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Abstract
Whilst it is true that a great deal of the detafithe experimental science which is presented in
programmes presented by Cox, Al-Khalili and otherscorrect, the overall metaphysical
perspective within which these details are preskrgeor the most part appallingly incorrect
because they do not accord with the details of mogaysics, quantum physics in particular.
The metaphysical framework which underpins the gEneorldview of the programmes
presented by both Cox and Al-Khalili largely copends to what Stapp refers to as a ‘known-
to-be-false’ materialist perspective. The inappiatprmaterialist metaphysical dogmatism which
underlies such programmes leads to some silly mseskeing presented without any challenge.
This article cuts through the metaphysical madness.
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Figure 14 provides a graphic presentation of thesighl-metaphysical (the boundaries between
the two are blurred in this context) picture of thalution of the universe. This process begins
with quantum potentiality and once there are santieings, or observer-participants, extant
within the universe they take part in the procekssiroversal selection and solidification from
guantum possibility.

Before the advent of sentient beings that theret thage been a less individualized collective
‘unconscious’ or universal intentionality operatinQnce there is a community of sentient
organisms inhabiting the universe then their pdroap, which have influence at the quantum
level, affect the probabilities which have beenjgrted at the moment of the big bang. If we
accept the cosmic story presented by Hawking anadbw then at the point of creation all
possible ‘alternative histories’ are projected iat&ind of cosmic possibility space, but none of
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these possibilities are ‘actualized’ as yet. Fdirdatualization to take place requires the presenc
of sentient beings to perceive and experience.
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Figure 14

In this model we can visualize all the observetipgnants moving through the vast cosmic pool
of potentialities and as they do so their percegtialter the probabilities of potentialities, both
backwards and forwards in time. For instancehatrhoment of creation there is a possibility
(according to H and M) that the moon might end tipeing made of Roquefort cheese and also
a possibility that it may end up comprised of Maogk, as it is in our current universe. When
sentient beings get on the job of filtering throujle probabilities through their perceptive
activities, they somehow ‘choose’ to have a MoockrMoon rather than a Roquefort cheese
Moon. Thus the possibility of a Roquefort cheeseoNds filtered out of the cosmic mix of
potentialities whilst the possibility of a Moon-todMoon is solidified into actuality. John
Wheeler described this vision of the process devisl:

Law without law. It is difficult to see what elgban that can be the plan of physics. It is
preposterous to think of the laws of physics atallesl by a Swiss watchmaker to endure from
everlasting to everlasting when we know that theense began with a big bang. The laws must
have come into being. Therefore they could nothasen always a hundred percent accurate.
That means that they are derivative, not primar§vents beyond law. Events so numerous and
so uncoordinated that, flaunting their freedom frioomula, they yet formulate firm form ...
The universe is a self excited circuit. As it ex@g, cools and develops, it gives rise to observer-
participancy. Observer-participancy in turn givadgat we call tangible reality to the universe ...
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Of all the strange features of the universe, noaesaanger than these: time is transcended, laws
are mutable, and observer participancy matters.

And this vision is also contained within the work several other significant physicists, both
current and recent. One example is the work of @&8ohm which is being carried forward by
Paavo Pylkkdnen and Basil Hiley. Bohm calls thendospossibility soup the ‘implicate order’

and the actualized experienced world the ‘explicater’:

Bohm calls the implicate order the primary realityis reality exists ‘folded up’ in nature and
gradually unfolds as the universe evolves, enablirganization to emerge, in this way, the
implic-ate becomes explicate over tife.

In his important bookWholeness and the Implicate OrdBohm gives an overview of his
perspective as follows:

Our overall approach has thus brought togethertoumssof the nature of the cosmos, of matter
in general, of life, and of consciousness. Allledge have been considered to be projections of a
common ground. This we may call the ground oftladit is, at least in so far as this may be
sensed and known by us, in our present phase ofdmént of consciousness. Although we
may have no detailed perception or knowledge af gnound it is still in a certain sense enfolded
in our consciousness®..

This version endorses the view that there is a comfundamental ground which gives rise to

the entire process of the dualistic realm andsb @mphasizes the necessary cognitive function
of consciousness as funda-mental. Thus it becoeas that sentient beings are the ‘agents’

through which the universe acquires both meaninbsaructure. And Stapp adds weight to this

anthropic viewpoint with what he calls ‘the two-wayantum psycho-physical bridge’:

...the connection between physical behaviour and hukmaw-ledge was changed from a one
way bridge to a mathematically specified two-wateraction that involveselectionsmade by
conscious mind$.

It is clear that the cosmic-anthropic vision (aligb the term ‘anthropic’ here indicates the
operation of consciousness through the agen@}l gentient beings) provided by Hawking and
Mlodinow is entirely consistent with important ‘erpretations’ made by other significant
physicists, in particular Wheeler, Bohm, Stapp,ekuand Mensky (see later). One can think of
these different approaches as differing models aeip our ‘veiled reality’ from different
perspectives. However there are crucial pointsveflap which indicate important fundamental
features which we may claim to be established asstitating a conceptually correct
metaphysical account of reality, these are fundaahéeatures which are not ‘veiled’.

The first central metaphysical feature of the ratof the process of reality is that the
fundamental ground is a vast potentiality whichiti all-encompassing nature contains all
possibilities that can ever be manifested in aniyarse over the time span of beginningless
time, and this fundamental ground is in its ownurat'‘empty’ of fixed inherent existence.

Indeed in his employment of the phrase ‘vast angtgn€Cox was entirely correct, although not
in the complete sense in which he meant this.
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The second central metaphysical feature of thereaitithe process of reality is the fact that
there is an internal aspect of cognizant intentipnehich operates to unfold potentialities in a
coherent manner. This picture of the process odlityeahich derives from quantum theory
corresponds remarkably with Buddhidogchemetaphysics. Thus Herbert V, Guenther, in his
book onDzogchenmetaphysicsThe Matrix of Mysteryexplains the process of the ‘pristine’
cognitiveness of the fundamental ‘matrix’ of potality:

What this term refers to derives directly from #df-excitatorinessréng-rig) of the field as the
universe of and for experience, and as such derwtsansitivity and alertness that makes
cognition possible as such on every level of treedmhere. This pristine cognition has a self-
referential intention-ality of atemporal primordtgl..°

Thus we are returned, within a Buddhist contexéoeeler’s vision of the universe as a ‘self-
synthesized’ universe, or the Dzogchen ‘self-exaria universe’, which comes into being
through an infinite web of internal self-percepg8oAs H & M say:

...a well constructed model creates a reality obits.°

By which they mean that any metaphysical model e#lity must account for how reality

spontaneously combusts into actuality. The only weaat the universe could ‘unfold’ from

within itself in this manner is if the ground comt@d both the potentialities and the cognitive
mechanism of perceptual ‘unfoldment’ within its ownature:

In Dzogchen thought there is the additional faaibrintelligence which inheres in the very
dynamics of the universe itself, and which makasprdiality of experience of paramount
importance. The atemporal onset of this unfoldmectasions the emergence of various
intentional structures.”.

And it is these intentional structures that evelljuzome into being as sentient beings acting as
the agents of the universes self-creation. Thusel¢hé¢ells us that:

Directly opposite to the concept of universe ashirachbuilt on law is the vision @& world self-
synthesized.On this view, the notes struck out on a piano l® abserver participants of all
times and all places, bits though they are in anthbmselves, constitute the great wide world
of space and time and things.

The dovetailing between the Hawking — Mlodinow -hBo— Wheeler — Stapp (etc.) account of
the self-generation of the universe through theapm of a fundamental grouradvarenessand
the Dzogchen meta-physical vision is remarkable:.

...all sensory experiences of samsara and nirvanafestias specific forms that come and go
within the expanse of the space of supreme empgtindse ground aspect of the dharmakaya,
buddha nature, becomes evident as the supremeipigirtbat pervades all of samsara and
nirvana. This is the ground aspect of awarenessigieme freedom from limitations ... samsara
and nirvana are the phantasmagoria of a singleeness. °

In Buddhist metaphysics the dharmakaya is the atenbody’ and ground of reality from which
all else manifests, it's essential nature is budditare which is vast awareness and compassion
which manifests into botlsamsara which is reality experienced as suffering, amdsana
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reality experienced as absolute freedom and lilmerain its aspect as the ground of potentiality
this ground is an ‘expanse of the space of supremmatiness’ which is a sphere of potentiality
for all phenomena which is ‘empty’ of substantialit

It is intriguing to note in this context that in aptum field theory the ground field is indeed
empty of substantiality. In this presentation loé tDzogchen view it is asserted that all the
phenomena of the process of reality are ‘the plsamigoria of a single awareness’. On the
guantum view presented by H & M one would have dactude exactly this — the process of
reality is the creation of an infinitely potent uersal awareness acting upon its own infinite
potentiality to divide itself up into a multitudd experiential continuums. Such a view has led
Stapp to go as far as to suggest that quantumytieeoonsistent with the notion of God:

This [quantum] situation is concordant with theadsd a powerful God that creates the universe
and its laws to get things started, but then betseaart of this power to beings created in his
own image, at least with regard to their power takenphysically efficacious decisions on the
basis of reasons and evaluatiohs.

However, it must be pointed out there is veryditth Christian Theology that foreshadows
guantum theory whereas all forms of Buddhist métgsigs —Chittmatra-Yogacharar ‘Mind-
Only’, Madhyamakaor ‘Middle Way' and Dzogchenor ‘The Great Perfection’ — have
extraordinary metaphysical insights which prefigguantum metaphysics.

Stapp has concluded that quantum theory indicai@sreality is essentially Mind-like, a view
supported by others. It is not surprising that dquemn physicist H. Dieter Zeh has lyrically
characterised the meta-physical implications of nqua theory by quoting the Greek
philosopher Anaxagoras:

The things that are in a single world are not ghftem one another, not cut away with an axe,
neither the warm from the cold nor the cold frora tharm. When Mind began to set things in
motion, separation took place from each thing thas being moved, and all that Mind moved
was separateth.

Because of the manner in which the structuresalityecome into ‘existence’ from the realm of
Mind-like potentiality through the operation of arernal cognizant intentionality, the structures
of materiality which surround us, although they egapcompletely independent of us, are not
independent of Mind. This is why Zeilinger talks thie mistaken nature of views that assert
“pre-quantum viewpoints, particularly the obvioustyong notion of a reality independent of

US.”12

Quantum physicist Wojciech Zurek, proposer of tbarqum Darwinism paradigm, tells us that
the ultimate nature of quantum reality is ‘epiohtighich means that perception in some sense
‘creates’ ontology, or perceiving things helps ké&gm in existence:

...quantum states, by their very nature share antezpadogical and ontological role — are
simultaneously a description of the state, anddheam stuff is made of.” One might say that
they areepiontic These two aspects may seem contradictory, daast in the quantum setting,
there is a union of these two functiofis.
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Here he emphasizes the apparently flimsy ‘infororal’ nature of the ‘stuff’ that makes up the

guantum realm, it is ‘epiontic’ ‘dream stuff’ thag capable of creating an extraordinary vast
structure of apparent materiality. This is an @stdinary thought, if you stop to think about it.

The apparently ‘solid’ realm of materiality is magje of quantum ‘dream stuff.” But Zurek also

points out that, although the evidence we have uantum experiments indicates a clear
dependence on consciousness, the apparently nhatenictures of the everyday world certainly

seem to be existing under their own momentum anghie

...while the ultimate evidence for the choice of oakernative resides in our illusive
“consciousness,” there is every indication thatdheice occurs much before consciousness gets
involved and that, once made, the choice is irrafstec*

And it is this paradox which underlies some of thisunderstandings that have arisen amongst
those who embrace some form of ‘quantum mysticigenspective and their opponents.

The cult filmWhat the Bleep Do We Knas/perhaps a good example of the kind of an dver-t
top and over-hyped presentation of the quantumeousness perspective, although | must at
the same time say that one person | have talkeddioated that if it was not for this film he
would have been completely unaware of quantum wapbns.What the Bleejis the cinematic
figurehead for a movement promoting the messageathane can transform their life once they
get on the quantum bandwagon. It also appearslpafhgu buy lots of products from th&hat
the Bleepnew age Internet store. It is unfortunate thatWhat the Bleegnterprise seems to
cheapen and infantilize a serious and importanttd@pne of the participants, for instance, gives
lecture tours in the guise of Dr. Quantum; therevien a newVhat the Bleepromoted book
with a cartoon of him as a kind of quantum supernoga® can imagine many serious physicists
being somewhat irritated by such behaviour.

The film has drawn considerable critical hostiligcause of its apparent naive and simplistic
message that anyone can transform reality once dhesp the nature of the quantum ground
within the universal consciousness. The film alsenss to imply that it is possible to easily learn
to manipulate the material world through conscimamnipulation of the quantum ground. This
apparent claim has led one critic to challengephysicist Amit Goswami, a leading figure in
the ‘quantum-Mysticism’ arena and a central figiréhe film, to leap out of a J0floor window
and change material reality on the way down so hieatanded unharm& and this kind of
criticism is perhaps justified when faced with cestended claims.

The view presented so far in this current work, @eev, is that, although the apparently material
world is ultimately dependent upon consciousnéss,not amenable to alternation on demand or
according to whim by individuals or groups of inidiwvals because the structures of materiality
have been produced by the operation of a collectiwesciousness involving uncountable
numbers of sentient beings over a vast time peridtey are, to all intents and purposes
congealed into stability. But this does not altex fact that they are, as Zurek sayiimately
brought into existence by consciousness.
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But whilst this film has irritated a few people witts over-exuberance, Cox, seems to
overextend in the opposite direction, clearly inmpdythat there is little difference between the

structure of materiality as understood in pre-quantclassical’ physics and the current quantum
understanding. According to him we just have a mmuche precise appreciation but there really
is no mystery involved. In the final remarks in lelebrity lecture he says “There is nothing

strange and nothing weird” about quantum physiagt tBis surely contradicts the fact that

according to Stephen Hawking, who has carved aepatation as the most advanced mind in
the entire universe, the collective consciousnésdl sentient beings determines the past history
of the universe by acting backwards in time on ¢quanpotentialities.

In an article in the Telegraph under the banBean Cox: ‘I'm not anti-religion. I'm anti-
maniac’ Cox told the reporter Nigel Farndale:

Some try and aggrandize science, and make out geel to be very clever to understand it but |
think it is actually very simple and straightfonaatt’s almost like plumbing™®

If this ridiculous statement were true what would have to make of the observation made by
Richard Feynman, someone Cox seems to respectntitaidy understood quantum physics”

...yOll;l get down a blind alley from which nobody esesmp Nobody knows how it can be like
that:

Feynman made this observation in 1965. The respqutgsicists Yakir Aharanov and Daniel
Rohrlich, writing 40 years later in their book Quam Paradoxes (2005), refer to Feynman’s
remark and add to it. They refer to a Woody Allekg in which someone goes to a psychiatrist
to complain that his brother thought himself todbehicken. The psychiatrist suggests that the
man should commit his brother to an insane asythmman replies ‘Are you crazy we need the
eggs!” Aharanov and Rohrlich observe that:

Quantum Mechanics is crazy — but we need the €ggs!’

Come on A & R wise up! Cox has it all sorted owtantum physics is just “like plumbing!” Itis

all just like really inherently existing pipes, subolts and the material stuff of reality, wel, a
the quantum level its really existing ‘quantum s’ visiting every part of the entire universe
in an instant! Nothing odd about that!

In the face of such an extraordinary determinatmrescue a pre-quantum attitude to the nature
of reality we need to ask ourselves seriously:tisikely that the solution to the riddle of
existence will turn out to be just like plumbingMHow Cox gets away with such absurd
statements without being challenged is a quantuisteny. In his lecture Cox seems very taken
with the fact that the early development of quanphysics was the domain of young men and
was therefore dubbed ‘boy physics’, | wonder whyBwever, | do not think any of the ‘boys’ of
early quantum theory were guilty of making remaokghe almost adolescent nature that Cox
regularly gets away with.
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Apparently Cox regularly launches vitriolic attackpon views and areas of research that he
considers to be contaminated with hippy ‘New-Agebb-woo’. In the Telegraph piece devoted
to Cox we read that:

He does have a reputation for plain speaking. Tieat®nist belief that the world is 6,000 years
old is dismissed as “b-----ks”, anyone who belietres world is going to end next year because
of the Mayan calendar is “a moron”. And people wislieve CERN’s Large Hadron Collider
will suck the universe into a black hole are “t—18”

And with these clearly extreme and clearly unlikglgws Cox is on pretty safe ground. But
when it comes to his attacks on telepathy, andiedpiejection of the possibility of phenomena
such as reincarnation, as we shall see, he maytbef diis depth simply because he is speaking
from prejudice and almost certainly has not look#d the evidence contained in books such as,
for example,Entangled Mindsby Dean Radin, which surveys the evidence forptley.
Certainly, as physicists Henry Stapp and Michaelnsky amongst others have indicated,
guantum theory lends support to the possibilitthese phenomena although in no way proving
them. In fact, if Cox’s own claim that all the electroms the universe are in instantaneous
guantum communication with each other, were to roe bne might reasonably expect the
possibility of some form of telepathy.

But we don’t need all the electrons in the univetgsebe interconnected through the Pauli
principle to have a quantum phenomenon which ctukbme extent underlie the possibility for
some kind of telepathy. In a section of his bdakeaking a Look at God’s Cardstitled
‘Telepathy or Cheap Trick’ Giancarlo Ghirardi dekes the situation of quantum entanglement
and non-locality, which is the phenomenon whereitargled ‘particles’ have what Einstein
famously called a ‘spooky’ instantaneous commurocatby using the analogy of a Music Hall
act (see chapter 5). He then goes on to describptgm experiments which indicate that the
phenomena of quantum non-locality can only be émpthon the basis of ‘quantum telepatffy’.
The entangled ‘particles’ somehow instantaneougiyow’ about each other, even when
separated by vast distances. Of course, Ghiranagsing a metaphor here, but, nevertheless, this
is apossiblemechanism for higher level telepathy.

It is this quantum phenomena that Dean Radin, snbmiok Entangled Mindssuggestanight
underlie the phenomenon of telepathy which, assgriiat Radin and other researchers such as
Rupert Sheldrake are not deliberately setting oyterpetrate a massive intellectual fraud, there
seems to be significant evidence for. Radin refeBhe Nonlocal Universey the historian of
science Robert Nadeau and physicist Mena Kafatosthé following quote the ‘Aspect
experiments’ refer to experiments carried out ommmegled quantum ‘particles’ which confirmed
the quantum phenomenon of quantum nonlocality:

All particles in the history of the cosmos haveemtted with other particles in the manner
revealed by the Aspect experiments. Virtually etleng in our immediate physical environment
is made up of quanta that have been interacting atiher quanta in this manner from the big
bang to the present....
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Also consider . . . that quantum entanglement gregonentially with the number of particles
involved in the original quantum state and thatehis no theoretical limit on the number of
these entangled particles. If this is the caseuthieerse on a very basic level could be a vast
web of particles, which remain in contact with amther over any distance in ‘no time’ in the
absence of the transfer of energy or informatioims Suggests, however strange or bizarre it
might seem, that all of physical reality is a sengluantum system that responds together to
further interaction§?

In other words a quantum nonlocal universe is yeugh like Cox’s electronic instantaneously
interconnected universe and, as previously indiGaseich a universe clearly haspassible
mechanisnfor telepathy. The physicist Michael Mensky, thponent of what he calls the
Extended Everett Concept (EEC), has suggested that:

Telepathy arises as an effect of quantum non-ligcalihe necessary condition for this is the
purely quantum regime, i.e. quantum coherence,nglesef decoherence. This condition is met
not in consciousness, but in super-consciousnesshwk nothing else as the state of the
quantum world as a whole??.

In Mensky’s presentation of his EEC he suggestsxaticit notion of quantum consciousness,
and of a quantum ‘super-consciousness’ which gines to the individuated more limited
consciousnesses of individuated sentient beingsvéshall see this corresponds exactly to the
Buddhist Mind-Only Yogacharaaccount of thealayavijnana or a ‘ground consciousness’.
Furthermore, such an account accounts for cerfzanahormal’ phenomena, although in this
setting the term ‘normal’ is more appropriate, meatirely natural manner that is consistent with
guantum theory. In fact such a paradigm would Heepent and consistent even if we were to
accept that quantum interconnected ‘particles’ mgaéhe fundamental ground which gives rise
to consciousness. Presumably as a materialist Cast think that consciousness somehow
emerges from quantum particles clubbing togethena&e macroscopic organic sentient beings,
so if all quantum patrticles are interconnected sdmee really need to spell it out? And in such a
situation the scientific thing to do would be tokoat the evidence, wouldn't it?

Wolfgang Pauli came to a conclusion very close tmtwwe may call a quantum Mind-Only
Mensky-type Quantum Consciousness paradigm, whislolves a quantum level super-
consciousness, or ground consciousness, whichspames to Bohm's ‘implicate order of
potentiality, from which the ‘explicate’ manifestearld emerges. Stapp sums up Pauli’s vision,
which was based on his appreciation of quantumryhaaed the psycho-metaphysical work of the
great psychologist C. G. Jung, as follows:
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Figure 1®/olfgang Pauli

Pauli's idea of a regulative principle lying beydhd mind-matter distinction is intertwined with
the Jungian concepts of archetype and synchroniSypchronicity refers to the occurrence of
representations of archetypes in meaningful coemds that defy causal explanation. Pauli
apparently believed, perhaps on the basis of his @xperience, that the synchronistic aspects of
nature identified by Jung were sufficiently strigirto place them beyond the bounds of
explanation in terms of pure chance. This judgméntorrect, would mean that behind the
processes of nature that we already know and utadershere lies another, which acausally
weaves meaning into the fabric of natéite.

Could it possibly be the case that the discoveféne Exclusion Principle, Cox’s “unbreakable
law of nature”, was a ‘mischievous hippy,” as Cefers to purveyors of what he considers to be
guantum woo-woo? He doesn’t look much like oneég(8gure 16)

The Feynman path integral, Cox tells us, can beaighb of as a machine for calculating

probabilities and, because the atoms of the dianmaredall busy exploring every nook and
cranny of the universe, there is a very tiny prolitglthat the diamond will disappear from its

box. He then derived the formula to use for catng the time we would need to wait before
the diamond disappearing act might possibly ocagr, after an appallingly embarrassing piece
of bad theatrics when he forced Jonathan Rossrttopa the calculation, it turns out to be 3 x

10°” seconds which is something like 600 billion tinties age of the current universe.

At this point Cox displays his amazing lack of npdtgsical insight and sensibility. He seems to
be profoundly philosophically blind, for it seensat for Cox there is no difference between a
universe in which diamondsight disappear at some point during an unimaginable feriod

and universe in which thisould never happemecause it was made up of what Buddhist
philosophy refers to as ‘inherently existent’ katsd pieces which behave themselves and stay
put rather than dashing about instantaneouslyall the universe.
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It is important to understand the significance lo¢ hotion of ‘inherent existence’, a notion
whose actuality cannot be found anywhere in thearse. An inherently existent universe would
be one where somewhere at some level of the phyaraysis of phenomena an ultimate
indestructible ‘particle’ could be found. This wdube the inherently existent ‘particle’, or set of
‘particles’. Such ‘particles’, in order to be inkeatly existent, would need to be indestructible,
eternal, and changeless. This was precisely theé &hpicture of the reality of the universe
which underpinned the pre-quantum ‘classical’ prd physics, the Newtonian ‘mechanistic
universe.” As Bohm described the situation:

...physics has become almost totally committed tortbgon that the order of the universe is
basically mechanistic. The most common form of tiotion is that the world is assumed to be
constituted of separately existent, indivisible amthangeable ‘elementary particles”, which
are the fundamental ‘building blocks’ of the uniser*

Goswami, another dissenter from the mainstreammsficeparadigm and therefore in Cox’s eyes
almost certainly a purveyor of “wishy-washy drivglnonsense,” depicts this fundamental, and
yet mistaken, viewpoint as follows:

The current worldview has it that everything is mad matter, and everything can be reduced to
elementary particles of matter, the basic constitie building blocks — of matter. And cause

arises from the interactions of these basic bujiditocks or elementary particles; elementary
particles make atoms, atoms make molecules, magaubke cells, and cells make the brain.
But all the way, the ultimate cause is always titeractions between elementary particles. This
is the belief — all cause moves from the elememparticles”

This is the kind of view that Cox wants to reinsthy asserting the inherent reality of ‘quantum
particles’. He wants an inherently REAL universeb® inherently established on the basis of
inherent existent ‘quantum particles’. But such iawvis mistaken because it is clearly at
variance with the quantum evidence.

If one requests a definition of the word ‘real’ inca Google search one will find the following
definitions appearing prominently in the results.

Actually existing as a thing or occurring in faegt imagined or supposed, actual - true - genuine
- veritable - factual; of or relating to fixed, ppganent, or immovable things, not artificial, not
fraudulent, not illusory : genuine; true; not mgrektensible, nominal, or apparent; existing or
occurring as fact; actual rather than imaginargaldor fictitious...

‘Real’ entities are also generally defined and adered to be independent of mind, existing ‘out
there’ in the ‘objective’ world completely indepeamd of the minds of observers. The notion of
such entities was refuted by Wheeler who statedihiaie light of quantum theory:

The universe does not ‘exist, out there,” indepehdé all acts of observation. Instead, it is in
some strange sense a participatory univérse.

The entities of the universe as now described byirtterrelated quantum physical-metaphysical
theories of Heisenberg, Pauli, Bohm, Stapp, Zuvékeeler, Hawking and Thomas Hertog (the
account presented ihhe Grand Designs due to Hawking and Hertog), and others, whieh a



Scientific GOD Journal | August 2012 | Vol. 3 | Issue 8 | pp. 770-790 781
Smetham, G. P., Reflections on Materialist Metaphysical Dogmatism (Part Ill)

the most currently widely accepted views, are aastanot REAL in the above dictionary sense,
which is the generally accepted meaning of the term

It is quite clear from the Hawking and Mlodinow qiam vision of the evolution of the universe
that the fundamental and primary metaphysical featdrom which the apparent world of
materiality emerges comprise a realm of potenyi@itd awareness or consciousness. The facade
of materiality therefore becomes an epiphenomerameigted by the operation of an inter-
subjective collective consciousness on the poté@g available at the outset.  This
metaphysical-cosmological account of the self gatien of the universe through the operation
of a deep level of awareness which becomes embaaiedll sentient beings is also at the heart
of Buddhist metaphysics:

The entire world was created through latent karmmprints. When these imprints developed
and increased, they formed the earth, the stomelsthee seas. Everything was created through
the development or propagation of these latent iapotentials’’

‘Karmic imprints’ are potentiality templates credtey previous sentient perception and activity.
At the point of the ‘big bang’ there can only beeialities, inherited from previous universes.
There must have been a vast, empty yet infinitd pbpotentiality which is somehow triggered

into manifestation. As H & M say:

We are the product of quantum fluctuations in teey\early universe®

And what triggered these quantum fluctuations? Jéry nature of the H-M TOE requires that
we accept that it is a deep level of non-individgdatonsciousness, there is nothing else to start
doing the ‘choosing’ to eventually filter out a nmoonade of Roquefort cheese’.

There are, then, two possible metaphysical visainbe ultimate nature of reality, one correct
and one incorrect. The incorrect one is the preatywm ‘classical’ metaphysical vision of an
inherently and completely ‘objective’ realm of nraéty which exists completely independent
of mind. In such a universe the atoms of a diamealld stay at home and not go
instantaneously exploring the vast emptiness ofutiieerse. Furthermore diamonds in inherent
existent universes would not have any probabilitguaidenly disappearing (barring a bank heist
that is); they truly would be ‘forever’, at leastterms of their inherent constituent parts.

The correct vision on the other hand, now uncovéseduantum theory, is the one in which the
‘matter’ of the apparently ‘material world’ is cted through the operation of a deep level of the
intentionality of Mind acting upon a quantum potality pool. The material world, built up over
vast time scales, according to Buddhist cosmologyolving countless universes over
unimaginable time scales, is, in any particularvarse, ‘held in place’ by the intentionality
embodied in the perceptions and actions of alirthabitants of that universe.

This is actually indicated by the quantum Zenoaffevhich is the mechanism of fixing quantum
reality through rapid perceptions. This effect lh@en demonstrated in quantum experiments.
John Gribben describes an experiment carried dihieal).S. National Institute of Standards and
Technology which employed the Zeno effect ‘to méke pot beryllium ions boil, and to watch
it while it was boiling — which stopped it boiliid’ The experiment involved getting beryllium



Scientific GOD Journal | August 2012 | Vol. 3 | Issue 8 | pp. 770-790 782
Smetham, G. P., Reflections on Materialist Metaphysical Dogmatism (Part Ill)

ions to jump between gquantum states in a giverogesf time, the time being the time required
for 100% of the ions to move from one state to ket The experimenter then stopped this
guantum jumping by constantly observing, usingsaidaand thereby fixing the ions into the first
state:

The act of looking at the ion has forced it to cd®a quantum state, so that it is now once again
purely in level 1. The quantum probability wavarst to spread out again, but after another 4
milliseconds another peek forces it to collapsekhato the state corresponding to level 1. The
Wa;/Oe never gets a chance to spread far before emptiek forces it to collapse back into level 1

This is an example of the quantum Zeno effect baiagsciously employed to manipulate
guantum reality through rapid perception.

In the situation of the ions held in place by theltum Zeno effect it is the intentionality of the
experimenters that hold the ions in position. ka ¢hse of the universe it is the intentionalities o
all the sentient beings inhabiting it which keefpgaing! Cox is correct about the atoms of the
diamond wanting to spread out all over the univerBBvever, the reason that they do not do so
is because they have been fixed into place by gezation of the collective consciousness of
vast numbers of sentient beings, and before there sentient beings there was a deep level of
universal awareness moving evolution along at videdtm called quantum ‘implicate’ levels, a
fact which clearly indicates that the current matestic presentation of Darwinism is wrong, we
need a fully quantum account of the Darwinian pssce

This quantum metaphysical-cosmological vision madly indicated by the quantum evidence
and current theories. The physical world is matg@sfrom the patterning of the quantum
ground, a patterning which is created by the pdiroemctivities of the consciousnesses of
countless sentient beings over unimaginable ststabf time. Indeed, there are quantum
physicists who, apparently without any mystical &xgrind, propose a fully Mind-Only view of
reality:

They will tell you that even an object as large¢tesMoon, full of atoms held together by gravity
and jiggling about with the random thermal moti@pmpriate to its temperature, does not exist
when nobody is looking at it. ... The Moon doesnihgly disappear when nobody is looking at
it ... The probability waves spread out very slowitpm the states they were in when they were
last observed; the whole moon begins to dissolvayawto a quantum ghost. But because the
Moon is so big the process is very slow. It doetake a few nanoseconds but millions (perhaps
billions) of years for the Moon to dissolve awatoiguantum uncertaintyf.

Because the moon has taken vast stretches of timeaterialise through the operation of the
resonant karmic perceptual activities of a coustlesmber of sentient beings, it would take an
equally vast period of time to quantumly melt awatp emptiness. And what is true for the

moon is clearly also true for the diamond. And thet that the ‘sum-over-histories’ equation

gives us a vast time period in order for the diachtm fade away does not alter the fact that
diamonds and moons have the potentiality fade aaag,universes created out of such ‘dream
stuff’ are not inherently existent universes. lotfthey are, if we use language with precision,
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illusory universes, however long they continue. tVas they may be they will eventually fade
away into emptiness!

According to theMahayand? Buddhist tradition the Buddha taught his bad n@asthose who
want a REAL — and materialistic - world) about rigali.e. that it does not exist in the way that
we think it does and is in fact an illusion, ingea. In the earlier teachings, referred to as
Hinayang or the fundamental vehicle, he taught his follevabout the fact that human beings
are generally misled by the innate notion that thaye a fixed essence, a kind of unchanging
‘self’ somewhat like a ‘soul’, which made them whwey were. This notion, he taught, was
completely incorrect. If the psychophysical procedsa sentient being is analyzed into
constituent processes it will be found that theme @enly the processes of tlskandhas the
psychophysical constituents: form, feeling, distnation, mental formations, and
consciousness. When one realizes this at a degb ddvawareness a human being can be
liberated from the sorrow of existence throughftirelamental knowledge and direct realization
that in actuality there is nobody existing to ber@aful! This is the fundamental teaching, and
in this teaching the Buddha did not say too muabualthe actual apparent ‘physical’ stuff of
reality, although he does say in fkena Suttahat the physical world is “like a glob of foarft”

In later sutras such as the Diamond Cutter Siagakkhedika, VajracchedikPrajfiaparamita
Sitra) the Buddha is said to have given far more profioand shocking teachings regarding the
nature of all phenom-ena, including the apparemidyerial world, it's all an illusion:

As a star, a visual aberration, a lamp, an illustew, a bubble, a dream, lightening and a cloud
— view the compounded like th#t.

Stars appear at night but when the sun arises,iraitis metaphor the sun can be taken as
representing the wisdom which understands theriatere of reality, they appear to disappear.
In like manner when the entities of the apparestliyd material world are seen and understood
as they really are, which is ‘empty’ of all REALdependent solidity, the appearance of true
independent reality really does disappear. Becatigkis the appearance of independent solid
existence is like a visual aberration. The flamebofter lamp does not last long; it flares and
quickly dies out. The Buddha asserted that all phena to be like this.

It seems that Cox thinks that there isuétrmatedifference between phenomena which come into
apparent being for short instances of time andethaisich last for billions of years, the latter
being in some sense more real. But this is incorfeee are talking about thaltimate nature of
reality; after all, it's just a matter of time, anitche is relative! Something which comes into
apparent being for a short length of time and fadeis ultimate natureno different from
something which comes into apparent being for gdomperiod and then fades. The time period
is irrelevent from an ultimate point of view. Anket cosmological time periods considered by
Buddhist metaphysics make the time period of thstemce of the current universe seem to be a
mere instant. One Buddhist cosmic time periodjristance, is defined something like the length
of time it would take a mountain the size of Eger® wear down if someone stroked it every
billion years with a feather. | don’t think therg an equation for calculating this but | imagine
it's a pretty long time. In the light of the timegods conceived of by Buddhist metaphysics
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(beginningless and endless time!) even universes nar more substantial than dewdrops,
bubbles, dreams, lightening and clouds.

Figure 17 — Buddha expounding the Diamond CuttéraSu

In the following extraordinary passage in which #eddha and one of his chief enlightened
followers Subhuti discuss the nature of the stiithe universe it is clearly indicated that these i
not one atom of REAL solid material MATTER anywhefae Buddha is addressing Subhuti:

“And again, O Subhuti, if a son or a daughter gfoad family were to take as many worlds as
there are grains of earth-dust in this sphere wiilkon millions of worlds, and reduce them to

such fine dust as can be made with immeasural#agitr, like what is called a mass of the
smallest atoms, do you think O Subhuti, would st mass of many atoms?”

Subhuti said: “Yes, Bhagavat, yes, Sugata that dvdad a mass of many atoms. And why?
Because, O Bhagavat if it were a mass of many gt@&hagavat would not call it a mass of
many atoms. And why? Because, what was preachadrass of many atoms by the Tathagata,
that was preached as no-mass of atoms by the Tdthaand therefore it is called a mass of
many atoms. And what was preached by the Tathagathe sphere of a million millions of
worlds, that was preached by the Tathagata as Imersmf worlds; and therefore it is called the
sphere of a million millions of worlds. And why? &aise, O Bhagavat, if there were a sphere of
worlds, there would exist a belief in matter; ankaivwas preached as a belief in matter by the
Tathaga:;[?, that was preached as no-belief by theag@ata; and therefore it is called a belief in
matter.”

The question that the Buddha (Bhagavat, Sugatéathragata) is posing is: if it were possible to
reduce the material world, in fact billions of uerges, to the smallest possible ‘particles’ or
‘atoms’, would these actually be inherently existdREAL bits and pieces of actually
independently existing material ‘stuff'?

The answer is that although the Buddha has to teeitte ‘conventional’ world as if such atoms
exist because they do indesgpear to existirom anultimate and absolute point of viewa such
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entities exist as inherently existent bits and gseof reality. To suggest that inherently existent
‘sphere of worlds’ exist as REAL independent easitiwould be to suggest that inherently
existent ‘matter’ really exists, but from a ultiregtoint of view such ‘stuff’ does not exist. Here
the Buddha anticipated Stapp’s assertion that ‘lainbbody, or anything else in the real world
is composed of those tiny bits of matter that Newitnagined the universe to be made8fby
two thousand five hundred years:

...that which is a particle of earth was taught by Tlathagata as not being a particle; therefore it
is called ‘particle of earth.” That which is a wibrfystem was taught by the Tathagata as not
being a world system; therefore it is called a d@ystent.

Although particles of earth (which means ‘matepalticles’) and world systems arealled
‘particles’ and ‘world systems’, in ultimate reglitather than ‘conventional’ ‘seeming’ reality
they are not inherently such things! As the Budilhtner tells Subhuti:

...grasping a solid thing is itself a convention tttiharma [stuff] does not exist as expressed, yet
it is grasped by ordinary childish beings.

In other words only ‘childish beings’, who have ti@en told about or have not discovered the
ultimate nature of phenomena, grasp on to an immdtelief in REAL material stuff.

Why might a Professor of Physics who has studiedriiture of what Zurek describes as
guantum ‘dream-stuff’, which is not material stufff quantum reality still grasp on to such
immature notions? Well, in an earlier part of ther& the Buddha tells Subhuti:

Upon this sutra being explained, those sentientdgsewho are unafraid, unterrified, and will not
become terrified will be most astonishitig.

Indeed a great many people are at least distudmetisome are afraid and terrified, by the vision
of a really empty and illusory reality. Recall Haerg's remark about how could reality be so
‘absurd.” The following observation is from phyisicRobert Oerter'sThe Theory of Almost
Everything

Can we really believe a theory that is this cra&iter all, my body is made of protons, neutrons,
and electrons. Am | to believe that every time lknvmom the couch to the refrigerator, my
electrons make virtual trips to Hawaii, the Bahaneasl Mars¥

And he quotes Richard Feynman, someone who Coxsseethink believed in inherently real
guantum particles dashing about all over the usier

It is not a question of whether a theory is phifgsoally delightful, or easy to understand, or
perfectly reasonable from the point of view of coammsense. The theory of quantum
electrodynamics describes nature as absurd fronpding of view of commonsense. And it
agrees fully with experiment. So | hope, you cateat nature as she is - abstird.

Such opinions are wildly at variance with Cox’suplping’ approach to quantum theory. And an
important question raised by such opinions is: wedctly is ‘absurd’ about the quantum
situation? It is only ‘absurd’ to some-one who estpehe world to be made of little Lego-like
units of ‘matter,” and therefore thinks in terms iaherently real ‘particles’ simultaneously
rushing about everywhere in the universe at eveygnent in time.
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There are still a many within the scientific comntynvho are desperate to, as Zeilinger puts it,
“save pre-quantum viewpoints, particularly the agly wrong notion of a reality independent
of us.”™® Coming to terms with the quantum vision of anraétely immaterial universe within
which awareness and consciousness is the primaigiogical foundation andeason for
existenceis for many just too outlandish and challengingicts people seem to resist the
conclusionwhatever the evidence might be.

Furthermore, people resistant to the vision ofraarconnected world which has its roots in a
deep, profound and ultimate ‘empty’ realm of unsatdrawareness tend to dismiss any evidence
for phenomena which do not coincide with their matest prejudices, sometimes without even
bothering to look at it. Recently, for instancayplert Sheldrake has designed and carried out
experiments which certainly suggest a case forethistence of a ‘normal’ level of telepathic
communication between dogs and their owners anthen®tand their babies. Sheldrake tells us
that his research has:

...led me to see telepathy as a normal, rather tlmanpamal. phenomenon, an aspect of
communication between members of animal socialggolihe same principles apply to human
telepathy, and | have investigated little exploespects of human telepathy, such as telepathy
between mothers and babies, telephone telepatimkifthg of someone who soon afterwards
calls) and email telepathy.

However, his research is dismissed by materiatisinsists on the basis of the materialist dogma
that any phenomena must be a result of the maabmsadf mindless matter. Sheldrake says
about the dogmatic attitude of the materialist @aew, which takes its stand on the unproven
belief in fundamental mindlessness:

What we’re dealing with here is ... pseudo-scientg propelled by this very deep belief system
and because they're so sure they're right, so coed that the materialist world view has to be
true and that it's equivalent to science and reawm there’s not really much point in wasting
time on evidence you know in advance is féfse.

Because of this fixed and immovable belief in ulitenmindlessness materialists don’t bother to
examine the evidence. And Sheldrake is correct wigegsays this amounts to ‘pseudo-science’,
although materialists generally use this term fan-materialist viewpoints, because a
foundational principle of the scientific methodasexamine and evaluate the evidence!

Phenomena such as telepathy, which are generaiidered to be ‘paranormal’, of course, are
considered by materialists as impossible as a ntfaith. But such phenomena are asserted by
Buddhism to be ‘normal’ for certain types of beingdo have developed their minds
sufficiently. In the Diamond Cutter Sutra the Buddhlls Subhuti that:

...as many sentient beings as exist in those wortdesys, | totally know their continua of
consciousness of different thoughts. Why is thaiBh&ti, because a so-called ‘continuum of
consciousness’ is that taught by the Tathagata asnacontinuum. Therefore, it is called a
‘continuum of consciousness.” Why is that? Subhicause past consciousness does not exist
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as an observable, nor does future consciousnes$ a&gi an observable, nor does present
consciousness exist as an observable.

Because consciousness itself is ‘empty’, it extendasn interconnected manner throughout the
universe, just as Cox says that ‘quantum partiaies’and, because of this, enlightened beings,
according to some forms of Buddhism, have accesdltthe thoughts of all sentient beings.
Much lesser degrees of telepathy are said to bsilgedor human beings who have developed
their meditation skills to an advanced level.

In his bookEmbracing Mindthe Buddhist philosopher Alan Wallace has writteat:

One of the most controversial areas in spirituaigythe paranormal. Under the rubrics of
“magic” and “witchcraft” Christianity condemned shi“supernatural’” realm as sinful and
demonic. Following in these footsteps, science etérthe existence of the supernatural and
miraculous, leading inevitably to skepticism abthé nature of the mind as anything other than
a property of matter. Buddhist contemplatives claihat the realization of primordial
consciousness, when preceded by the perfectiohavhatha [deep focused meditation], reveals
limitless internal resources for various kinds xfrasensory perception and paranormal abilities.
Among these are remote viewing or clairvoyanceiral@ience, knowledge of others’ minds,
precognition, and other such skills, including goever to mentally control the four elements of
earth (solidity), water (fluidity), fire (heat), drair (motility)*®

Wallace goes on, both in this book and elsewhersuggest that the existence of such abilities
should be investigated scientifically rather th@éndssed on the basis of materialist prejudice.

As we shall see, there exists at the moment a giealt of evidence for phenomena such as
telepathy. And the evidence for reincarnation isiking that the hardened sceptic Sam Harris
said of the evidence for reincarnation presentedabyStevenson in his books suchVikere
Reincarnation and Biology Interseethich presents striking evidence linking recdlpast lives

by young children who have birthmartket correspond to recalled violent deaths in tiesipus
life*’, that “either he is a victim of truly elaboratedd, or something interesting is going &f.”
Furthermore it can be shown that such phenomenardit@ly consistent with quantum theory.
Cox’s assertion that quantum theory rules out swakhy-washy drivelly hippy woo-woo”,
apart from verging on the adolescently offensigegatually contrary to the evidence.

When | was researching on the Internet for matéoiathis chapter | came across a snappy entry
on the ‘Headline Superheroes’ website titled ‘Noowwoo, just Cox’ which referred to Cox’s
closing statement:

There is no woo-woo. Just beautiful physics. Thymk
The website writers ask:
Do you think that he knows that ‘woo-woo’ meangiva?

In conclusion he writers of this Internet entryabgfully observe regarding Cox’s choice of
word:
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Every electron in the Universe is simultaneousiyoing.*®

But electrons and sentient beings who care abeutrtith should not be wincing just because of
Cox’s injudicious choice of a word of abuse forwgehe mistakenly and dogmatically wants to
undermine, but also for the fact that he choosdsytand undermine such views by incorrectly
representing the evidence.

Two diamonds separated by about 15 cm have bedntput state of quantum entanglem®nt.
This is the entangled state, for which neithersta¢ement ‘this diamond is vibrating’ nor ‘this
diamond is not vibrating’ is trug.
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