Hi All,
93
Question for the group...can you see how the Black Lodge works through one of its dupes...David R. Jones? (see his message below)
Can you see how he is setting up the Caliphate claim that Liber AL was written by Crowley and should fall under their copyright claims?
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David Jones <choronzon.club@gmail.com> wrote: 
To: thelema93-l@yahoogroups.com

From: "David Jones" <choronzon.club@gmail.com>

Date: Thu, 18 May 2006 22:58:53 -0700

Subject: Re: [t93] Aiwass and Liber AL

Do what thou wilt

Shall be the whole of the Law.

>I've been an active Thelemite for a while now, and one of the

phrases I've heard way too often is: "Well, Crowley wrote in the

Book of the Law [insert verse here]". Am I alone in saying: "AIWASS

said in the Book of the Law..."?

When Symonds asked Crowley who was really the author of the Book of the Law,

Crowley replied "well of course I was."  Crowley's account of events is

problematic on any number of levels.

>Too many people I've met claim to

accept AL and the Law, but how many of these people actually believe

that AL was CHANNELED?

I assume he is mythologizing, but he originally considered the BOTL

"automatic writing," make of that what you will.  His own accounts are later

reconstructions of events, since the only two months that his diary is

missing for his entire magikal career is the month before, up to and

including the reception of Liber L (lost according to him) and the month

afterward (never done according to him). The Red Flame analysis of the BOTL

is useful in getting at some of the less consistent versions of events and

attitudes that Crowley proclaimed throughout his career and various

relationships with the Book. What is this with "Too many people" anyway?

Isn't your own faith or belief in the matter what matters?

> I mean, Aiwass wrote the damn thing; all

Crowley did was write it down. Hell, he lost the manuscript for

years, and only found it when he was looking for some skis!

Aiwass didn't write anything authored maybe.

> I admit,

it's hard in these vulgar times to look at the mountain

of "channeled" materials and not dismiss the entire practice as

either hallucination or fraud. But didn't Moses channel the Ten

Commandments?

No Moses didn't channel anything, he is a largely a mythological construct

used to retroject later Kingdom theocratic ideas onto.

>Didn't Mohammed channel the Quran? Didn't Joseph Smith

channel... well, forget that last one :)

The question of how much of the Quran is actually Mohammed's communications

with Allah and how much is later redaction is still in debate cf. Patricia

Crone and John Wansbrough on this point if you are seriously interested.

>But the point is, Aiwass IS

an actual intelligence. He (it?) >>IS<< able to be contacted by a

legitimate operator, not just Crowley for three hours in 1904. I

have spoken with an intelligence that claims to be Aiwass, the

Author of the Book of the Law, and let me tell you: no single event

in my life has inspired such confidence in me before or since. I

suppose it all comes down to what any given person believes, but

This is called faith, have it if you like, but reasonable people tend to be

skeptical about such things.  Religions rarely stand or fall on the truth

claims of their prophets in any case. Using the principles of

fundamentalism, either Christian or Muslim to judge sacred scripture is

dangerous in a post modern world. Crowley himself applied his Plymouth

Brethren attitudes about the Bible to his own scriptures; inerrancy is not

something that usually holds up to much scrutiny.

>I'll say this: Give credit where credit is due. Crowley wrote

millions of words in his long career, most of them profound, but he

always denied authorship of Liber AL. He was merely the scribe.

No he later denied it when he wanted to be seen as a world teacher, his

orginal intro to have been included in the Collected Works has a very

different POV.

Love is the

law, love under will.

Jones

93
Yes its the common rable. Of course Crowley wrote it, Aiwass isnt carnate and cant hold the pencil, but the hand of the writer, of course Aiwass wrote it. 

I actually find it far more interesting that he have chosen to label Moses as an mythological figure. Just because i dont see his intentions there. I dont know what arguments he possibly uses, but I remember we have been conversing about the date of his life. Is it 15-1600 or 12-1100 BC?
I assume that it is because of the difficulties of dating that he now sees fit to attack one of the most obvious existing paters of current religion. 
I also remember Hoeh explained the fuss around moses, on the grounds of the basic errors they have done in dating the dynasties of Egypt, same period,  which is the basic structure which we build all our history on.

As a speecher, David jones is clever on insinuating that "we" dont know anything. All spiritual phenomena is faith, and has therefore not happened . You feel now very sleepy, you feel very heavy... 
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Runar

Hi Runar,
93
The problem is systemic...had the Caliphate, most of its petty power mongering hierarchy, not broken their oaths to the A.'.A.'. and actually continued their initiatory work, they would have seen the power of prophecy by the Zelator Grade of consciousness.  But like the leadership, major exponents like DRJones are way too blinded.  And yet, they tell their people they're initiating them, when nothing more than the tingly feel-good feeling of being further included in the group is all that people get.  And they are told that this is what initiation feels like.
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Hi Runar,
93
Another thought on this...if you refer to my article, The Alchemical Half of the Jews, I talk about the fact that Meses or Moses was a title of the Pharoah.  From here one can speculate that Moses was actually Akhenaten...and that when he and his court were driven from Egypt, this is probably the real Hebrew Exodus.
93/93
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93 All,
 

Crowley had many responses to this e.g. from "Equinox of Gods";

 

"Of course I wrote them, ink on paper, in the material sense; but they are not My words, unless Aiwaz be taken to be no more than my subconscious self, or some part of it: in that case, my conscious self being ignorant of the Truth in the Book and hostile to most of the ethics and philosophy of the Book, Aiwaz is a severely suppressed part of me. Such a theory would further imply that I am, unknown to myself, possessed of all sorts of praeternatural knowledge and power." 

 

So we see the Symonds story Jones uses is selective to say the least. It would not take long to find a different quote from Crowley - so I will!:

 

Crowley went to great pains to argue that Aiwass was an objectively separate being from himself, possessing far more knowledge than he or any other human could possibly have. As Crowley writes in his Confessions: "I was bound to admit that Aiwass had shown a knowledge of the Cabbala immeasurably superior to my own" [4] and "We are forced to conclude that the author of The Book of the Law is an intelligence both alien and superior to myself, yet acquainted with my inmost secrets; and, most important point of all, that this intelligence is discarnate."
 

And again; 

 

Perhaps more importantly, Crowley later identified Aiwass as his own personal Holy Guardian Angel and more. Again from Equinox of the Gods: "I now incline to believe that Aiwass is not only the God or Demon or Devil once held holy in Sumer, and mine own Guradian Angel, but also a man as I am, insofar as He uses a human body to make His magical link with Mankind, whom He loves, and that He is thus an Ipsissimus, the Head of the A.'.A.'." 
 

Now that took me 3 minutes. So is Jones simply lazy - or stupid? He also says Moses is "largely a mythological construct" - so that would be why Crowley listed him as one of seven Maguses of A.'. A.'. in the Book of Lies, Chp 7. I quote; "Mosheh, Moses, the founder of the Hebrew system...All these were men; their Godhead is the result of mythopoeia." To say Crowley was "mythologizing" is a very presumptious statement and shows a quite breathtaking lack of intelligence. I'm beginning to think Jones is a myth.

 

Also Crow' lost many diaries or some periods simply don't have one - it is again lazy and wrong to say the Cairo Revelation was the only such period. And although the argument that the "true dates" of AL were 1, 2, and 3 April is seductive - and I know many on this list go for that - I don't agree. It is cock-up in my view - not conspiracy. If anything I would have thought his subconscious was traumatised somewhat by the whole experience - maybe an explanation for the 5 year "denial" and forgetfulness. Maybe! - a word Jones should learn.

 

He should try reading too: "Behold! it is revealed by Aiwass..." says NUIT. Aiwass wrote naught. NUIT, HADIT, and RA-HOOR KHUIT spoke through Aiwass to Ankh-f-n-Khonsu. Not too complicated. Unless you're thick like Jones.

 

Perhaps he's genuinely mentally retarded? Otherwise how do you explain his sentence; "Aiwass didn't write anything authored maybe." What can that possibly mean? I thought I knew English but this seems a new breed of it.

***************************

 

Apologies for the length of this missive, but there is one thing I have learned in my time in the Caliphate - the ones higher up have a uniformly dismissive point of view. The almost mantra-fashion of their moronic mono-mania makes me seriously think it is a spiritual disease - so the Black Lodge is certainly a possible explanation - as they are all stupid in the same uniform ghastly way. Also the ones I have met are all so curiously unmagickal. "The banality of evil". Note the exasperation in the aspirant's questions to Jones - this is the real issue; giving these aspirants a real alternative before they become disillusioned by this idiocy and wickedness of pomposity.

 

Anyone worthwhile will probably find the good Orders I suppose.
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Rob.

Hi Rob,
93

Well stated!  ... and thanks.

There's a funny personal irony in your statement for me; Jones spent a lot of time years back, picking apart the sentence structures of the articles on my website.  And admittedly, in those days, I put articles up on first draft; rather hastily.  So he did in the end, help me with my editing: "The slaves shall serve."  How funny to see such poor sentences from him pointed out from an independent source.  :-)

Per the Holy Days.  Yes, one can still make the argument for 8,9,10.  But why be in the collective egregore of this emergent Thelemism that the Caliphate has fostered?  This is an unconscious herd mindset that is no better than the egregore that Thelema and Aiwass have stood against.  The leadership of the Caliphate have been for decades now, interpreting Thelema for their cows; who readily graze in their open fields.  MOOOOOO!  Since there is an equally strong argument for 1,2,3...and this is counter-institutional and stands apart from the political machine that the Caliphate has so obviously aligned itself with here in the U.S.  It becomes an authentic and individually libertarian expression.

Conditions may be different in Europe; I simply don't know and can't comment on them.  But I am hoping that eventually, Brasil will come around to this point of view.  And even in Europe that some emerging respect for Grant will also bring certain forces there to this point of view.

Call it my little Magickal experiment.  :-)

"Call me little sunshine."
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