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Here's the next paper on Ryan's new site (http://astron-argon.com/psychological_cosmology.htm), that I'd like to add a few comments to...
 

The early Buddhist texts used the Pali term vinnana to denote consciousness, this term was also used in the Upanishads to denote that basal level of the self that was associated with deep sleep.  The Upanishads identified this concept with what they considered to be a person’s innermost being according to their five-soul theory.  In this sense consciousness (vinnana) was seen as an essential element for rebirth, which was described as the descent of vinnana into the womb.  The texts however, took great pain to emphasize that vinnana is not the soul.  In this sense Buddhist nirvana was not to be understood as a state of consciousness (vinnana), since after parinirvana vinnana was said to cease. 
 

First thing that comes to mind here, is the nature of consciousness as that which we in our conscious mind cannot readily apprehend; thus the mystery of sleep and of Maya, the latter of which remains open to much debate, though so many spiritualists readily and blindly accept it.  The ancient mystics have always asked, which is the real world, the one of the conscious mind or the one that we go to when we sleep?  Certainly, I have found in my own experience, that the major directions we take in life, come from far deeper a place than any conscious decisions we make.  This seems to be part of the lesson a Zelator learns in the A.'.A.'.
On the note about Nirvana, it just so happens that I was reading this morning, in Blavatsky's Isis Unveiled, where Nirvana was taught not as a nihilistic position but as a place, such as the Christian Heaven.  HPB writes:
Buddha is thus addressed: "Arise into Nirvi (Nirvana) from this decrepit body into which thou hast been sent. Ascend into thy former abode, O blessed Avatar!" This seems to us the very opposite of Nihilism. If Gautama is invited to reascend into his "former abode," and this abode is Nirvana, then it is incontestable that Buddhistic philosophy does not teach final annihilation. As Jesus is alleged to have appeared to his disciples after death, so to the present day is Gautama believed to descend from Nirvana. And if he has an existence there, then this state cannot be a synonym for annihilation.
 

            Buddhist scriptures also described the various sense organs as being interdependent with consciousness, and have even gone so far as to call the six senses the six types of consciousness (vinnana).  Once again the emphasis was on experience as opposed to a reality independent of experience; the six sense spheres were said to be the condition for sensual contact in addition to being different aspects of consciousness (vinnana).  In this context the experiences of the senses or sensory impingements (phassa) cannot occur independently from the sense organs or consciousness.  This necessary interdependence is indicated in the Madhupindika Sutta: “Visual consciousness, your reverences, arises because of eye and material shapes; the meeting of the three is a sensory impingement (phassa).” (Reat p. 307)  In this sense consciousness cannot exist without something to be conscious of, nor can it exist without the sensory faculty that is necessary to convey an object of consciousness. 
 

If there is this place that we can not perceive and is only known to us as our deepest state of sleep; that also being the origin of consciousness, then there is a difference, as seemingly alluded to in the above paragraph, between consciousness and awareness.  Consciousness simply 'is', as awareness becomes dependent upon the distractions of material and sensual objects.  And we can then ask, does one have any value without the other?  The ancient Gnostics who derived much of their philosophy from Buddhism, made experience the center of their philosophy, and as Ryan states, this "emphasis was on experience as opposed to a reality independent of experience."  The idea present in modern Buddhist philosophy that makes a virtue of consciousness in contrast to what I have called awareness is certainly nihilistic.  At least that's to say, it is one that belongs to the spiritual cycle, in contrast with the integrated cycle from which my viewpoint emerges.
Further, it is interesting also, reading this morning in HPB on the connection between the more ancient philosophy of Buddhism and its influence on the later evolving but now ancient Gnostics:
Lepsius shows that the word Nofre means Chrestos, "good," and that one of the titles of Osiris, "Onnofre," must be translated "the goodness of God made manifest."* "The worship of Christ was not universal at this early date," explains Mackenzie, "by which I mean that Christolatry had not been introduced; but the worship of Chrestos -- the Good Principle -- had preceded it by many centuries, and even survived the general adoption of Christianity, as shown on monuments still in existence.
 

            According to Ross Reat two equations can be deduced from these previous descriptions. Sensory contact (phassa/samannahar) is produced by, and is dependent on, the combination of the sense faculty, the object of that faculty, and the consciousness (vinnana).  Yet this equation is a circular one as opposed to a linear one; that is, one aspect of reality cannot occur independently of another, in essence it would be better to think of the equation as a simultaneous sequence.  Having said this, the equation can be reversed, thus illustrating the equal dependence that consciousness has on sensory contact in addition to the dependence that sensory contact has on consciousness.  In the second equation, consciousness (vinnana) is produced by the combination of the sense faculty, the object, and the sense contact (phassa/samannahara).  This is a very logical demonstration of the unity and interdependence of external sense contact and consciousness as described in the early Buddhist texts.  Reat sums it up: “Thus, vinnana is as necessary for sensual contact as sensual contact is for vinnana.” (Reat p. 308)
 

An interdependence between consciousness, awareness and manifestation becomes a marvelous philosophical insight.  But then of course, we have the problem of truly objectifying the external universe that it not be marked as either an illusion (the Maya) nor some sort of solipsistic perception.  For this, I again assert the importance of Thomas Nagel's work: The View from Nowhere, where he again shows a logical way by which the external object can be shown  to be actual and not illusory.
 

This reflection reiterates the argument of this paper, that the early Buddhist teachings only dealt with reality as experienced, and treated the experiences of an external world as interdependent with consciousness.  Therefore if one were able to bring about a cessation of consciousness by removing the other aggregates of reality, the experience of reality and the external world would cease as well.  Reat’s claim that there was no early metaphysical speculations regarding this cessation reaffirms the other point stated in the beginning of this paper: that the early Buddhist teachings implied an experiential philosophy that was not concerned with the existence of realities outside of human experience. 
 

This is the very definition of solipsism and at the root of all philosophies that portend this world to be some mayanic illusion.  The problem with this is that even mystical instruction becomes a pointless activity; the chakkras, the body, mind and soul, all must then be a part of this illusion.  And the only proper response then is to end the pain; to end the illusion by fermenting the nihilistic desire.  This is a poison to one of the integrative cycle as it is to one of the material cycle.  Only one of the spiritual cycle could possibly find value in such an extreme and absolute.
 

            In his book Gods in Early Buddhism, M.M.J. Marasinghe differentiates between two types of cosmology: historic and analytic.  According to Marasinghe a historic cosmology considers problems such as the origin of the world, man, and all living beings in general.  This type of cosmology deals with the continuity of the world through time and its possible end.  This approach also deals with the human’s place in the universe, and his or her quest for the attainment of liberation and knowledge.  An analytic cosmology on the other hand, is less concerned with a historical narrative of the origins of humans and the world; rather, it is more concerned with the individual and his or her relationship to the world.  Such an approach can best be described as a relational study of the human and his or her place in the universe.  Marasinghe writes that both of these approaches are not mutually exclusive; “While Jainism offers an excellent example of the first, the second describes the worldview of early Buddhism.” (Marasinghe p. 43)  This description of Buddhist cosmology already corresponds with some of the philosophical descriptions given earlier in this paper; both approaches do not concern themselves with metaphysics; they concern themselves more with human interactions.  In this regard Marasinghe notes that the welfare of humankind was the key theme of early Buddhism; in this case, Buddhist cosmological speculations are seen as a result of the need to ‘house’ the newly ‘Buddhistified’ gods and to assign them a place in the universe while maintaining the Buddhist conception of the human. (Marasinghe p. 43) This assertion reaffirms the notion that the use of gods and spirits in early Buddhism was intended as a means of understanding the truth of the dhamma as opposed to being the truth itself.
 

We know today, of the nature of the space-time continnuum; the idea that the material manifestation is interdependent with what we call time.  Whether or not time has an end, and thus, material manifestation is conjectural at best.  That then, there are higher and lower beings as we consider evolutionary and involutionary ontologies from what is yet a theorized ONE or 'Big Bang' becomes an even more interesting prospect for contemplation.  Indeed, it seems that these other gods emerge out of contemplation of the true nature of the self; as HPB asserts:
This "Self," which the Greek philosophers called Augoeides, the "Shining One," is impressively and beautifully described in Max Muller's "Veda." Showing the "Veda" to be the first book of the Aryan nations, the professor adds that "we have in it a period of the intellectual life of man to which there is no parallel in any other part of the world. In the hymns of the "Veda" we see man left to himself to solve the riddle of this world. . . . He invokes the gods around him, he praises, he worships them. But still with all these gods . . . beneath him, and above him, the early poet seems ill at rest within himself. There, too, in his own breast, he has discovered a power that is never mute when he prays, never absent when he fears and trembles. It seems to inspire his prayers, and yet to listen to them; it seems to live in him, and yet to support him and all around him. The only name he can find for this mysterious power is 'Brahman'; for brahman meant originally force, will, wish, and the propulsive power of creation. But this impersonal brahman, too, as soon as it is named, grows into something strange and divine. It ends by being one of many gods, one of the great triad, worshipped to the present day. And still the thought within him has no real name; that power which is nothing but itself, which supports the gods, the heavens, and every living being, floats before his mind, conceived but not expressed. At last he calls it 'Atman,' for Atman, originally breath or spirit, comes to mean Self, and Self alone; Self, whether Divine or human; Self, whether creating or suffering; Self, whether one or all; but always Self, independent and free. 'Who has seen the first-born,' says the poet, when he who had no bones (i.e., form) bore him that had bones? Where was the life, the blood, the Self of the world? Who went to ask this from any one who knew it?" ("Rig-Veda," i., 164, 4). This idea of a divine Self, once expressed, everything else must acknowledge its supremacy; "Self is the Lord of all things, Self is the King of all things. As all the spokes of a wheel are contained in the nave and the circumference, all things are contained in this Self; all Selves are contained in this Self. Brahman itself is but Self" (Ibid., p. 478; "Khandogya-upanishad," viii., 3, 3, 4); "Chips from a German Workshop," vol. i., p. 69.
 

            A foundational aspect of this cosmology includes the concept of loka, which is commonly referred to as the perceptive world; this includes all that comes within the senses.  In this sense loka takes on the form of an analytic tool referring to experiences of consciousness as opposed to an independent cosmography.  There are many variations of the term loka in the Suttas and the Nikayas; however loka is commonly described as the cosmos here and now.  Within the loka there are smaller units sometimes described as solar systems, or at lest compared to solar systems. Marasinghe quotes an Abhidhamma text writing that, “Such a lokadhatu extends ‘as far as the moon and the sun move in their course and light up the quarters with their radiance…”’ (Marasinghe p. 44)  In this case the lokadhatu is considered quite vast, it is said to consist of “…Mount Sineru; the four continents,…the four great oceans; the four great Kings; and the sevenfold heavenly spheres…Each thousand of the above consists of the system of the thousandfold lesser world systems.” (Marasinghe p. 44)  Interestingly enough the vastness of the lokadhatu consisted of an endless series of smaller units within larger units ad infinitum.  These units of lokadhatu were also said to comprise a series of thirty-one planes, which were divided into five existential realms. (Gorkam p. 182)  Loka itself was considered to be unlimited; one cannot reach the end of it by traveling and its immensity cannot be grasped by thinking.  In this sense it was referred to as lokacinta, which was classed as one of the four un-thinkables in the Anguttara Nikaya Sutta. According to the texts, the world containing transient beings is also transient.  It is not the product of a supreme creator god existing within or without the system, nor is it the interaction of an eternal and immutable substance such as prakrti or purusas of the Samkhya system.  Considering that loka was seen as all that comes within the senses, it is possible to interpret this cosmological system and its inhabitants as the totality of a transient consciousness, which is contingent upon its sense data and sense objects as described earlier in the paper. 
 

I am moved by this idea of 31 planes; 31 being the key to Liber AL.  But then these gods and other beings, belonging to transient consciousness, if given over to an idea of being ruled by one yet above them, we get the idea of the demiurge, which then in essence, is the self.  Anything of the Pleroma is then seemingly connected to that pure consciousness without awareness that is the mystic nature of our orientation as I've suggested above.
 

‘…the figure of Mara represents an approach to the Dhamma (from animism), but is no part of the Dhamma itself.  Whether the symbol of Mara is of much or little religious value to a man will depend on his initial viewpoint; whether Mara is regarded as a grossly demonological or a more subtly metaphysical symbol will depend upon the degree of understanding, which he has reached.  Mara is to be regarded in whatever way it is most useful to regard him; he is a doctrinal device, not an item of doctrine.’ (Marasinghe p. 10)
 

As I've asserted in the past, the Maya (or Mara) is not an absolute, but a mistaken way of perceiving manifestation (Dhamma or Dharma).  True perception requires some degree of training or of a disciplined approach.  The begins by an accounting of all the facets of our awareness, such as typified in our experimentation with the skrying of Liber 231 in the A.'.A.'.
 

Since the dhamma teaches that the external world as perceived is intertwined with consciousness and, since the dhamma is primarily concerned with consciousness, it only makes sense to view these cosmological descriptions as symbols refering to various experiences of consciousness.  Such a consideration is easily demonstrated by showing how various gods and heavens correspond with ethical actions and states of mind achieved in meditation. 
 

Meditation is simply one trance state; there are many trance states.  We can look at greed or anger as a trance as we can look at any practiced virtue.  The fact that truth or Dhamma is dependent on consciousness and awareness, shows that the material and phenomenological world is as much a necessary part of existence as are the higher planes; "as above, so below."  And perhaps in Ryan's summation, he also agrees, as he relates:
 

This experience of reality is interdependent on, and is one of, the various components of human consciousness. It has also been shown that the early texts did not express any metaphysical concern with the affirmation or negation of a reality that is separate from human experience; instead the texts indicate a recognition of reality as a feature of human consciousness that is capable of being changed in accordance with the changes undergone by the individual through meditation and ethical practices, and finally ceasing with the cessation of the individual.  Therefore the existence of Buddhist cosmology involves a series of symbols depicting the various experiences of human consciousness.  With this in mind, it seems that cosmological existence and the individual are intertwined transient phenomenon, both dispensable and subject to cessation.        
 

This cessation being the Ain Soph...NOT from which comes the ALL.
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Just thought I would comment on your comments here.  I lost your last commentary on my vedanta paper, but I will respond to it next based on my memory of what you wrote.  lol.

I think I should add an edited version of my response on my page, here goes:

Do what thou wilt shall be the whole of the Law.
While Buddhist thought has much to contribute to the analysis of reality, I think it is important that one analyze its short commings.  
The most obvious and overlooked problem is that the Buddha's teachings as they appear in the vinaya, nikayas and abhidhamma texts were never meant as a purely descriptive philosophy, but rather as a magickal formula, being a way of thinking meant to contribute to a psycho/spiritual transformation of consciousness as an auxillory to the other meditation practices.  Thus Buddhist metaphysics was originally a phenomenology taken from a certain mystical perspective.  In my retrospective analysis I would say that it is not an attempt at a passive and objective analysis of the universe as the texts and spokesmen make it out to be, rather it is an active reinterpretation of the universe with a hidden agenda: to no longer experince the suffering attributed to the self and other categories that our minds impose on our sensory experience of the universe.  The fact that Buddhists claim that our common experince of reality involves the subjective mental constructs imposed on our otherwise un-intelligible sensory experince of the universe ignores the fact that our very subjective and creative thought imposition is itself a spontaneous product of the universe and also real in a certain sense.  In this sense their impersonal deconstruction and reconstruction of a self-less and non substantial universe is also an artificial discrimination of the subjective mind imposed upon the sensory and affective experience of reality.  Therefore they are simply re-creating their subjective experience of the universe, or as Castenada would say they are moving the assemblage point.  
As a thelemnite and magician their re-construction (in certain Buddhist schools) may be blissful but is also quite boring in that it denies the soul'ls creative components.  In my subjective opinion, this is a type of shutting out, or shutting up of certain experiences as attributed to the black brothers and the passover described in Liber 418.  
Another point to add to all of this is that the Buddhist claim that their is no-self, or anatta.  Yet as you can see in my essay, their phenomenological chain of causation requires ignorance for the subjective experince of the disparate universe.  This is obviously self contradictory since you need an enduring self to have ignorance and to eventually over come that ignorance.  
Despite these critiques I still feel, and think that their metaphysics offers a profound analysis of the 'phenomenology of being' as Heidegger would put it.  
One final point, to illustrate a glaring contradiction in both Buddhist practice and metaphysics:  The reason Buddhism becomes either corrupted or extinct in various countries is due to the fact that their so called 'true nature of reality' makes it all but impossible for them to earn their own living, since the view point is in flat contradiction to everyday commonsense.  A mixing of the planes so to speak.  The real contradiction arises in the fact that a Buddhist monk can only experience their 'non-changing' reality of Nirvana by not working in society to earn their living, yet they need food and loging donated to them, since the Buddha discovered that early in his carreer that Nirvana cannot be attained by mortifying the body, i.e. starvation, mutilation, etc.  My point is if there was no material support provided by the so called 'un-enlightened' laity there would be no Buddhist Nirvana for the monk.  (The laity in my opinion may be more enlightened, and it may be that the monks are socially handicapped people who these laity are helping out of compassion!)
Thus the reality of the monk depends on the common sense reality of the lay person who works in the so called 'un-real' world of the monk, to provide alms such as food and robes.  
Here it seems that the reality of presented in this form of Buddhist philsophy is nothing but a castle in the air, a mere intellectual phantasm, an illusion of Choronzon.    
It seems the monks are confusing the planes, they are addicted to the abstract experinces of Atziluth, and cannot tolerate the strife of Assiah.  They don't realize that both of these planes are inter connected.  Thus they depend on the laity, and if they cannot meet the needs of the laity, Buddhism becomes extinct.  Thus you have the monks distorting their doctrines to serve the state in order to gain the support of kings, or performing practices that they do not believe in such as folk magick to gain donations from local peasants.  Cf. look at Buddhist history in any country for an example of this.  
The Taoist sages seem much more balanced in their approach, which from the beginning affirms life, and secondly measures the worth of a wise man by his ability to also function practically in the world of common sense in addition to his or her ability to experince transcendence.  
The A.'. A.'. operates on similar lines in that it requires its practitioners to support themselves, without feeding on students for funds.  
Having said this I think it is time that a new magickal philsophy is articulated.  The search for absolutes is currently out of style in this postmodern quagmire, which is really a humanistic response to the fascist appropriation of modern ontologies, i.e. the Nazi exploitaion of instrumental reason and the Catholic exploitation of 'God'.
Absolutes cannot be avoided, they are implied in our language and even anti-philsophies always imply something that is 'more real' or at least more important by their polemic against absolutes.  
For myself, something that is absolute should be that which is never contradicted as stated by the advaitins.  The problem with most so called absolutes in past philosophies is that they usually cannot be identified in the empirical experince of the universe, they are usually abstracted from empirical data at best, or hashed up with logical rhetoric at worst.  Usually a bit of both, though I'm not here to prove this point at the moment.  
My current observations suggest that change is the only observable phenomenon in the everyday empirical experience of the world that is never contradicted.  In this sense I agree with Heraclitus who said that the one fundamental element of the world we see is fire, which is also the logos, the spiritual intelligence of the universe.  Thus the statement "War is king and Father of all",  notice the connection here with chapter III from Liber Al vel Legis.  More simply 'no one ever steps into the same river twice', but even if this was possible it wouldn't be the same person stepping into the same river!  
When viewed from its own point of view it is Nuit, in that it has no particular qualities since it contains everything, it is both nothing and everything, since everything we see is a manifestation of it.  Hadit is the subjective experince of change, the part of us that 'goes', while Ra-hoor-khuit is the flux itself, or rather the creation and destruction of all of the Archetypal ideas manifested from this motion experinced by the Hadit. Thus we have love and war as the same reality: all phenomenal appearances are united by this force and all are destroyed by this force, yet all are eternal since they are an intrisic part of this force which is itself eternal.  It is only our notion of objects as being static and isolated entities that is not real, but the object, the idea, the archetype is real since it is a product of this eternal force.  
Thus for me, there is an absolute and we can all see it, it is the motion of the thing that we call the world around us.  Aristotle was right in postulating an un-moved mover, though he (or more likely his students) was/were wrong to suppose that the un-moved mover as an intelligence exists independently fron that which moves, rather, the un-moved mover is motion itself, and everything we see is the effect of that motion, being an expression of the archetypes of the universal intelligence embodied within it.  
To me these ideas are not a metaphysics since they can be oberved everywhere by anyone as opposed to a hidden reality existing behind the scenes.  You don't even need to do yoga to see that things change.  I can't really see anything about these ideas that contradict science, even the older Newtonian science, while I feel that the new findings in physics definately express these observtions in more acute and profound ways. 
Having said this, the great work seems to be nothing more than a graduated revaltion of who one is and what things really are, hence gnosis.  Nothing needs to be changed since everything including our sense of a personal volition is in constant motion doing exactly what it is supposed to be doing: changing!.  I suspect things are always evolving, where ? nowhere and everywhere, but you shouldn't trust me since I'm known to be completely full of shit like everything else in this world. lol.
Love is the law, love under will.  
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I find this thought of yours to not only be quite profound, but a clear expression of what I've been trying to say for a long time; as misunderstood as I've been on this within the greater Thelemic community.
 

Ra-hoor-khuit is the flux itself, or rather the creation and destruction of all of the Archetypal ideas manifested from this motion experinced by the Hadit. Thus we have love and war as the same reality: all phenomenal appearances are united by this force and all are destroyed by this force, yet all are eternal since they are an intrisic part of this force which is itself eternal.  It is only our notion of objects as being static and isolated entities that is not real, but the object, the idea, the archetype is real since it is a product of this eternal force.  
 

The difference between love and war is illusionary and dependent on the egoistic idea that objects are static and unchanging.  War as much as love is a force for this change, which is why even, the third chapter of Liber AL can seem so violent and yet so romantic.  All acts are acts of Love, as Love is the force that drives the Will.  We can no more stop a war than we can stop two lovers who find themselves attracted to each other.  And it is Love that unites subject with object; the ultimate Samadhi.  The nature of that Love can be manifest in sexual intercourse or in a fist fight..."As brothers fight ye!"
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In regard to your comment about the fist fight I have noticed an equivalent bond occur between people who do the following things:  play music together, sparring partners as in martial arts, and of course sexual partners.  In all cases a bond is reached the people involved are synchronized together, wether its intuitively knowing an un-xpected musical phrase that is being played by your band mate, finishing the sentence of a lover (you know when two great minds think alike) or the intuitive apprehension of strikes from an opponent.  Either way a strong personal and intimate bond reults in either one of these activities when I have experienced them.

 

Just another thought on change and the ether it seems that even space as shown in experimental physics, involves a violent flux of sub-atomic particles manifesting and annihilating with their opposites with such rapidity, that no tangible forms may manifest, thus producing the phenomenon of infinite space.  

 

This seems to correspond with Nuit and also Nibbana which is often associated with space.  So even Nirvana is not a state of rest, as once thought by the orientalists like Max Muller, rather it is an intensified state of motion or energy, which I think must depend on a precise degree of equilibrium.  

 

I should dig out my 'Tao of Physics' later and look this up, it may prove useful since physics has a strong role to play in the construction of Thelemic philsophy as shown in your article on Levi's Aether.  I would tentatively suggest that the Hindu Akasha, is but the prana (agent of change) in this equilibriated state.  Note also that Akasha is sometimes referred to as the aether.  
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I think you hit the nail right on the head.  One cannot hate another unless first, they've loved them.  While another person may repulse me or give me some sense of disgust, that's a lot different from hate.  There needs to be a psychic connection for hate.  And of course, such a psychic connection can be established in many forms, including those more violent.
In the world, we can see how the Jews, Christians and Muslims; all cousins have lived in their love/hate relationship...all 'children of Abraham.'  And the world remains at war (love) because of this.  In much the same way, the deeper the Cold War got, the more Americans and Soviets indulged in their cultural exchanges.
In our families, brothers and sisters feud visciously with each other; it seems all families have some level of this; fighting over things that they wouldn't even notice in their respective social contacts.  And things are not so different in marriage either.
93/93
pj
93

 

This reminds me of an old personal joke of mine: I always treat the one's closest to me like crap, and those who I am most polite to in my daily affairs I could care less about.  

 

Of course I am grossly exagerating here... The point of this sarcastic remark is that family members and lovers, even best friends have the most interest invested in eachother.  Their intimate connection creates an ease and comfort that lets both the positive and negative tendencies flow more sponatneously.  This would explain why psycho analysts create similar yet controlled levels of intimacy in their work... it allows the sponaneous tendenies to expose themselves, and then the work of transformation, can begin once these tendencies (skandhas for the Buddhists) emerge.  

 

Only the one's I love most could tell you how much of an asshole can really be.
 

Name is agent hole...
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