Liber AL ch.I:
21. With the God & the Adorer I am nothing: they do not see me. They are as upon the earth; I am Heaven, and there is no other God than me, and my lord Hadit. 

ch.II:

23. I am alone: there is no God where I am.

 

as i mentioned before from 777 p.40, Daath is not on the Tree of Life since it cannot understand unity and in it there is no God. this shows that Nuit and Hadit are above it, in the supernals. also v27-30 and LXV chV v34-40; likewise you have AL LA (Allah, God) and LA AL (no/not God).
93
Camille
Hi Cammy,
93
Hadit says:  "There is no god where I am." because he is the god there.  There is no other god there for Hadit to see.  Remember, Nuit says that there is no other, other than her and her "lord" Hadit.  And think about this:  Why would the Oath of the Abyss involve the contemplation of ALL as a direct dealing of 'God' with one's soul?  No, the Book of the Law does not teach that there is no God...but remember our old conversations on Deism?
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Hi Cammy,

93

I thought ALLA in Hebrew = "God-Not" and LAAL = "Not-God", for

Aleph-Lamed (El, or Al) is "the Almighty", a title of God in the Old

Testament, and Lamed-Aleph is "not", or "no"? Either way, the ideas

you bring up also remind me of Liber LXV, Ch V. v34-36:

"Also I was in the spirit vision and beheld a parricidal pomp of

atheists, coupled by two and by two in the supernal ecstasy of the

stars. They did laugh and rejoice exceedingly, being clad in purple

robes and drunken with purple wine, and their whole soul was one

purple flower-flame of holiness.

They beheld not God; they beheld not the Image of God; therefore were

they arisen to the Palace of the Splendour Ineffable. A sharp sword

smote out before them, and the worm Hope writhed in its death-agony

under their feet.

Even as their rapture shore asunder the visible Hope, so also the Fear

Invisible fled away and was no more."

I have read the above verse "They beheld not God" in two ways; 1) to

mean they did not behold God, and 2) they beheld "Not God" (LAAL).

Just my 93 cents worth...

Fraternally,

William

93

Hi William,

93

You raise a strong enough point here to bring us back to our conversation on Deism.  We've talked in the past, about the idea that essentially, Thelema sets up a Deist paradigm where there is 'no god' but that 'god' is the collective force of all things...Deism, which is defined in the dictionary as being 'atheistic' (not-theist).  In other words, God is not distorted by being fashioned into some anthropomorphic image.  So to behold God or not-God (Al and La, which together form Lashtal per the Scholion to Liber Reguli) is to behold existence and non-existance.
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pj

Greetings Paul,

93

This is an interesting concept...that Thelema can be considered

deistic. I'd like to work through this a bit. If we were still on the

egroup list, I would check the archives, so bear with me for those who

have already gone through this conversation. :)

From my understanding "Deism" is the belief that God created the

universe, and then withdrew from it, no longer influencing it, and

providing no divine revelation. Therefore, Deism is not Atheistic,

because Atheism literally means "no-deity". An Atheist would not agree

with the Deist principle that: 1) there ever was/is a god, or 2) that

this god created the universe (even if "god" did withdraw from active

participation at that point). Deists, on the other hand, DO believe in

a deity (God), just not in the same way as your average Monotheistic

Judeo-Christian believes. A Deist rejects all forms of divine

revelation and supernatural intervention. They believe that humanity

can only discover truth through the light of reason.

So based on my above expressed understanding of Deism, I have a hard

time reconciling this with Thelema. For one, I would have to reject

all the Holy Books, deny that Aiwass was anything more than a figment

of our Prophet's imagination, reject any idea that deity has anything

further to do with the Universe, and reject the idea that "...reason

is a lie; for there is a factor infinite & unknown..."

Help me out here if I'm missing the connection somehow?

Fraternally,

William

93

93 PJ and William,

For the word, "Deism" I get:

"An 18th century system of natural religion affirming the existence of God while denying the validity of revelation."

Taking this with the discourse on Deism in relation to Atheism (the doctrine that there is no God) and Thelema, I see that to associate Thelema with Deism would be false per Williams statement that then the Holy Books, etc., would have to be denied. Deism basically states that there is a God, but humans can't or don't receive any direct knowledge, Gnosis, from that God.

Thelema could be called Atheistic in the sense that we embrace the idea of "No God" (AL-LA, Allah, God is None). From an Atheistic point of view, Thelema could be called Deistic, when viewing Nuit as No-God, but then arises the argument that we can receive direct knowledge from Nuit Herself?
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Hi William,

93

You said:

From my understanding "Deism" is the belief that God created the universe, and then withdrew from it, no longer influencing it, and providing no divine revelation. Therefore, Deism is not Atheistic, because Atheism literally means "no-deity". 

pj:  No...the Gnostics...Gnosticism says something similar to this...the Pleroma is unconnected to this universe as it was created by the Demiurge...who sometimes takes an active part in this...but most of the time, doesn't.  A-theism literally means not-theist and that is why Deism is called atheistic.  Of course, most Theists don't know that there's other ways to conceive of deity and therefore, Deism is to them, godless.

William:

An Atheist would not agree with the Deist principle that: 1) there ever was/is a god, or 2) that this god created the universe (even if "god" did withdraw from active

participation at that point). Deists, on the other hand, DO believe in a deity (God), just not in the same way as your average Monotheistic Judeo-Christian believes. 

pj:  Considering myself a Deist...I don't 'believe' in anything.  But I find divinity in all things...this brought from direct experience.  You might enjoy Thomas Paine's writing on this...attached.

William:

A Deist rejects all forms of divine revelation and supernatural intervention. They believe that humanity can only discover truth through the light of reason.

pj:  Yes, but this would be Plato's definition of Reason:  born of a numinous, spiritual connection.

William:

So based on my above expressed understanding of Deism, I have a hard time reconciling this with Thelema. For one, I would have to reject all the Holy Books, deny that Aiwass was anything more than a figment of our Prophet's imagination, reject any idea that deity has anything further to do with the Universe, and reject the idea that "...reason is a lie; for there is a factor infinite & unknown..."

pj:  There is praeter-human intelligence overseeing the Initiation of humanity.  And such contact has given us Enochiana and the Holy Books of Thelema and will even give us more.  This doesn't have to be revelation from God and certainly you're not saying Liber AL is revelation from God...when Aiwass is the messenger that dictated the book.  If you say that Aiwass is God, you're making the same mistake Ray Eales makes.  Aiwass is the minister of Hoor-pa-kraat...who but sits on the throne of Ra for a period of time...not the Grand Architect of the Universe at all.  The Universe is God as per Deist doctrine...and it creates itself...you and I are a form of its conscious expression of itself...that would be the numinous reason that informs us.

William:

Help me out here if I'm missing the connection somehow?

pj:  I hope I've brought some clarity to Deism as a connection to the Thelemic paradigm.
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Hi Paul,

93

What do you think those of the 18th Century meant by "denying the validity of revelation?"  Remember, these are the Rosicrucians that also wrote the Declaration of Independence and founded the United States.  These are the French Rosicrucians that were so enamored by and of Benjamin Franklin.  Would this be that distorted revelation called the Bible?...the so-called 'Word of God?'

The reason why the Caliphate and others fall into the Christist trap is because they accept the unconcsiousness of religiosity and they believe AL comes from God...this is of the pit called BECAUSE.  AL is NOT the word of God.  It is the word of Aiwass, Minister of Hoor-pa-kraat.  Aiwass even says so, in AL.

Those of Eales lineage have turned Aiwass into Jesus and so now we have the head of a lineage claiming to be the 'vicar of Aiwass' as the Pope is the 'Vicar of Christ.'  This again, is falling into the trap called BECAUSE.  And in both organizations, it sets up justifications and rationalizes for all sorts of ugly behavior...not as bad as the Crusades, but only because they don't have the money and political power...or they would be!

Why?

As they say in the Wizard of Oz...

Because, because, because, because, becaaaauuuussseeee...

of all of the wonderful(?) things [they do].
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Greetings PJ,

93

Thanks for your clarifications. I'm still having trouble reconciling

the two (Deism and Thelema) within myself. I respect your views, but

have to say I disagree with them on this regard. I'm still open to

learning more though. See below for my continued comments:

I said:

> From my understanding "Deism" is the belief that God

> created the universe,

> and then withdrew from it, no longer influencing it, and

> providing no divine

> revelation. Therefore, Deism is not Atheistic, because

> Atheism literally

> means "no-deity".

> pj:  No...the Gnostics...Gnosticism says something similar

> to this...the

> Pleroma is unconnected to this universe as it was created by the

> Demiurge...who sometimes takes an active part in this...but

> most of the

> time, doesn't.  A-theism literally means not-theist and

> that is why Deism is

> called atheistic.  Of course, most Theists don't know that

> there's other

> ways to conceive of deity and therefore, Deism is to them, godless.

WC: Ok, well I guess I need to read some of the source documents on

Deism. Thanks for the attachment, I will check it out. Where I was

getting my info from was dictionary.com, since you stated the

dictionary definition of deism was that it is atheistic. I always

check sources for myself, and this is what I found:

http://dictionary.reference.com/search?q=deism

(begin dictionary definition)

de·ism

n.

The belief, based solely on reason, in a God who created the universe

and then abandoned it, assuming no control over life, exerting no

influence on natural phenomena, and giving no supernatural revelation.

deist n.

de·istic adj.

de·isti·cal·ly adv.

Source: The American Heritage® Dictionary of the English Language,

Fourth Edition

Copyright © 2000 by Houghton Mifflin Company.

Published by Houghton Mifflin Company. All rights reserved.

deism

\De"ism\ (d[=e]"[i^]z'm), n. [L. deus god: cf. F. d['e]isme. See

Deity.] The doctrine or creed of a deist; the belief or system of

those who acknowledge the existence of one God, but deny revelation.

Note: Deism is the belief in natural religion only, or those truths,

in doctrine and practice, which man is to discover by the light of

reason, independent of any revelation from God. Hence, deism implies

infidelity, or a disbelief in the divine origin of the Scriptures.

Source: Webster's Revised Unabridged Dictionary, © 1996, 1998 MICRA,

Inc.

deism

n : the form of theological rationalism that believes in God on the

basis of reason without reference to revelation [syn: free thought]

(end dictionary definition)

So the comments I was making were based on these definitions of deism.

I still don't understand why deism is called atheistic...atheists do

not believe in any form of deity, nor do they hold out the possibility

that a deity can exist (I'm not just talking about "God", but any form

of supernatural entity). Deism, on the other hand, does admit the

possibility of deity, so by definition, can not be atheistic. I admit,

I'm no expert on the subject, and this dialog is prompting me to do

some further research.

> William:

> An Atheist would not agree with the Deist principle that:

> 1) there ever

> was/is a god, or 2) that this god created the universe

> (even if "god" did

> withdraw from active

> participation at that point). Deists, on the other hand, DO

> believe in a

> deity (God), just not in the same way as your average Monotheistic

> Judeo-Christian believes.

>

> pj:  Considering myself a Deist...I don't 'believe' in

> anything.  But I find

> divinity in all things...this brought from direct

> experience.

WC: This sounds like my understanding of gnostic...knowledge through

direct experience, rather than faith-based or belief. This is the

stance I'm coming from. I consider myself a "Neo-Gnostic" Thelemite.

> William:

> So based on my above expressed understanding of Deism, I

> have a hard time

> reconciling this with Thelema. For one, I would have to

> reject all the Holy

> Books, deny that Aiwass was anything more than a figment of

> our Prophet's

> imagination, reject any idea that deity has anything

> further to do with the

> Universe, and reject the idea that "...reason is a lie; for

> there is a

> factor infinite & unknown..."

> pj:  There is praeter-human intelligence overseeing the

> Initiation of

> humanity.  And such contact has given us Enochiana and the

> Holy Books of

> Thelema and will even give us more.  This doesn't have to

> be revelation from

> God and certainly you're not saying Liber AL is revelation

> from God...when

> Aiwass is the messenger that dictated the book.  If you say

> that Aiwass is

> God, you're making the same mistake Ray Eales makes.

> Aiwass is the minister

> of Hoor-pa-kraat...who but sits on the throne of Ra for a period of

> time...not the Grand Architect of the Universe at all.  The

> Universe is God

> as per Deist doctrine...and it creates itself...you and I

> are a form of its

> conscious expression of itself...that would be the numinous

> reason that

> informs us.

WC: Don't get me wrong here, I'm not saying that I think Aiwass is

"God". In fact, I don't believe in "God" in the Theistic sense. Like I

said above, I'm a Gnostic and a Thelemite. My point was that classical

Deism rejects supernatural intervention and divine revelation, and

that it would therefore reject any form of "prater-human intelligence"

(i.e. Aiwass, the Secret Chiefs, the Enochian entities, etc.)

intervening in the Universe. One does not have to be "The One and Only

God" (i.e. Monotheism) to be considered "divine". The Gnostic

teachings of Archons and Aions seems more suitable to my understanding

of Thelema than Deism.

Fraternally,

William

93

Hi William,

93

(I had forgot to hit the 'reply all' button, that's why you got two replies before.  :-)

In principle, I also consider myself a Gnostic-Thelemite...but with a Deist perspective.  Though I don't accept the definitions you've quoted.  I rather define my Deism in light of those Deists (our Founding Fathers and in particular, Thomas Paine) that defined it.  Dictionary definitions are generally too general...lol.  And generally miss the point in defining specialized disciplines.  But as Paine so eloquently points out and like the mystics...even as Obi Wan tells Luke about the Force...the energy of God or the Force is in every living thing.  And the Alchemist knows even that rocks are alive and have a life-cycle.  The Deist/Mystic draws from every living thing to develop his capacity to 'reason' (in the Platonic sense).

For me, this defines more the nature of Nuit and therefore as a Deist, I formulate my 'Adoration of Nuit' (Probationer direction) by informing my mind and heart with this life force...indeed, even the cells of my body become informed by this 'force'.  Here's a great quote from the Paine document I sent you:

"But when the divine gift of reason begins to expand itself in the mind and calls man to reflection, he then reads and contemplates God and His works, and not in the books

pretending to be revelation. The creation is the Bible of the true believer in God.  Everything in this vast volume inspires him with sublime ideas of the Creator. The little and paltry, and often obscene, tales of the Bible sink into wretchedness when put in comparison with this mighty work."

and another quote:

"But in Deism our reason and our belief become happily united. The wonderful structure of the universe, and everything we behold in the system of the creation, prove to us, far

better than books can do, the existence of a God, and at the same time proclaim His attributes."
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Greetings PJ,

> (I had forgot to hit the 'reply all' button, that's why you

> got two replies

> before.  :-)

I did the same thing...it's an old habit to break just hitting reply,

but I'm trying to be more aware (even with the little things). :)

> In principle, I also consider myself a

> Gnostic-Thelemite...but with a Deist

> perspective.  Though I don't accept the definitions you've

> quoted.  I rather

> define my Deism in light of those Deists (our Founding

> Fathers and in

> particular, Thomas Paine) that defined it.

I've read the attachment you sent, and things make more sense to me

now. Its actually quite a synchronicity. I just recently purchased a

book called Paine, Collected Writings (Eric Foner, editor). I'm

reading the "Rights of Man", and think I will read "The Age of Reason"

next. Quite interesting writer, and philosopher.

> The Deist/Mystic draws

> from every living

> thing to develop his capacity to 'reason' (in the Platonic sense).

> For me, this defines more the nature of Nuit and therefore

> as a Deist, I

> formulate my 'Adoration of Nuit' (Probationer direction) by

> informing my

> mind and heart with this life force...indeed, even the

> cells of my body

> become informed by this 'force'.

I had a skrying session a few months ago, where I was injected with

some kind of lunar-venom-elixir that caused my entire body, down to

the molecular level, to transform and renew. For some reason, the

description you given above reminds me of this.

So, in conclusion, I wouldn't call myself a Deist at this point, but I

have a much better understanding of where you are coming from. Thanks

for the input.

93,

William

Hi William,

93

William:

I've read the attachment you sent, and things make more sense to me now. Its actually quite a synchronicity. I just recently purchased a book called Paine, Collected Writings (Eric Foner, editor). I'm reading the "Rights of Man", and think I will read "The Age of Reason" next. Quite interesting writer, and philosopher.

pj:  Yes, you might enjoy Paine's 'Existence of God' as well...attached.  And I wholeheartedly recommend that you follow up Paine by reading the works of Jean-Jacques Rousseau.  I don't think that one could really understand the Founding Fathers without understanding Rousseau.

William:

I had a skrying session a few months ago, where I was injected with

some kind of lunar-venom-elixir that caused my entire body, down to

the molecular level, to transform and renew. For some reason, the

description you given above reminds me of this.

pj:  Yes!  Even like the Italian Tarantelle!!!  You might enjoy reading the GCL article, Liber Vox Viva Voce vel Video, which deals with this in relation to my studies on the cellular transformation of SupraMental Yoga (Mother & Sri Aurobindo) as well as the brilliant work of Richard and Iona Miller.  Rick really liked the article and should be putting it up on his page soon as well...oh...and Rick is a Nobel Prize nominee...gotta put the plug in there  :-)

Here's the link on our site:  http://www.a-m-h-r.org/members/gcl/mass.html

William:

So, in conclusion, I wouldn't call myself a Deist at this point, but I

have a much better understanding of where you are coming from. Thanks

for the input.

pj:  Good enough for me.  :-)
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