December 18, 2011 – Practice Session Chat Notes

8:49:23 AM
   

 from soudabeh  to Everyone:


Hello to every one

9:07:59 AM
    

from soudabeh  to Everyone:


Our studies reflected and echoed :

9:08:22 AM
   

from Bruce  to Everyone:


Michael posted on the website that he has not received an invitation to join, so I just forwarded one to hime.  He may be joining soon.

9:11:12 AM
    from soudabeh  to Everyone:


"Whatever is an appearance is alike in being an object, a mere flash of the senses; Whatever has manifested itself is alike in being a mind, a traceless, inspective cognition; both are alike in their immediate presence, mere fetters by affirmation and negation.  this course more cleared up this teaching... or truth...

9:12:33 AM
    from soudabeh  to Everyone:


this qutation is by Longchenpa

9:21:02 AM
    from Bruce  to Everyone:


Is "appearance only" also an appearance?

9:25:08 AM
    from Michael  to Everyone:


Soudebeh's experience of knowing which film her daughter seems like a strong example of mental space--not only was the experience mental but the channel of communication was also not physical space.

9:29:15 AM
    

from Bruce  to Everyone:


Yes.  Everything is appearance is a universal statement, but applied to itself -- appearance only is also only an appearance -- seems to lead to contradiction or self-negation.  This is where some of my inquiry yesterday left me, which seemed to me to be "past" mere negation or reductionism to a place of "nothing to say."  (Sorry if this is cryptic; I'm trying to be concise :-)  ).

9:39:12 AM
    

from Michael  to Everyone:


I feel out of my depth, so to speak, in Bruce's discussion of "appearance only" but could we say that Bruce's statement is a statement in "appearance only" and that it can't really point to a logically-confining commitment to anything else.  It's just a notion about swimming in space expressed as he swims.

9:47:42 AM
    

from Bruce  to Everyone:


Yes, that makes sense to me, Michael.  I was just saying that "everything is only an appearance" appears to be a performative contradiction, IF we want this statement itself to be taken as a universal truth (an actual fact about reality, and not just a relative appearance).  I'm thinking of the necessity of applying emptiness to itself, lest we reify emptiness (or appearance).  So, I think it's useful to say, "everything is appearance," but then also to challenge that statement too...

9:48:22 AM
    

from Bruce  to Everyone:


(You can ignore mine, for this call's purposes... :-) ).

9:53:02 AM
   

 from soudabeh  to Everyone:


Do you mean we undermining the only reality that we are entangled with , by expanding...  by seeing that it is only one of the many realities possible ... and so we are not making it unreal ,but realizing there are infinite other realities possible ...

9:54:34 AM
   

 from Bruce  to Everyone:


yes, that's why i said in my next comment that you could ignore it!

9:57:00 AM
    

from Michael  to Everyone:


Does the field communicate to us as we experience appearance? And is this itself an agaent of appearance, similar to substance behind appearance?  Or is communication of the field somehow the same as appearance in the filed?

