Hi John,

93

As I have expressed to you privately, I like the way you think as I find it creative and inventive.  And we share some similarities in approach to the solution.  Though I don't like adding phrases as opposed to words.  However, I do find some interesting points in your numerical analysis as follows:

You:

Liber AL vel Legis, II:76

4 6 3 8 (42A B K) 2 4 (61A L G M O R) 3 (36Y X )24 89

(136R P S T O V A L). 

Me:

ABK equalling 42 or 21*2 gives us the Universe Atu in its macrocosmic and microcosmis expressions (Nuit and Hadit).  In my own exegis on the riddle, I refer to ABK as an allusion to RHK, which would be the conjunction of Nuit and Hadit.

ALGMOR equalling 61 gives us AIN (the Jews call it 61 as per AL).

36 being the number of the Star Sapphire (the sex magick secret of the OTO) and YX being the names of the male and female chromosomes is also interesting.

Yet I don't see anything here for 136.

Overall, the 418 was quite inspiring as per our previous discussion on this list.
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pj

On Toavotea 3:

Hi John,

93

Here you have some very meaningful number correspondences and some very un-meaningful correspondences.  I'd be curious to learn how you reconcile this.
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pj

Hi John,

93

I'm sorry that you chose not to respond to this.  For this egroup, it would be interesting to talk about the difference between a 'personal' qabalah and 'the' qabalah (whether Thelemic or otherwise).  An essential question in such a discussion would be to ask, when is a personal qabalah really an exercise in solipsism?  And when does any qabalah fail?

A key to the first question would entail finding inconsistency in correspondences, necessitating a selective criteria that invokes a cognitive dissonance.  Perhaps there are other keys here, that don't readily come to mind.  Such inconsistencies may or may not be difficult to substantiate as we can find them even in 'the' or non-personal qabalahs where it is said that only initiated insight can lead to proper approach...a part of the second question.

So all isn't necessarily clear in either authorizing or criticizing 'the' or one's personal qabalah.
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Hi Pj,

93,

"it would be interesting to talk about the

> difference between a 'personal' qabalah and 'the' qabalah

> (whether Thelemic or otherwise). "

I would wonder if there is really a difference. THE qabalah

seems the same to me as personal qabalah, if you take the

reality of a sensible thing consisting in it being perceived

(rather than 'existing' is one thing and being 'perceived'

is another). THE qabalah (like anything else) might exist

outside the mind, but it is impossible to perceive it as

such.

"An essential question in

> such a discussion would be to ask, when is a personal

> qabalah really an exercise in solipsism?"

Solipsism, as I understand it, allows some inference from

one's own precepts, but only to other events in one's own

biography. There are events/objects in waking life that we

do not perceive. We see many things in an environment

without saying to ourselves 'yes, I see them'. If we look at

a landscape for a period of time in which we perceive no

movement, we then might notice various things in succession,

and then we feel persuaded that they were visible before we

noticed them. This degree of inference is made

unreflectingly by everybody, even by those who wish to avoid

an undue extension of our knowledge beyond experience (cf.

Berkley's "Three Dialogues")

"And when does

> any qabalah fail? A key to the first question would entail

> finding inconsistency in correspondences, necessitating a

> selective criteria that invokes a cognitive dissonance. "

Reminds me of alot of Grant's work, in Hecate's Fountain (pg

157) he spells APMI ARTz= 442, when it would be APSI ARTz,

samekh instead of mem, and on pg 177 OVIM HQLIPVTh=777

should be OVLM (lamed, not yod). Repeat ad nauseum.

93/93,

Neil.

Hi Neil,

93

I said:

"it would be interesting to talk about the

> difference between a 'personal' qabalah and 'the' qabalah

> (whether Thelemic or otherwise). "

Your response:

I would wonder if there is really a difference. THE qabalah

seems the same to me as personal qabalah, if you take the

reality of a sensible thing consisting in it being perceived

(rather than 'existing' is one thing and being 'perceived'

is another). THE qabalah (like anything else) might exist

outside the mind, but it is impossible to perceive it as

such.

My response:

You bring up a few things here.  First, is the Qabalah an object?  If so, we can draw at least a logical connection to it and outside the mind of perception as per the argumentation in Nagel's book.  One of the important aspects of Nagel's book is that we can use it to show the fallaciousness of the solipsistic paradigm in philosophical thought.

But if the Qabalah is merely a perceived experience, then we are right back in the solipsistic paradigm and at least philosophically, we have a conundrum when we say that its processes require 'initiated' insight.  Of course, such initiation (at least in the A.'.A.'. perspective) involves a connection outside oneself as per the 'adoration of Nuit.'

Most importantly, I think you are right; the difference between a personal qabalah and 'the' qabalah would be found more in the choices one makes.  One may choose to work with a certain pantheon or follow a certain mode of exegis (gematria, notariqon, et al) over another.  This forms a path through the qabalah.

But things have opened up since that time when the Hebrews were the only ones seen to have a Qabalah.  Crowley of course, strongly suggested a Greek Qabalah.  And AL suggests and English Qabalah, laid on a foundation even weaker than the Greek.  And will the real English Qabalah please stand up?  There's the popular one out of the U.K. by Jake Stratton Kent; there's my own Liber 805 and of course, John's Tavotea system.  How do we surmise which is correct or how do we determine if any of them are correct or incorrect?

I originally said:

"An essential question in

> such a discussion would be to ask, when is a personal

> qabalah really an exercise in solipsism?"

You replied:

Solipsism, as I understand it, allows some inference from

one's own precepts, but only to other events in one's own

biography. There are events/objects in waking life that we

do not perceive. We see many things in an environment

without saying to ourselves 'yes, I see them'. If we look at

a landscape for a period of time in which we perceive no

movement, we then might notice various things in succession,

and then we feel persuaded that they were visible before we

noticed them. This degree of inference is made

unreflectingly by everybody, even by those who wish to avoid

an undue extension of our knowledge beyond experience (cf.

Berkley's "Three Dialogues")

My response:

Solipsism is also biological.  We are endowed with certain limitations of the mind inasmuch as the mind is connected to the body and its processes.  I'm particularly thinking of the endocrine system here; but I don't see this as integral to how the philosophy of solipsism is taught.  And it is the endocrine system that is the key to the IXth Degree as expounded upon by Grant and involved in my article:  Liber Laiad.  And so solipsism asks, can we move beyond our biology?  Perhaps in the exercise of the Priest/Priestess training in Liber Laiad, there is such possibility.

My original post:

"And when does

> any qabalah fail? A key to the first question would entail

> finding inconsistency in correspondences, necessitating a

> selective criteria that invokes a cognitive dissonance. "

Your reply:

Reminds me of alot of Grant's work, in Hecate's Fountain (pg

157) he spells APMI ARTz= 442, when it would be APSI ARTz,

samekh instead of mem, and on pg 177 OVIM HQLIPVTh=777

should be OVLM (lamed, not yod). Repeat ad nauseum.

My response:

Yes, Grant twists everything around to suit his pre-conceptions.  And his failure at gematric insight has as much to do with the disordered nature of his mind.  His work involved immediately the more glamorous work of the later stages of magickal development without laying the groundwork (of the Knife in particular) that is a necessary preparation.  And so we see cognitive dissonance as a part of the solipsistic process.  Grant has become a champion of this and has grandfathered others into the same error (Nema and Bertiaux).
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Hi Pj,

93,

"But if the Qabalah is merely a

> perceived experience, then we are right back in the

> solipsistic paradigm and at least philosophically, we have

> a conundrum when we say that its processes require

> 'initiated' insight.  Of course, such initiation (at least

> in the A.'.A.'. perspective) involves a connection outside

> oneself as per the 'adoration of Nuit.'"

I would like to think that the qabalah is not just a

perceived experience, but then again it is difficult to say

that it is not. According to common sense (which by *no*

means is absolute) and traditional physics there are events

which no-one experiences- for example the furniture in my

bedroom when I am asleep and it is pitch dark. Common sense

refuses to believe that the nightstand simply springs into

being whenever you look, but do not bother to exist when no

one is inspecting them. 

It may be held that causality is known 'a priori' and that

causal laws are impossible unless there are unperceived

events. But it equally may be said that causality is not 'a

priori' and that whatever regularity that may be observed

must be in relation to percepts.

"...the Hebrews were the only ones seen to have a

> Qabalah.  Crowley of course, strongly suggested a Greek

> Qabalah.  And AL suggests and English Qabalah, laid on a

> foundation even weaker than the Greek.  And will the real

> English Qabalah please stand up?"

I would love to see an Indo-European qabalah that would

analyse and assign numbers to noun roots and verb stems, and

then see how they relate to the children of that language

(phoenican, sanskirt, hebrew, greek). Creating a qabalah for

such a bastardized language such as English (with influences

from french, german, saxon, greek, latin, welsh &tc &tc)

seems amazingly difficult (and futile, since the language is

still evolving). There is more security in the traditional

hebrew qabalah as, just like the latin drilled into school

boys is

"...a dead language, as dead as dead can be. It killed the ancient Romans, and now it's killing me!"

"We are endowed with certain limitations of the mind inasmuch as the mind is connected to the body and its processes.

I'm particularly thinking of the endocrine system here"

Could you go a bit more into this please?

"Yes, Grant twists everything around to suit his

pre-conceptions.  And his failure at gematric insight has as much to do with the disordered nature of his mind."

The song 'Liza with a Z' comes to mind:

"It's Liza with a Z, not Lisa with an S...Minolli, or Minnoli, or Miniola, or Minilii."

93/93,

Neil.

On Toavotea 5:

Hi John,

93

Also...I find some flaw in using partial phrases.  Why do you think that this is meaningful?
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pj

Hi Neal,

93

You:

I would like to think that the qabalah is not just a

perceived experience, but then again it is difficult to say

that it is not. According to common sense (which by *no*

means is absolute) and traditional physics there are events

which no-one experiences- for example the furniture in my

bedroom when I am asleep and it is pitch dark. Common sense

refuses to believe that the nightstand simply springs into

being whenever you look, but do not bother to exist when no

one is inspecting them. 

Me:

You are of course, setting up the first philosophical conundrum:  When a tree falls in the forest and no one is there to witness it, does it make a sound?

You:

It may be held that causality is known 'a priori' and that

causal laws are impossible unless there are unperceived

events. But it equally may be said that causality is not 'a

priori' and that whatever regularity that may be observed

must be in relation to percepts.

Me:

David Hume in his treatise, proves through philosophical argumentation that causality is not 'a priori.'  And interestingly enough, we have certain examples, such as stories of people surviving the falling off of high cliffs and buildings and surviving; even sometimes with just minor bruises or a sprained ankle.  And yet even as Hume also argues, we instinctively insist that causality is 'a priori.'  We've even built our legal system on such insistence.  All burdens of proof by a government rely on causality; how we raise our children (taking responsibility for one's actions), et al.

And even traditional religions that assert God as the 'causeless cause' rely on causality as 'a priori.'  And we could say that this instinctive insistence is inherently solipsistic; it is 'of the body' or of those physiological processes that manipulate how phenemona is interpreted by the mind.  As a causeless cause, God then has not a metaphysical, but a certain physical existence that is a priori connected to all objects in existence.  And if objects themselves have no 'objective' existence; in other words, they are merely the projections of my mind (the root of the solipsistic paradigm) in its own sphere, then God is an illusion.

This has fostered the assertion by modern science and its child, psychology, that God does not exist, which is commonly seen by those evaluating this to assert that scientists and psychologists are atheists.  And in the solipsistic paradigm, this is accurate.  But as physics and metaphysics (and even psychologists such as Laing and Jung) have found other dimensions of reality; producing a transformation of physics into metaphysics with arithmetic (lol), God is removed from the chain of causality; sitting in that other dimension (shall we say, the 5th Dimension [no, not the rock band ;-)]?  Cf. my article: Testing the Night of Pan).

In my article mentioned above, the Neutrino seems to jump back and forth to and from this fifth dimension, coming back sometimes as a heavy neutrino...acting much as the fabled Mercury/Trickster myth.  And even in the NYTimes article I forwarded to the list this morning, Stephen Hawkings and other physicists are asserting in contrast to Einstein's famous statement, that God does and is playing dice with the Universe.  Or as Mystics have said since time immemorial, God is ineffable.

My prior statement:

"We are endowed with certain limitations of

the mind inasmuch as the mind is connected to the body and

its processes.

I'm particularly thinking of the endocrine system here"

You:

Could you go a bit more into this please?

Me:

In Liber Laiad, I take Grant's theories on the endocrine system in manipulating mental images by magickal means.  These kalas (units of time) that Grant takes from Hindu science magickally connect to the psychic aura or astral energies that are the space/time continuum about the planet in any given moment.  What neither Grant nor Liber Laiad explore here is the physics of consciousness, which can be induced from an understanding of these Kalas and my physics article mentioned above.  Also see my article: Scientifc Proof of Levi's Aethyr.  And I wholeheartedly recommend that you read: The Physics of Consciousness, by Pierro Scaruffi (which is one of my reading projects at this time).

93/93

pj

Hello Paul Joseph,

186 118 118 93.  Cry your pardon for taking so long to

respond to email; please understand I only have access

to a computer on Thursday and Friday nights, so my

correspondance is snailmail paced.  I would like to

pursue a couple of points you make:

Pj: Also...I find some flaw in using partial phrases. 

Why do you think that this is meaningful?

john: We've spoken on this subject before, in an email

dated October 5th, worth quoting at length:

"John:

I'm trying to approach the task of exegesis without

preconceptions on where meaning may be found, as

stated: 

g.  All numbers and patterns shall be duly recorded,

regardless of their seeming significance or lack

thereof.  We recognize that much trivial data will

thus accrue, but think this is not too high a price to

pay in pursuit of thoroughness.

pj:  An interesting point and obviously, this is

inspiring for you.  I always recommend that one

follows one's inspiration.

John:

That being said, I have found some interesting

patterns expressed through partial phrases, or phrases

that include prepositions & noun 

markers.  For example, consider the number 222, of

which Crowley writes "The grand scale of 2, may one

day be of value."  The following phrases 

from Chapter 1 of Liber L all equal 222:

"the company of heaven"

_flame of the hearts_ 

_the Infinite Stars_

pj:  Yes, these are brilliant phrases that do deserve

a collective Gematria.  But my caution here would be

that "company of heaven" deserves this Gematric

meaning, rather than "the company of heaven."  The

same would go for "Infinite Stars."  ["flame of the

hearts" is fine as is]

And so I guess you may find some interest in working

both, for the sake of thoroughness (both "Infinite

Stars" and "the Infinite Stars") to see 

what you come up with.

John:

Note that all 3 phrases imply plurality, giving a more

concrete sense of 37x6. This is suggestive enough to

warrant further inquiry.  I suspect that 

Aiwass employed multiple systems of encryption in the

Book, using all the tools in the toolbox.  I have no

reason as yet to think he wouldn't 

make use of the numerical value of words like "of" and

"the".

pj:  A very scientific hypothesis, so I won't try to

contradict you, though my tendencies would be to think

otherwise.  I would even encourage you, simply because

the hypothesis is scientific with a sound rationale. 

But I would note, since the three phrases you mention,

equivocate to 37*6, the technique of Gematria requires

then that they 

each explain each other."

I feel we have been over this territory of

noun-markers before.   Phrases such as "the Infinite

Stars" are fair game for gematric inquiry within the

experimental parameters I adopted for my work, as

follows:

"1) The discovery of the Key must follow and/or

explain the hints given in III:47.

2) The Word Thelema must translate to a meaningful

number.

3) The II:76 string of numbers and letters must

translate to a meaningful number, and express an

arcanum in the form of a Qabalistic equation.

4) The system must fit coherently onto the Tree of

Life and/or some other metasystem of symbolic

relations, else it would be a mere numerology, not a

Qabalh.

5) The system must provide mathematical formulae that

shed light on both the process of initiation and the

concealed passages of Liber Legis.  

For our methodological structure we turn first to the

writings of the Beast.  In The Equinox of the Gods,

revised edition Copyright 1991 {Caliphate} Ordo Templi

Orientis,  published by New Falcon Publications in

1997, page 128, we find the following concerning

principles of Exegesis:

_Wherever

a.  The words of the Text are obscure in themselves;

where

b.  The expression is strained; where

c.  The Syntax,

d.  Grammar,

e.  Spelling, or

f.  The use of capital letters present peculiarities;

where

g.  Non-English words occur; where the style suggests

h.  Paronomasia,

i.  Ambiguity, or

j.  Obliquity; or where

k.  A problem is explicitly declared to exist; in all

such cases I shall seek for a hidden meaning by means

of Qabalistic correspondences, cryptography, or

literary subtleties.  I shall admit no solution which

is not at once simple, striking, consonant with the

general plan of the Book; and not only adequate but

necessary._

     Since we are working with a numeric key we also

add the following:

a.  All individual words shall be enumerated by

Toavotea Qabalh.

b.  Hyphenated words shall be considered both as their

sum and their individual components.

c.  The numerical values of all complete statements,

coherent phrases, titles, and verses shall be

recorded.

d.  Whenever two or more words or phrases have the

same numerical value this shall be recorded.

e.  When the numerical value of words or phrases in

Liber Legis have correspondences in Hebrew QBLH that

strike the researchers as interesting this shall be

recorded.

f.  We will pay especial attention to any numerical

patterns seeming to flow through the Text.

g.  All numbers and patterns shall be duly recorded,

regardless of their seeming significance or lack

thereof.  We recognize that much trivial data will

thus accrue, but think this not too high a price to

pay in pursuit of thoroughness."

If anyone has thoughts on the subject of scientific

methodology in Qabalistic inquiry  I would love to

hear them.

PJ: For this egroup, it would

be interesting to talk about the difference between a

'personal' qabalah and 'the' qabalah (whether Thelemic

or otherwise).  

John:  The Hebrew word QBLH means "tradition of

received Wisdom".   In my opinion, "the" Qabalh has

always been entirely personal to the adepts who have

practiced Qabalistic contemplation and magick.  Every

person must create his or her own universe of symbolic

associations, which may be inspired in part by the

Work of others but remains as unique as a fingerprint.

 So I'm not sure about the distinction you're trying

to make here; from my limited understanding it sounds

like a false premise of monolithic and objective

truth.  

Pj: An essential question in such a discussion would

be to ask, when is a personal qabalah really an

exercise in solipsism?  And when does any qabalah

fail?

john: My computer dictionary offers these two

definitions of solipsism:

1. The theory that the self is the only thing that can

be known and verified.

2. The theory or view that the self is the only

reality.

Beyond the question "what is the self?", the first

meaning seems to me like a sound philosophical

beginning, while definition # 2 is logically absurd,

although here also an initiated interpretation is

possible.  So I see no sin (Restriction) in solipsism.

 As to the failure of a Qabalh, there is no certain

test, and different systems will appeal to diverse

individual Stars.  This is entirely a matter of

intuition.  For example, NAEQ failed for me both

numerically and philosophically, but I'm sure its been

a tool of spiritual growth to some people.  

Pj: A key to the first question would entail finding

inconsistency in correspondences, necessitating a

selective criteria that invokes a cognitive

dissonance.

John: This sounds like a calculatus eliminatus method,

looking for static as opposed to looking for pattern. 

It would be a simple matter to deconstruct the Hebrew

Qabalh thus, if one were willing to accept apparent

contradiction and nonsense as evidence that it was an

invalid system.   On the contrary, in practice the

Hebrew language is a living tool in our hands, and it

is this 

sublimity and power that exist regardless of any

inconsistencies which an English gematria should be

compared with.  Regardless, I believe Qabalh in the

Aeon of the Child will be a Tree of many branches.  I

have found wisdom in several EQ systems, and see no

need to Restrict the infinite

possibility of revelation.  I view practical Qabalh as

 Art, not doctrine.  There's enough room for

improvisation to explore multiple visions, and for

these visions to fuse and evolve into more potent

entities.
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John

Hi John,

93

I'm glad you're able to join in on this.

From our private conversation:

John:

That being said, I have found some interesting

patterns expressed through partial phrases, or phrases

that include prepositions & noun 

markers.  For example, consider the number 222, of

which Crowley writes "The grand scale of 2, may one

day be of value."  The following phrases 

from Chapter 1 of Liber L all equal 222:

"the company of heaven"

_flame of the hearts_ 

_the Infinite Stars_

pj:  Yes, these are brilliant phrases that do deserve

a collective Gematria.  But my caution here would be

that "company of heaven" deserves this Gematric

meaning, rather than "the company of heaven."  The

same would go for "Infinite Stars."  ["flame of the

hearts" is fine as is]

And so I guess you may find some interest in working

both, for the sake of thoroughness (both "Infinite

Stars" and "the Infinite Stars") to see 

what you come up with.

John:

Note that all 3 phrases imply plurality, giving a more

concrete sense of 37x6. This is suggestive enough to

warrant further inquiry.  I suspect that 

Aiwass employed multiple systems of encryption in the

Book, using all the tools in the toolbox.  I have no

reason as yet to think he wouldn't 

make use of the numerical value of words like "of" and

"the".

pj:  A very scientific hypothesis, so I won't try to

contradict you, though my tendencies would be to think

otherwise.  I would even encourage you, simply because

the hypothesis is scientific with a sound rationale. 

But I would note, since the three phrases you mention,

equivocate to 37*6, the technique of Gematria requires

then that they 

each explain each other."

My interjection 7-23-04 ev:

I had suggested that these as gematric equivalents explain each other.  And an exegis is certainly possible here.  The company of heaven would certainly be composed of infinite stars with each star being a heart.

John's recent response:

I feel we have been over this territory of

noun-markers before.   Phrases such as "the Infinite

Stars" are fair game for gematric inquiry within the

experimental parameters I adopted for my work, as

follows:

"1) The discovery of the Key must follow and/or

explain the hints given in III:47.

My interjection:

It is worth quoting the verse here:

AL III.47:  "This book shall be translated into all tongues: but always with the original in the writing of the Beast; for in the chance shape of the letters and their position to one another: in these are mysteries that no Beast shall divine.  Let him not seek to try: but one cometh after him, whence I say not, who shall discover the Key of it all.  Then this line drawn is a key: then this circle squared in its failure is a key also.  And Abrahadabra.  It shall be his child & that strangely.  Let him not seek after this; for thereby alone can he fall from it."

And I've a few things to say about this:

The chance shape of letters seems to denote the written manuscript.  In my early days in the Caliphate (and this goes back to 1986ev), I remember a gentleman who took me to his home in the Bronx and showed me sentences he was formulating from an overt mis-reading of Crowley's handwriting.  It was an interesting project in its own rite, but I've never seen anything of it since then and still wonder about it sometimes.  But this is more an aside.

The verse clearly says that after the Key is discovered, "then" the circle squared in its failure becomes a key.  My disagreement with the 'New Aeon EQ' is that they use the graph page of AL as both the circle squared and the key in contra-distinction to this verse.  And it doesn't surprise me that since then, they've been moving more and more away from Thelemic thought.

If Achad is the one who "cometh after him," then 31 has to be the Key.  And we can deduce that that key could be "not."  Note that 31 is a thrashraq of 13 (the work completed and the Death Atu) as it also divides the Great Work (assuming AL is a talisman for the Great Work and recall my supposition that 93=418) of AL into its three chapters (31*3=93)...making each an element of the Great Work.  Therefore, one must attain Nuit (Cap I) and Hadit (Cap II) and then combine them into Ra-Hoor-Khuit (Cap III).

In this light, then we should ask about the line drawn and the circle squared in its failure.  But this question to my knowledge, has never been asked; nor did Achad (nor Crowley) address it.  And so I strongly agree with your supposition here.  The discovery of the Key must explain this verse of AL.  But is is the graph page?  Or are we dealing with a Sacred Geometry that uses a linearity (line drawn) and a mathematical comprehension of the Universe (circle squared)?  If we are dealing with the latter, then the graph page can be used to determine the Key; but it would then have to address the Sacred Geometry and provide new Gnosis there.

If the graph page is the Sacred Geometry, then it can't be a part of the Key.  And the Key would first have to unlock the mystery of the Graph page; assuming there is a mystery there and it wasn't just a piece of paper that Crowley grabbed during the transmission of AL.

Back to John's criteria:

2) The Word Thelema must translate to a meaningful

number.

pj: In Tavotea, what is that meaninful number?  And what does it illuminate?

John:

3) The II:76 string of numbers and letters must

translate to a meaningful number, and express an

arcanum in the form of a Qabalistic equation.

pj: From Frater AMO's brilliant insight, much meaning was found for me in this that resulted in my article: The Riddle Solved; based also on our conversation on this list (and again, my subsequent rendering of 93=418).  And though I've purported an equation from this, why do you insist that it must be an equation?

John:

4) The system must fit coherently onto the Tree of

Life and/or some other metasystem of symbolic

relations, else it would be a mere numerology, not a

Qabalh.

pj: Does Toavotea fit onto the Tree or some other metasystem? Which?

John:

5) The system must provide mathematical formulae that

shed light on both the process of initiation and the

concealed passages of Liber Legis.  

pj: How does Toavotea respond to this?

John:

For our methodological structure ... <snip>

pj: All very sound conditions.

From my recent post to this egroup:

PJ: For this egroup, it would

be interesting to talk about the difference between a

'personal' qabalah and 'the' qabalah (whether Thelemic

or otherwise).  

John:  The Hebrew word QBLH means "tradition of

received Wisdom".   In my opinion, "the" Qabalh has

always been entirely personal to the adepts who have

practiced Qabalistic contemplation and magick.  Every

person must create his or her own universe of symbolic

associations, which may be inspired in part by the

Work of others but remains as unique as a fingerprint.

 So I'm not sure about the distinction you're trying

to make here; from my limited understanding it sounds

like a false premise of monolithic and objective

truth.  

My response:

How is a monolithic and objective truth a false premise?  It's opposite is solipsism, a proven false premise.  Do the math here, if one side of the coin is false (and we've spoken often enough on this list of the falsity of solipsism), then it's opposite must be true.

Physicists now are searching for that "monolithic" truth or 'Grand Unification Theory.'  There is also the "One" God, though it also becomes the ALL and the MANY.  And so the "monolithic" truth may of course, have an infinite range of diverse expression...each in itself containing an infinity as each of us are omniscient, omnipotent and omnipresent.  (Hint for Carl)

Again, from my recent post to this egroup?

Pj: An essential question in such a discussion would

be to ask, when is a personal qabalah really an

exercise in solipsism?  And when does any qabalah

fail?

john: My computer dictionary offers these two

definitions of solipsism:

1. The theory that the self is the only thing that can

be known and verified.

2. The theory or view that the self is the only

reality.

Beyond the question "what is the self?", the first

meaning seems to me like a sound philosophical

beginning, while definition # 2 is logically absurd,

although here also an initiated interpretation is

possible.  So I see no sin (Restriction) in solipsism.

My response:

In your denial of the second part of the definition as logically ubsurd, the first part must then also be so.  Why?  Only by stating the idea that the self is the only thing that can be known, can we deduce that the self is the only reality.  And only in considering the self as the only reality can we consider that the self is the only thing that can be known.  Each necessitate the other in this definition and it is a logically consistent definition in its two parts.  You can't deny or affirm the one part without denying or affirming the other.  And again, solipsism has been well argued in philosophical circles and is clearly proven fallacious, though it has some tentacles that have yet to be dealt with.

I would suggest you read:  http://www.utm.edu/research/iep/s/solipsis.htm

Solipsism is not only a restriction, it is a denial of Nuit (other and as Crowley states in his commentary "Not-I" or not-self; objective reality)... and it contradicts AL.  So if its philosophy (solipsism) is adhered to, such energies generated would be favorable for the forces (egregore) of the Black Lodge.

John's response continued:

 As to the failure of a Qabalh, there is no certain

test, and different systems will appeal to diverse

individual Stars.  This is entirely a matter of

intuition.  For example, NAEQ failed for me both

numerically and philosophically, but I'm sure its been

a tool of spiritual growth to some people.  

My response:

Whether or not NAEQ has been a tool of spiritual growth for some people, it is clear that such growth has not been along Thelemic lines; but some other.  That should not be construed to say that such other lines are not viable (there's 360 degrees around a mountain, but paths generated from each degree lead to the top...the ONE).

On the nature of intuition...one may intuit one thing and another, another.  Are they both correct?  What if one intuit's that a Qabalah proves that Jesus is the true god who died for our sins?  And what if another intuits that the Qabalah proves that all infidels who don't believe in Allah should be killed by violent means?  Stating that one thing is "entirely a matter of intuition" is solipsistic (proven a false notion) and even absolutist (which is almost always erroneous).

Intuition is the doorway (and only a doorway) to the higher life, the Neschamah/Binah by way of Tiphareth (the higher self).  In Binah, one proves a successful traversal of the Abyss by asserting that he or she is God while recognizing the full and equivalent divinity in all 'other' selves.  The Black Brother having failed the Abyss can only see the self as God (solipsism!...the first point in the definition of solipsism that you found in your online dictionary...the principal error of the Thelemic community and its hybrids [Maatians, Satanists and Setians, Chaos-ists] at this time!!!).  Did you hear of the Setians recent promotion of the idea that one should seek deliberately to fail the Abyss as that is the real truth?!!!  Ouch!

From my recent post to this egroup:

Pj: A key to the first question would entail finding

inconsistency in correspondences, necessitating a

selective criteria that invokes a cognitive

dissonance.

John: This sounds like a calculatus eliminatus method,

looking for static as opposed to looking for pattern. 

pj:  You can't find pattern until you eliminate static...solipsistic interference and cognitive dissonance.

John:

It would be a simple matter to deconstruct the Hebrew

Qabalh thus, if one were willing to accept apparent

contradiction and nonsense as evidence that it was an

invalid system.   

pj: Of course, which is why it requires initiated insight.  And initiates have attained Ra-Hoor-Khuit; merging self with non-self.

John:

On the contrary, in practice the

Hebrew language is a living tool in our hands, and it

is this 

sublimity and power that exist regardless of any

inconsistencies which an English gematria should be

compared with.  

pj:  Hebrew is not a living language.  It is a dead language that allows no room for growth and development, but is a frozen canon of a dead people that refuse to die.  The Jews no longer carry the light.  Their dead Qabalah is as a seed planted in the ground and rotting so that a sapling might grow out of it into the light of the Sun.  This is why they have the half.

John:

Regardless, I believe Qabalh in the

Aeon of the Child will be a Tree of many branches.  I

have found wisdom in several EQ systems, and see no

need to Restrict the infinite

possibility of revelation.  

pj: The problem here is that what you come to find is but confirmations of what you already believe (hint for Rick) and not any objective truth that would require you to reach outside yourself.  And in the name of anti-restriction, you are really practicing restriction.

John:

I view practical Qabalh as

 Art, not doctrine.  There's enough room for

improvisation to explore multiple visions, and for

these visions to fuse and evolve into more potent

entities.

pj: Qabalah must be Art and Science (doctrine).  If it is merely Art, then it is a game; why not take up knitting?

Also:  Please give my apologies to Fr Sabaechit Sunwolf.  I would very much love to participate in his egroup.  It sounds like a most inspiring idea.  But my enemies would descend upon this so quickly, should I appear anywhere online, in public.  And the list would become a cacaphony of taunters hardlining to continue their "censure" bullshit.  You may think you can hold against this, but they've hacked through lists I've been on...inviting me is like inviting the plague.

Even that asshole of the Isisian ubsurdity is already there.  He's been on this list before and is convinced that he's the grand puba that's solved it all.  I've made a decision to no longer participate in online egroups.  I just don't have time for all the immaturity.

Please give my regards to Frater AMO also.  As with you, he  and Fr Sabaechit Sunwolfare are welcome here; should they so choose.

Thanks,
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In a message dated 07/23/2004 07:06:12 AM, rovelli@optonline.net writes:
same would go for "Infinite Stars."  ["flame of the hearts" is fine as is]
And so I guess you may find some interest in working
both, for the sake of thoroughness (both "Infinite
Stars" and "the Infinite Stars") to see
what you come up with.

John:
Note that all 3 phrases imply plurality, giving a more
concrete sense of 37x6. This is suggestive enough to
warrant further inquiry.  I suspect that
Aiwass employed multiple systems of encryption in the
Book, using all the tools in the toolbox.  I have no
reason as yet to think he wouldn't



Most Gnostic Texts include  a similar system, For instance in Thomas it is the theme of the Two made one. In the document you find that expressed numerous ways, stories sayings, numbers and such its engrained within the texts of the Nag Hummadi as well
regard sjohnmoon3717@aol.com
Hi Paul

93,

"Me:

You are of course, setting up the first philosophical

conundrum:  When a

tree falls in the forest and no one is there to witness it,

does it make a

sound?"

I believe it does, but I don't know if it does ;)

"And if objects themselves have no 'objective' existence; in

other words,

they are merely the projections of my mind (the root of the

solipsistic

paradigm) in its own sphere, then God is an illusion."

Sensible objects may have objective existence, but it is

impossible to perceive them as having such. But it is

interesting that in some of the descriptions of samadhi I

have read, the state is likend to complete empathy with the

object meditated upon, which becomes, if briefly, the

subject. If one chose to meditate on a chair, then one would

be able to perceive its 'chairness'; its' quiddity or

briatic nature. 

As for God as an illusion...what I regard as illusionary one

moment, might not seem so the next. If I am a Christian

Scientist, for example, and regard pain as an illusion, that

doesn't necessary stop me from still feeling it. It is still

painful, and whether or not it is an illusion is irrelevant.

The objective existence of God might behave in the same way

(although whether God 'exists' gets us bogged down in Kant's

criticism of existence as a predicate). All this may change

(and/ change back) as you pierce the various degrees of maya

in initiation.

"God is removed from the chain of causality; sitting in

that other dimension (shall we say, the 5th Dimension [no,

not the rock band

;-)]?"

It's a peculiar facet of human thinking (and particulary for

theists) that God *must* love us and is moved to act in our

lives. He could just as likely do the opposite; as was the

thought of a particular Manichaen sect. But both these ideas

don't move beyond patent dualism; God is simply unable to

transcend good and evil (and therefore unable to transcend

cultural relativism). 

Deism seems more appealing. I can't remember exactly who it

was (Isaac Luria?) who proposed the theory that God created

the world out of himself and then 'detached' it, as one

would amputate a limb. Bertinaux's theory of Universe A

(where God is not present) and Universe B (where he is) is

also interesting; if you remove all the trans-yuggothian,

cthulu mumbo-jumbo. 
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Neil.

Hi JohnMoon,
93
Are you aware of any QBL having arisen from the Nag Hammadi in any Gnostic circles?
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Me (originally):

You are of course, setting up the first philosophical conundrum:  When a tree falls in the forest and no one is there to witness it,

does it make a sound?"

Your response:

I believe it does, but I don't know if it does ;)

My response:

[I wish Rick would come into this...he likes this "I believe" idea.]  There's so many ways we could go with this.  And maybe we border on solipsism when we decide that it is the ear that interprets the vibrations the tree makes as sound...but then again, maybe not.

Me (originally):

"And if objects themselves have no 'objective' existence; in

other words, they are merely the projections of my mind (the root of the solipsistic paradigm) in its own sphere, then God is an illusion."

Your response:

Sensible objects may have objective existence, but it is impossible to perceive them as having such. 

My response:

First, what do you mean by "Sensible objects?"

Thomas Nagle would agree with you to say that it is impossible to perceive objects directly.  His argument bypasses this necessity, which in itself is a bypass of the solipsistic conundrum.  And his subsequent argumentation works along inductive lines.

Your response (continued):

But it is interesting that in some of the descriptions of samadhi I have read, the state is likend to complete empathy with the object meditated upon, which becomes, if briefly, the subject. If one chose to meditate on a chair, then one would be able to perceive its 'chairness'; its' quiddity or briatic nature. 

My response:

Is this then an induction or inductive process?  And it might not be altogether unreasonable to ask whether or not such a mystical event takes us back to solipsism on a philosophical plane.  If so, and I guess either way, Samadhi is not the attainment; but a step along the way, which Crowley also notes.

Your response (continued):

As for God as an illusion...what I regard as illusionary one moment, might not seem so the next. If I am a Christian Scientist, for example, and regard pain as an illusion, that doesn't necessary stop me from still feeling it. It is still painful, and whether or not it is an illusion is irrelevant. The objective existence of God might behave in the same way (although whether God 'exists' gets us bogged down in Kant's criticism of existence as a predicate). All this may change (and/ change back) as you pierce the various degrees of maya in initiation.

My response:

I'm not familiar enough with Kant to respond credibly here.  Can you tell me whether or not his argument escapes the solipsistic conundrum?  Or does he simply accept this and move onward from there?

Me (originally):

"God is removed from the chain of causality; sitting in that other dimension (shall we say, the 5th Dimension [no, not the rock band

;-)]?"

Your response:

It's a peculiar facet of human thinking (and particulary for theists) that God *must* love us and is moved to act in our lives. He could just as likely do the opposite; as was the thought of a particular Manichaen sect. But both these ideas don't move beyond patent dualism; God is simply unable to transcend good and evil (and therefore unable to transcend cultural relativism). 

Deism seems more appealing. I can't remember exactly who it was (Isaac Luria?) who proposed the theory that God created the world out of himself and then 'detached' it, as one would amputate a limb. Bertinaux's theory of Universe A (where God is not present) and Universe B (where he is) is also interesting; if you remove all the trans-yuggothian, cthulu mumbo-jumbo. 

My response:

Deism is certainly more appealing than Theism and we've discussed this at length on one of our old lists.  But it seems to me that if the Deist is asserting that God formed the universe out of HIMSELF and then DETACHED FROM IT as a disaffected LIMB, we are really back to Theism and not describing Deism at all.  It is Theism that turns God into some anthropomorphic being.

I'm attaching Thomas Paine's essay on Deism.
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Hi Pj,

93,

"First, what do you mean by "Sensible objects?"

Objects which are capable of being apprehended by the senses, or by the mind. Objects which would be non-sensible (in the first instance) would be, for example, quarks, and in the second, Plato's Forms.

"Is this then an induction or inductive process?  And it might not be

altogether unreasonable to ask whether or not such a mystical event takes us back to solipsism on a philosophical plane."

I would think that it gives a glimpse of 'the Real'; the object for its own sake, un-impinged by subjectivity.  

"Can you tell me whether or not his argument escapes the solipsistic

conundrum?  Or does he simply accept this and move onward from there?"

I don't think it moves in either direction. Kant was highlighting a problem in language (in relation to St. Anselm's Ontological Arguement), i.e. the statement 'God Exists' is meaningless, as the reverse 'God does not exist' entails a paradox (if 'exists' is a predicate, like black, small, six, then how can something which does not exist be lacking in a predicate). 

"But it seems to me that if the Deist is asserting that God formed the universe out of HIMSELF and then DETACHED FROM IT as a disaffected LIMB, we are really back to Theism and not describing Deism at all."

Apologies; what I had in mind here was the idea of a transcendant God, non-interventionalist nor immanent (i.e. not deism). I fail to recall the term.
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Neil.

