A certain set of common symbols needs to be devised so that the subtle nature of the >exercise can be communicated...and so forth.

Hi PJ,

It seems to me that to follow your reasoning to the letter would result in scientific materialism.  No two subjective experiences are ever exactly the same. Thus all subjective experiences would be classified as solipsistic.  

As for your argument in another post that believing subjective knowledge without applying objective reason would or could result in criminal behavior, I counter that objective reason resulted in the scientific materialism known as Marxism. My point is any line of reason whether subjective or objective can be taken to an absurd extreme if we blindly follow someone else's Gnosis.   

George

Hi George,  
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Excellent point and one that I agree with.  We all have subjective experience...and that can be objectively evaluated and on more than an intellectual level.  Logic itself is really but an agreed upon sophistry.  But it is also a necessary convention or there would be no chance for reason and communication.  Yet through logic, we accomplish much...and those accomplishments are often enough, quite tangible.  

In Nagel's book:  'The View from Nowhere', he takes an object; for the sake of this discussion, a coin.  Subjectively, it could be anything.  And yet, it's out there; outside our being and yet within the scope of our perception.  Bridging the gap between oneself and that coin is the central focus of his work.  And it's quite an involved argument.  

With this in mind, Gnosis itself is an object, especially in that it is an objective; the definition of which is logically defined.  What perception gets us past this paradox?  It is indeed a conundrum and one that strains the system of the sincere Aspirant with a tension-filled ordeal.  Certain things seem to be consistent objectively, though the individual approaches, experiences and descriptions of those experiences apparently differ 'absolutely' in a shallow examination of those accounts.  

It is said that only an enlightened being can recognize another...why?  Perhaps because the awareness that is the light of the soul/spirit/pneuma has its own sensory apparatus (for want of a better phrase).  And by deduction, we can not both describe this experience as it becomes reduced to something that it is not...and we should not accept our individual experience without an objective or skeptical check that while not able to confirm its validity, can at least definitely deny it.  

>From there and should we not have found anything that disproves the authenticity of one's experience, we need a method yet, of affirmation.  And this requires an objectivity.  But we are back to that gap that Nagel talks about, with perhaps, some answer coming from someone else with the (ugh!) 'sixth sense' to corroborate our field notes.  And so the 'communion of saints' seems to bear some relevance.  

Of course, the skeptic should ask, what about group hallucination?  This is a credible issue.  But then again, we are all a product of our times, and the best 'Gnosis' we can obtain would be within such a context.  Humanity is evolving, at least to the degree that our history seems to suggest.  We have much more in the way of shared experience and spiritual technologies to rely upon as the records of the past sages become cumulative.  And this certainly is suggestive in its own rite.  
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GeorgeHarvey writes:

<<Hi John Moon, But what if the divine really is communicating with us? Then it wouldn't be solipsism, would it?  As for declaring one's experience applies to other humans and they should believe what one believes because one talked to God. If one doesn't think oneself is the God one talked to, I don't see how, however mistaken, that could be called solipsism unless you automatically label every belief you dislikes to be solipsism.>>

Well, as I said actually All Beliefs (in a self contained system) Are 

solipsistic and there have been some fairly famous Solipsist's(Frued I think being One at One time) believing there was nothing outside of the Mind of Man at all) Everything was either Illusion or Delusion (Some healthy some not so healthy as it were.

  The modern man (Historian, scientist) seeksto limiot this influence by placing himself outside of the Self and apart (As a third party Observer of Self)

Realizing that even his own observations are biased by the self but noting that Other Opinions (beliefs exist) with a Bias Other than his own and taking both of these into account to form an objective (As far as can be done) Belief or opinion.

   That is within limits that belief system may be useful (Say in Psychiatry)or Social Sciences or even Holistic Medicine (OR perhaps Hypnotism)

    Solipsism may have its place, However in all cases it is not Objective,

    IF the self is informing self Then it should be able to reorder its own universe.

If it were possible then you should be Able to dissolve matter at will 

transmute by thinking about it and heal people

    Perhaps those that claim to do these things are the ultimate Solipsist and have so convinced themselves that there is nothing outside of themselves thatthey can change things at will.

     Of course that is just a theory Is it enlightenment??? That is an Unknown or Delusion (Schizophrenia etc.) or something in between

regards johnmoon3717@aol.com

