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Some Questions about Science
in The URANTIA Book

Over the vears, oy virtue of working at the
centrai office in Chicago, 1 have responded to
many questions that peopleask when they tind
something in The URANTIA Book that they
think disagrees with their understanding of
something they learned about science. Three of
:he most common examples of apparent dis-
crepancies between the book and modern
science that people discover are the table of
chemical elements, the motion of Mercury, and
:he 48 pattern traits. [ am not going to address
-nose questions specifically because [ believe
:hat some of the other presenters will taik about
:nem and ‘ry to clarity the differences. How-
ever, ifthey don't, | would be happy totalk with
vou individually during the conference if you
naveany questions about them. Not only those
Juestions, but many other scientific statements
:n the book rrom archeology to zoology appear
to have some discrepancies with modern
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fact the bOOK mav turn out :0_0€ NCOIrect on
those dates. So, it sometimes decomes a puz-
zling question, at least in mv mir‘d, 0 sOrt out

{ what is nhistory and what is science!as it is
presented in the book.

One of the most difficuit problems is that
they tell us the cosmology in The LIRA'\/TIn
Book is “not inspired,’ and they put the “no
inspired” in italics. If the cosmoiogy, as tney
say, is limited for the coordination of present
day knowledge and if we assume cosmology
includes the structure and geography of the
universe, then it would seem that our modern
sciences of astronomy and physics snouid otfer
some corroboration. But then we must remem-
oer the limitation in the book that the physical
sclences may not hold up, or they may need

revision in a few short vears. So, if the cosmol-
ogy isnot inspired and the statements on physi- .
cal sciences mav need revision, what are we to

science.

A major question to think about comes from
reading the Limitations of Revelation (page
1109) and realizing some of the statements
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make of the cosmology in the book? Do wedare

ask the question whether Ensa and Splandon
really exist? Are those cosmological structures

given to us only to heip create thought patterns |

in our mind? What can we truly xnow about

made there. For example, savmg that some or

revisionjin a few short years ana there's
aothing they could do about it, either now orin
:he rfuture, is very puzzling. So, you begin to
wonder wnv there is so much science in The

them?
The only thing I can offer you is my personal
insight, i.e., the wav [ struggie with it. [ ry to

understand (the distinction oetween xnowl- .

' {eageand truth;If [ were to die and passon and

URANTIA Book if the authors knew there was

-~chis particular dilemma of some people reject-

ng the book because or the scientific problems.
Why did they dother o put it in? Can vou
imagine some type of great debate going on as
:he book is being created whether to put thisor
:hat plece of information in?

Another guestion is raised in my mind.
“Vhile the book says there are some problems
with some of the statements about physical
sciences, on the other hand the historical facts
:nthe book will stand ontherecords forall time.
! run into the proolem of gifferentiating ve-
mween nistory and sgiepge !f we're reading
aoout the age of a geologic period of the earth,
s that history or is that the science of geology?
{fit’s history tand they are teiling us the history
s true) then we can onlv assume that in time,

wake up on the next level, whatever it may ’*e
d find outthat the ascension scheme, theide

or progressmg through the universe and even-
tually tinding God, vere not true, then it seems
to me that one might con cluae that somehow
the book had | 1ed to us. The ascension scheme
is a matter of what T%vould consider “truth,”
i.e., something that is of real spirituai vaiue. On
the other hang, if | died tomorrow ind "wvoke
up on the next level and thev said, “‘Velcome,
Mike. We're ready :0 help vou chart vour
course and move on, cut we hav

‘e a iittle inror-
mation for you :irst. While vou do progress
‘owards rinding God. some of those things we
told you about Splandon, Ensa and the struc-
ture of the L.mversg, well, it's not Lx,ctly z1ke

thay the But that wvas ihe tgst cxcianatigg

we coul /8. you,, | would probaply shrug

:clentists are going 0 prove the dates in The
URANTIA Book are correct. On the other hang,
i we assume that it is the physical science of
seology, and theretore, thev might have only
Jiven us what was <nown in 1934 and 1933, ir

N
my shoulders and sav that's sine, just *eil me
what it is and [l be happy 0 make hat iittle
adjustment in my mind and move on. .-\gam,
my point here s that it may be imvorant i
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distinguisn berween what might be considered
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.it's not exactly
:zke that, Mike.
Bzu, that was the
best exvlanation we
conid gzzfe vou.”
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SCIENTIFIC SYMPOSIUM I

“What I'm really
trying o lead to in

all of this is what

kinds of attitudes
should we develop 7;
towards the scienc

and cosmology in the

book if it has some of
the problems that the
authors mention?

3

‘...use the science in
the book to whet
someone’s appetite
for truth if they are
interested in those
kinds of things...”
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and what are the zgal

talists. WWe rant and rave at other religionists for

Eg&tgg ,ggt.hg that the book is oresenmlgl

What ['m really trying to lead to in ail of this
is what kinds of attitudes should we develop
towards the science and cosmology in the book

Jetending their sacred books to the point that:

every facy, every single part ailof it is tryge. We *
f( y

say that can’t be and thar(t 1s an attltuae 0

{zrrogance and shows a closed mind It seems

if it has some of the problems that the authors

mention? Someof the possibilities are, first, let's

change the science in the book. If we find out
that science has come up with something new,
lgt’s delete any errors from the book. That
choice, as vou can well see, is fraught with al
sortsof problems. As soonasvou pegintamper-
ing with the text, all of your detractors wiil say
thatsince you humans haveaitered it now, how
do we know that you haven't written or aitered
other things? The same thing wouid be true in
irying (o 4pdare the selencedn the baek because
a lot of science 1§‘nogusz,tact.g but theories, and
those thepries changg oyer fime. Who would
make those decisions and by what criteria?
Again, I think these kinds of alternatives really
aren’t worthwhile.

A third attitude is let’s just eschew the whole
thing—who cares, big deal. Well, if the book
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0 me that this is something we ought to begin
t0 question about ourselves as we wrestle with
these questions ot science and cosmology in The
URANTIA Book.

The tinal possibility is to defend the book

where it seems{reasonable, jbut simpiv to be
readv to be open-minded to the fact that there
might, in fact, pe some problems with the book

as the authors blatantly teil us. [t seems to me
that this is the best solution. The thoughts |
woulid offer you in trying to reach this kind of
solution and live with it is first of all the need

- {to keep in mind that there is a distinction _pe-

tweenknowiedgeand tr Secondly, we have
t0 remember that if a person reads the book
with only one eve, they are never going to
accept it. Remember the passage in the book
about the one-eved materialist? You have to
read with two eves to give you the stereoscopic

includes as much science as it does, even with
the problem the authors recognize that some
people would reject it, the science must de
important—it must have some value. [t seems
to me that, however difficult the struggle, we
ought to spend some time trying to figure out
and understand it as best we can.

Another possxbxhtv would be to detend the

vision that creates spiritual insight. No matter
what scientific information is in the book, if a
person reads it with one eye, they are probably
going to find some fault with it. Thirdly,
remember that science is only one dimension in

the book and that to perceive spiritual unity,

vou have to perceive all the dimensions

together. Again, if a personis IooEing aritfrom

book to the utmost and assume that all of thg
science in the book will eventually be proven.
It's my personal observation that that's the at-
titude most of us as book readers hold. We
might not like to honestly admit that, out I
really think that that’s where we're at. The
reasons [ think we fall into this trap are: 1} the
book contains many scientific things that oniy
the most advanced thinkers might have been
thinking in 1934 or 1935. Since some of them

have been validated by modern science, we

presume everything will eventually be proven;
2) it contains a lot of theoretical science that
offers a lot of room for speculative thought that
is enticing and; 3) the book is such a personai
treasure to each and every one of us that it is
very hard to come to grips with some of these
issues. YVhat happens is that our obiectivity
may get a bit clouded in the process. What we
want to do is defend the book and assume :hat
every single thing in it ls apsoiuteiv Tre
difficulty with this typeofanattirude is that we
end up becoming URANTIA Book fundamen-

rue.

Mmmensmn.they are going to miss the
unportant perspective of the book, which is
~p1r1tual umty, trye reahtﬂyﬂ

So, the final thought [ would offer is to use
the scienceinthe book to whet someone’sappe-
tite for truth if they are interested in those kinds
of things, but don't fall into the trap of really
trying to prove the book fo someone by virtue
of the science that’s in the book. The book tells
us that reason and faith are not the same, but
“hat faith should always be reasonable. Let's let
the science in the book help our faith to be more
reasonable, but never forget that in the final
analysis, the acceptance of the book is always
going to require the leap of personal reiigious
faith bevond the world of mere intellectual
<nowledge (science). Thank you for listening.
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transports made the whole trip in less than one
year.

So my answer to the anomaly is that it really
takes at least 11 vears and more likelv 20, 50 or
more years to resurrect “on the third period”
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partially transcends all space and even per-
ceives a certain spirit presence who inhabitsthe
absolutes of time and space.

S2: The mind that perceives the absoiute <

quantum called Paradise and its absolute area,

without significant delay. Circumstances must
ve ripe. Manv people who died in vears past,
must be asleep in transit right now. Twenty

(years is less than a half hour in a Paradise day! )
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By the way, a Solitary Messenger can easily
travel from Urantia to Jerusem within 15
minutes of our time. -

SPACE, PARADISE AND THE
ULTIMATE STRUCTURE OF MATTER
A PROGRESS REPCRT

Now I wish to engage your minds concern-
ing the instantaneous gravitv presence of
Paradise, which is potentiaily manifest at any
place in space. isgs § -

ualified Absolui@ which is focused in the outer
zone of Nether Paradise and which also per-
vades ail space. With the help of the two
transcendental levels of Force Organizers, an
ultimaton individuates in “empty” space (con-
denses) from primordial-puissant energy and
becomes responsive to Paradise gravity, which
attracts these ultimatons as they travel the mid-
zone circuit of Nether Paradise. Thus energy
begins and ends with Nether Paradise.

Paradise is the nuclems of gach indivi
ulbmaton. Paradise is also the nucleus of all
spatially separated ultimatons! How can this
be? [ have some slides:

S1: This is to remird us of the mind which

wherein absolute beings play and work but
never sleep.

S3: The mind that perceives the fleeting space *
shadows, the ultimate material units called -
ultimatons, that mdividuatedﬁn response Jto -

Paradise gravity presence.

S4: What is the geometricai shape of an
ultimaton?

S5: How can Paradise be the nucleus or each
ulimaton? =

S6: Paradise presence circuits include instan-
taneous gravity attraction on macro- and
microscopic levels.

S7: Daradisgis macroscopically at the center
of all things and microscopically the nucleusef

S8: The shape of Paradise itself.

S9: But how is Pagadise Qaaucleus of cach
particlgbut still ot in space?

S10: New developments:

a) Space as cpherical shells with nonspatigl
f0g ...
b) Muitiple axes of rotation for concentric
ultimatons can give rise to an angular momen-
tum vectoy, as discovered by quantum experi-
ments.

¢) Attractive mass vs. inertial mass ...

d) Polarization ...

e) The topology of total space around
Paradise.

“So my answer to
the anomaly is that it
really takes at least
11 years and more
likely 20, 50 or more
years to resurrect ‘on
the third period’....”
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