Hi All,

93

Besides meeting Rick, I had the pleasure to meet Neal the other evening...along with a host of other marvelous people.  I think I'll be going to some more of these meetings.  :-)

Neal, I hope you don't mind my talking about a side issue we started talking about but never finished.  You offerred a statement to me, where you reduced Magick to some outmoded robes and regalia in a rather dismissive manner.  And since we have you and several others on this list that also don't know what Magick is...at least in terms of those associate with our lineage (I think others who also call themselves Thelemites would disagree with much of what we can say in addressing this)...I thought it would be a good idea if we would make a round of this and ask:  What is Magick?

It would be great if someone would come along and offer an answer that can begin to examine/debate this.
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Hi Paul/All,

I don't at all mind your taking this issue to the group.  

Just to help launch whatever learning and discussion that may emerge, I

hope you won't mind my starting by going over what I was trying to

communicate.  

I don't dismiss Magick at all, just what I see as Christian-mirror

language and psychologically-based cultural identity.  I believe Magick

to be much deeper and much more fundamental than that.  I also think

that those who identify with one side - either side - of an opposition

are locked into a sleeping dance with The Other part of themselves.

I'd like to see a science of Magick - we called it "Post-Modern Physics

101" at our Poetry Science Talk on Thursday - a deconstruction and

translation of how and why Magick exists.  Can the world as a whole ever

understand and tap the forces of Magick?  Can Magick and (what would you

call the opposite..?) deism, ever integrate and if so, what would that

vision and capability be like?  I think of it as "a post-modern science

must accommodate animism."  

Maybe this hybrid will be sterile, but I don't think so.  

In any event, these are some of the provocations I left Paul with on

Thursday.

I am eager to hear the answers to "What is Magick?"

-- Neal 

Hi Neal,

93

Neal:

I don't dismiss Magick at all, just what I see as Christian-mirror

language and psychologically-based cultural identity.  I believe Magick to be much deeper and much more fundamental than that.  I also think that those who identify with one side - either side - of an opposition are locked into a sleeping dance with The Other part of themselves.

pj:  Ok...first it may be useful to determine just what is the nature of the opposition.  When you say Christian, do you mean a faith-based spiritual system?  And are you acknowledging the superstitious and political elements of this that pervade most of the various sects throughout our culture?

But in a different light, what if there were some key elements to Christianity that remain useful, despite all the absurdity that has been incorporated into it?  I'm speaking here of the idea of the heart of genius (Tiphareth-Christ...not as a person, Jesus, but more universal, as in us all); and I'm speaking of the primal power of a eucharist that touches on the now dormant sexual Gnosis and now dormant awareness of those other elements that bring us life (air, food, etc.).  And so, should we throw the baby out with the bathwater?

On another level...this dance with the shadow...yes, certainly in the beginning...those recent to serious Magick have to take stock of their Christist conditioning; it's the only way to even begin to escape the unconsciousness of it all.  The A.'.A.'. has an awful lot to teach in this regard...even down to a very simple and basic rite that involves a simple curse (not a practice of hatred!) whenever a representative of one of the three desert religions makes an appearance in one's life.  But for the beginner, your are exactly correct.  And it would have to be so...otherwise one would have come to take up the practice of Magick and yet having never even seen or have been a part of the world they live in.

In the greater end, one who has worked hard enough to find another level to all of this, there's no longer the subjegation to the Christist conditioning.  This of course, brings with it a new shadow that may even be far more dangerous.  Yet it is definitely far more rewarding.

Neal:

I'd like to see a science of Magick - we called it "Post-Modern Physics 101" at our Poetry Science Talk on Thursday - a deconstruction and translation of how and why Magick exists.  Can the world as a whole ever understand and tap the forces of Magick?  Can Magick and (what would you call the opposite..?) deism, ever integrate and if so, what would that vision and capability be like?  I think of it as "a post-modern science must accommodate animism."

pj: In our Thelemic system, we refer to our practice as 'Scientific Illuminism' --

We care neither

for virgin nor pigeon

It's the method of science

the aim of religion

The Probationer of the A.'.A.'. begins with learning about the nature and powers of his or her being...forces of Magick?...these are the forces of the body, mind and heart; these are the forces of nature.  Anything mysterious about this would be waged by those wanting to build some superstitious wall around it.  As Crowley said:  Mystery is the enemy of truth.

As for myself, I have often termed myself a Deist (like our Founding Fathers).  You and I are the 'One God'...and nature herself along with the Universe/Multiverse is one with each of us.  To reduce God to some engendered being, whether that be a man on a throne or a woman that answers a Witch's call is a certain smiting against the integrity of the universe...and an appeal to superstition.  It really surprises me more that this is not so obvious to people.  I mean really...imagine some guy with a beard hanging out on a throne...surrounded by psychophants who all day longd (24/7) do nothing but shout (hosanna)...sounds more like Chinese water torture to me.

As per "animism"...animation?...or are you after something very primal here?  Is not ritual a way to get back to that part of ourselves.  We know from science that this is locked in an older part of our brain, the cerebellum (See my article:  Liber Laiad).  This part of the brain uses symbols and visual stimuli as much as it does nasal and sonic; even tactile...all very primal.
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according to Liber ABA, magick is "to cause change in accordance with Will."

however one of the disagreements i've encountered is that the above definition is too vague and it needs to have some specific or supernatural connotation...i guess b/c otherwise it would somehow be disappointing and incomprehensible.

Will must also be defined and any preconceptions or assumptions cleared of ambiguity - i.e., can we know another's Will? can we fulfill our Will even unconsciously?

93

Camille

We do so all the time by stearing ourselves in Different directions
Regard sjohnmoon3717@aol.com
93

I think the definition in Liber ABA, and AC's general description of magick, to be a sufficient starting point for this discussion. I think it is purposely 'vague' so as not to exclude any natural process that exists in the universe. The Spiritual world is not separate from Nature, but a blossoming of nature, hence, all things are 'natural' or of nature. With this in mind, white blood cells attacking viruses in the body is magick, because the WBC's are causing a change (destruction of the virus and the maintaining of a balanced host organism) in accordance with it's will (the WBC have the specific purpose of defending the host organism from invaders).

If we tie Magick down to only "super-natural" ideas, we will be closing the scope of our consciousness, and in my opinion, we should be performing Magick to expand the scope of our consciousness. So, then, Magick is changing the environment in accordance with the will. The environment would be the microcosmic universe of the Magician. The environment would include consciousness itself, as well as our perception of the universe around and within us. AC gives the perfect example; Magick is the method of the universe itself. Blowing one's nose is magick, demonstrating that even the most outwardly vulgar or superficial works are magick, even to the most exalted magick, such as certain attainments in the A.'.A.'. system. Magick encompasses all, and transcends all, IMHO. 
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Paul Thomas

Hi JohnMoon,
93
Yes, there's a certain level where much is known to us; our omniscience...we generally call it "chemical" when relations between people are examined.  But this is the clue as to where to look for this knowledge.
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Hi PJ,
93
Chemical works, relationships between people, and cosmic relations between stars, galaxies; the three levels of observation to gain that knowledge?
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Yes, when it comes to magick i am so conservative that I also just have to refer to Crowleys definition, but I dont find it vague.

What baffled me at first was that he excluded everything mystic from the definition. He made it logic and logic derives from Logos and Hermes and then it makes sense. Magick is hermeticism; and the works of the Wand and the word.

But when studying this definition further, the question whether one can 

execute magick without including any unknown and mystical factors occured. This seems very hard to omit, but when taking the physical example :

I can ie. drive a car without really understanding whats happening inside it, and the whole conforms to crowleys definition. The unknown structure of the car doesnt count, because I know its working, and its just becoming  "the proper medium".

But seeing the excluding of mystisism from the definition have since become a guideline for me to use, as I am trying to use as little as possible of unknown factors in my rites that have purposes beyond pure exploration. It keeps the temple clean.

On the other hand; My early mentor have recently kept an lecture, which he started so elegantly/pathetic that all remembered it;

"Magick is a rumour". I wasnt there, but I know what that swampsnake is up to. Cultivating the aura of mystique into a solid fog, where he hide his will and furthers its unpureness and from that create new vices and crimes for those lost in the fog.

But he himself isnt lost in the fog, there are usually great truths hidden or malplaced in what he says. When looking at the word rumour, we find that rumours doesnt occur without some hard attraction/magnetic appeal, and he sure knows the nature of desire - which partakes in will, and getting attention of the powers in own temple is over half the job.

This also makes me remember something he said years ago. "The best spells are the odd ones, those which are so baffling that the reality of ones temple is shaken by its uniqueness. "

And yes - the cosmic womb is there to catch and manifest the unique. The fertile silence doesnt heed replicas and copies the same way, as its  a done job.

And that was something on the ART of magick.
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Hi Paul,
93
I was merely saying that when we observe those situations either when two people take to each other...or two people, instantly upon meeting, decide they don't like each other, we call it "chemical".  Responding to JohnMoon's point, I wanted to get across the idea that deep down, we know much more about each other than our conscious faculties would have us acknowledge.  Both Thelemic doctrine and modern Science allude to the fact that we as human beings are omniscient.  But how?  Where is there evidence of this?  I was pointing to one place where we might look to begin to recognize this in ourselves.
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In light of all the new discoveries being made in the realm or physics and metaphysics such as the capture of light or string theory, how can any one claim omniscience?  If all was know then there would be no mysteries to solve.

Carl
93/93

WORSE How can we be sure that  What we see has not been altered and changed in Space
By th energy or medium through which it has passed/What we see might be completely off base?
Although that might explain some odd readings sometimes
Regard sjohnmoon3717@aol.com
I am eager to hear the answers to "What is Magick?"

-- Neal 

I dunno, Crowley says it pretty well: exerpt from 28 theorems of

magick...  ABA

"1. Every intentional act is a magical act."

In an effort to keep things short as I have little time (by the way PJ

I've been off sick)... True magic is the ability to set in motion in

accordance with one's will.  For instance I want to get from point A to

point B, hence the vehicle I chose to get there is considered magic.  So essentially anyone who achieves anything at all could potentially be

accused of performing magic.

Although this is pretty simplistic as far as explanations go, personal

experience tells me that some pretty exceptional things have happened to me personally thanks to "will" and nothing more, and I would call those awe inspiring experiences magickal.  

Then again, since my perception of this universe is different from your

perception of this universe, then what I see and what you see, even when the same event, are totally different.... Basically, each will have their own personal interpretation of what is Magick.  And that's the real fun of it... no one can truly deny another's perception, because they can't see it from that perspective.

Love,

M

Hi Michelle,
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Yes, every intentional act is a magickal act and intent is an important part of Magick.  But acting with intent is much more than it seems...it involves really being "awake" and that's a difficult concept to relate with words.  For this reason, it is said to the beginner that the beginner needs to learn the same language as the Initiate.

To state this another way...let's say the average person (sleeper) intends to throw a baseball and succeeds in doing so.  Was that an intentional act?  The Initiate would say not necessarily so and probably even no. As the person is asleep, his or her volition is dormant...what is left is a blind force that looks like volition.  That is why it is said in Liber AL:

AL I.31:  "For these fools of men and their woes care not thou at all!  They feel little; what is, is balanced by weak joys; but ye are my chosen ones."

AL II.18:  "These are dead, these fellows; they feel not.  We are not for the poor and sad: the lords of the earth are our kinsfolk."

AL II.21:  "We have nothing with the  outcast and the unfit: let them die in their misery.  For they feel not.  Compassion is the vice of kings: stamp down the wretched & the weak: this is the law of the strong: this is our law and the joy of the world.  Think not, o king, upon that lie: That Thou Must Die: verily thou shalt not die, but live.  Now let it be understood: If the body of the King dissolve, he shall remain in pure ecstasy for ever.  Nuit!  Hadit!  Ra-Hoor-Khuit!  The Sun, Strength & Sight, Light; these are for the servants of the Star & the Snake."

=======

As per you thought on perception...yes, we all have a different vantage point as if a different set of coordinates in the Universe.  But it does not necessarily follow that we see things entirely different because of this.  We may see things in exceedingly similar fashion...red may indeed be the same quality of color to us all.  So perspective can sometimes almost seem to not vary at all (learning the same language) or it can be quite different indeed.
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Hi Carl, 
93
I'm going to have to refer you back to my statement on that...if you would, re-read it and tell me what you didn't understand about it.
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Hi JohnMoon,
93
Overall, I'm theorizing on a layer of consciousness that seems to me to be underneath the conscious layer that we know...and yet not that layer that is said to be of our shadow and/or our unconscious with its symbolic appearances...something else seems to be there that at least I've observed tells us all about another person upon initial introduction and may (as I speculate) mean that there's more knowledge there for us to tap into.  This would validate Thelemic doctrine certainly.  And since so far in my study, Thelemic doctrine has proven to meet my skeptical inquiry (over these last 18 years), it seems likely enough that some tangible knowledge about our omniscience will yet come to us.  Certainly, physicists (as I said in my original statement) are heralding the same call when they speak about the nature of Quantum theory.
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Hi Runar,

93

It seems that physicists are echoing the teachings of the ancient mystics in their discourse on their new discoveries.  For my part, I've then been trying to show the mysticism involved in Thelemic doctrine.  After all, Crowley teaches this system as being both Magick and Mysticism.  Why would you see the need of eliminating one for the other?

93/93

pj

Hello everyone, 93 and blessing. Here are some more attempted definitions of magick: The art and science of sending messages charged with life into the depths of time.  

To cooperate with evolution by the planting of seeds and the harvesting of fruit.  To do something because you are doing it.  

To accept, and act accordingly.

Happy Yuletide &

love under will,

Frater O.R.

Hi John,

93

Thanks for this, yes, to cooperate with evolution (Alchemy) and even to enhance it, consciously, this is a key goal of Magick.  The Magickian then, is serving the greater ends of the Universe, rather than his or her own petty pleasures...as Magick is often thought of as being.  And I love the poetic line you give:  "sending messages charged with life into the depths of time."  This also addresses the dimensional conversation that we are having...and it speaks to a Universe and its journey to become conscious.  Becoming fully conscious, fully human is the work of Magick.
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