A Challenge, Not a Crusade 

By JOHN L. ALLEN Jr.

SEEN in context, Pope Benedict XVI's citation last week of a 14th-century Byzantine emperor who claimed that the Prophet Muhammad brought "things only evil and inhuman" to the world was not intended as an anti-Islamic broadside. The pope's real target in his lecture at the University of Regensburg, in Germany, was not Islam but the West, especially its tendency to separate reason and faith. He also denounced religious violence, hardly a crusader's sentiment. 

Etc.
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World peace? What is world peace? for some it would be a totalitarian regime where violence is centralized under state control.  This would have to be a world state.  So long as the human mind is creative and cruel such regimes would a) overexercise it's power and b) individuals would rebel.  If this is world peace then Japan would be an ideal model for a world government, but there would be no more inventions only innovations by drones who have submitted their ego to the collective egregore of the 'public good'.  

 

But perhaps world peace is a world of plurality and conflict, of people who are generally awake and fullfill their wills.  Such a society may be similar to the world today, but with less imbalance, fist fights debates, occasional mutanies, but a certain level of sobriety that inhibits conflicts to be taken to an extreme.  

 

Toleration is a bad word here, I think understanding would be better, since there will will always be things that are intolerable even to those naive and tolerant humanists.  I think one of the next steps in evolution is an increased capacity for people to agree to disagree.  Balanced conflict "As brothers fight ye..." (Al)  

 

But to use the phrase 'world peace' so indiscrimminately is a way of hypnotizing one's victim while planning his/her demise.  Example if being mugged I act peaceful while finding away to gouge out the assailants eyes or throat and ensure escape.(if it is my will to live)

 

Here if feel this religious tolerance rhetoric is a slight of hand, a psychological distraction, a last dying grasp from a dying assailant who is simply invoking the values of the dominant culture secularity.  The holy books of all three cursed religions preach the opposite of tolerance.  
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Ryan

Hi Ryan,
93
Yes, World Peace is an illusion; a false ideal.  It's practical impossibility makes even the desire irrational; the product of a superstitious mind.  Interestingly enough, these dead religions also induce their adherents to suppress their subconsious minds and the 'evil' that lurks within.  Is it any wonder that the adherents of these religions are capable of the most inhumane dysfunctionalism?
If thy left hand offends thee, teach it a better way; but don't cut it off!
These altruistic religions are so obvious in their hypocrisy that only a superstitious mind could tolerate the rhetoric.  They preach 'sacrifice' as they take your money; and lots of it.  Their leaders are not in the least bit altruistic, though they be second-handers.  They're on the take!  And their motto:  It is better to receive than to give.
I say step outside of receiving and giving; try being a creator.
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Hi Ryan,
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I really liked your interpretation of AL:III.59 as well.  Yes, the issue of contending forces is ever present on this plane of existence.  And though we must fight and war (the nature of evolution), we can always keep in mind that our enemy is also our brother.  This was once, the honor of the soldier.  But that was in a time when combat was only hand-to-hand.  With our modern technology, we've become alienated from war.  And in that ancient time, only the ruling class went to war (Knights), so they planned their battles a bit more carefully.  Now the underclass is really the main body of warriors (it's that or jail and the hood).  We've lost (at least for now) the nobility of war.
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He apologized. Some challenge! - Coward.
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In a message dated 9/19/06 1:13:54 PM, provelli1@nycap.rr.com writes:




Es, the issue of contending forces is ever present on this plane of existence.   And though we must fight and war (the nature of evolution), we can always keep in mind that our enemy is also our brother. 


Bear in mind that there is an equal amount of de evolution that opposes evolution
In nature de evolution rarely survives, however in man...and theories and such these die a slow and painful death only overcome after long struggles
Regards,
johnmoon3717@aol.com
But then again...Nazis were always cowards.
:-)
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Hi JohnMoon,
93
Yes, an excellent point.
Here is yet another example of both sides of the coin at work.
Every action is met with its equal and opposite reaction.
This is the nature of 'contending forces.'
When we survive this struggle, there will be a new and equally as dangerous struggle behind that.
No pain, no gain.
The pretense for some sort of utopian peace is pure ignorance.
A first year philosophy student learns about the impossibility of utopias.
Despite this rationalism; our clerics indoctrinate us to yearn for the impossible.
Are they romanticists?
No!  But they know that John Q. Public is a moron.
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Well we have ideals, which keep us motivated and inspired, pique our consciousness (break the monotony) and give us incentive.

Utopias could be seen as a sort of ideal fantasy, but the dangerous kind. So much for the infamous Christmas wish of 'world peace.'
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Cammy

Hi PJ,
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I enjoyed your comments as well.

 

When studying the Holocuast, I learned that war/genocide technology distances ourselves from the target allowing the operator a type of psychological dissociation from the victim.  Psycologically the person is no longer conscious of killing a human being, they are just hitting targets, or 'cleaning up a problem'.  This creates a real problem since the operators of war are less inclined to think about the consequences of the actions and of the justification of the 'war' in question.  

 

It seems that the collective psyche is way behind compared to technological developement.  Thus imbalances are immanent, as seen in the past century.  
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Ryan

Hi Ryan,
93
Yes, this is what the philosophers call alienation in a technological society.
We are detached from the ends of our efforts; there is no intimate connection.
The result is an inhumanity that manifests as much in war as it does in such things as 'reality tv'.  Virtual dating and virtual sex, chatrooms where we serve virtual coffee, humiliation campaigns, such as my 'censure', et al; these things are all the results of this alienation.  TV is still the worst in my view; commercials that program us for false gender identification and false gender validations.  And it's not just in terms of gender, but in terms of 'race', political orientation, nationality, et al.
But the internet has created an entire class of false intellectuals and even a virtual language.  You may recall the Orwell essay on the English language.  It's now on the editorial page of the AMHR website.  And there's no debate on the issues any more; just screaming heads and slander.  We've lowered our standards on all areas of life; we've lost our privacy and all but removed healthy psychological boundaries as well.
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Hi PJ
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Right now I'm reading Jean Francoise' "Discourse on Knowledge"  which basically starts with a working hypothesis describing society as an imformation machine, without the trained minds of traditional education.  No one needs to really understand and contemplate things, information is now a commodity that is grasped superficially.  Reality t.v. shows seem to be the epitome of this challenge.
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Ryan

Hi Ryan,
93
And of course, with these shows, we're dealing with the most prurient of curiosities.  People equate the acquisition of knowledge with the discovery of how much money someone needs to do something ugly, disgusting or dangerous.  We've got the modern version of the ancient Roman forum.  And like the Romans, people are no longer interested in reading.
The training of the mind is all but completely passe.  And the talking heads that give us political and social analysis do so only under the condition that there analysis panders to the prejudices of the audience; ratings are now the key to the truth.  The more I think about things from this end, the more I realize that Ayn Rand failed to take certain things into consideration in her philosophy.  She assumed an educated audience and businesman themselves who are both educated and ethical.
It's this failure that provides the argument for statism; hence giving us the inevitability of a world-wide fascist state.  Per the goals of the GCL, those enlightened amongst us really need to form quiet (not separatist; as that leads to cultic) community.
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Studies in occultism show that it has a sort of language of its own...certain meanings to words that only initiates can understand. The word itself has the word "cult" within it and one of the things we discussed recently (re: Samael Aun Weor's Gnostic cult) was that a cult has its own language. The difference being that a dangerous cultic wants you to be a member in order to 'understand,' not wanting to explain the meanings in layman's terms, though in layman's terms there is something lost in the blander description of experience simply by putting pen to paper. A cult is really a subculture; unfortunately, it (along with occultism) will always have a negative connotation.
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Cammy

Hi Cammy,
93
It's not that Occultism has a language of its own so much that many of the technical terms that the serious student encounters is outside the list of 'normal' terms in common usage amongst those who are not Occultists.  This is really no different than say, the terms a doctor might use in his or her medical practice.
A 'cult' uses what may be even everyday terms, but with different meanings than those in common usage.  For example, last Friday evening, the SAW lecturer kept talking about losing the ego.  There was a Freudian psychologist in the audience who challenged her with a question and she stated that the term ego was not being used in the commonly accepted definition but had a specific meaning used by SAW and his 'cult' that she still declined to clarify.
Of course, the Freudian psychologist was an intelligent woman and saw through the evasion, which in itself wasn't so clever.  And I now know that that woman won't be showing up for any more lectures; especially after the talk I had with her after the lecture.
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Hi PJ

93

The best response we can have against the terrorism of the status quo and modern metanarratives is a celebration of critical differences, as opposed to the anything goes culture of the sleeping masses.  Art, writing et al, provides the means to challenge norms in a continuous effort to maintain balance and stir the sleepers.  the only thing is that such thinkers and artists are ignored at best, if not penalized i.e. kicked out of the language game.  But critique must be done. 

 

The real danger is over articulation of universals, since this creates a framework of knee jerk thinking.  society is given a framework to take for granted.  Ambiguity and limitless implication as found in some art can help get around this problem of turning finite ideas into absolute universals.   
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Ryan

Hi Ryan,
93
Yes, the intelligentsia must gather together and hold their own forums in an enlightened community setting.  We'll be ignored or chastised; we'll be condemned or admired; it's no matter.  We must live for our own sake; to be persecuted would just be a proof of our liberty in a world ruled by the slave mindset.  To capitulate in order to preserve ourselves would be to make us even worse than the mob.
As per ancient scriptures: He who would save his life will lose it.
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