Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote:

 > But traditionally, Brahma represents the Macrocosm, which is itself a 
field of Atmans. 
 > The Atman is finite in nature and therefore, 'specific.'

I should clarify that I'm using these terms borrowed from Hinduism as 
handy ways to get at things I've observed from my own gnostic research, 
rather than as specific theological references. In Hinduism, as in 
Christianity, there are a plethora of doctrines and beliefs, none of 
which I mean to make specific reference to. (Nevertheless I appreciate 
the comparative study of all such doctrines and beliefs, and I've found 
valuable insights in even the most apparently unlikely of them.) In 
using the borrowed term "Atman" I am making reference to an experience 
of the underlying core or essence of the phenomenon of consciousness as 
it occurs in the context of manifested spatiotemporal being - an 
experience I believe all sentient beings have potential access to, 
although modern humans have strong inhibitions against it (these 
inhibitions are aptly referred to by Alan Watts as "the taboo against 
knowing who you are"). <http://turl.stuff4world.com/?ZXBNj>
One of the key realizations stemming from this experience is that the 
"Atman" or core-essence of consciousness is in fact *not* finite, but 
infinite; not time-bound, but eternal. That which is finite is not that 
which I'm using the term "Atman" to refer to. The borrowed term 
"Brahman" I am using to refer to this same consciousness, but in an 
unmanifested context; this is what I have referred to as "the gestalt 
consciousness of all being" <http://luminist.org/church/0.htm>. 
Paradoxically as it seems from below the abyss, the Atman is at once 
distributed throughout the universe as the core of every individual 
sentient being, *and* is in actuality the self-same single entity ("in 
the one and the many have I found Thee"). Atman is one actor playing a 
multitude of roles upon the stage of Maya. Every microcosm is in fact 
the whole Macrocosm - as Crowley says in the Commentaries: "Every man 
and every woman is not only a part of God, but the Ultimate God."


 > The Brahma sleeps and creates the field of life that we all dwell in.

Exactly. When you fall asleep and dream, there may be many persons, 
places and things within your dream; when you wake in the morning they 
are all resolved once more into your single whole waking self. Our 
individual personas ("souls" if you will) are dream-images of the 
"sleeping" Whole Self of All Life (which I refer to by the borrowed term 
"Brahman"). At the metaphysical core of every character within your 
dream is the one element that is "real", not woven of the fabric of 
dream-stuff - this is You, the sleeper. Equally, at the metaphysical 
core of every being manifested in material reality is that one element 
which is ultimately "real" ( = Atman). You are still the same self 
waking or sleeping, however many dream-beings you incarnate as (or 
should I say "inoneirate"?).


 > Even at a minimum, as we each have our own coordinates in the
 > Universe, each of our Atmans are at the very least differentiated by 
this. 
 > And therefore there is a finite nature that not only fits into its 
local space,
 > but further differentiates itself by saying "I" to itself and "Not-I" 
to all else. 
 > Where you begin, I end...sotospeak.

This is an effect of the hall of mirrors that is the Abyss. Ultimately 
there is a single "I" being reflected and distorted into many by the 
optical illusions of the time/space dimensions. I am also a you and you 
are also a me - whoever we happen to be at the moment. In effect, we are 
all each other's past and future incarnations. This is the etymological 
revelation of the Tetragrammaton - "I am that I am". But do not take 
"my" word for this; prove me wrong, if you can, in the laboratory of 
gnostic experience, by the alchemy of Initiation.


 > And so again, I reiterate, Brahma is the ONE from which the ALL 
manifest;
 > each individual (Atman) manifestation being itself, omniscient, 
omnipotent and
 > omnipresent or Brahma would not be Brahma.  And yet, paradoxically, each
 > of us as Atman is different from the other.  One could say that in a 
sense, we in
 > our individualized omnipresence are all connected to each other in 
one fabric of
 > Stars...NUIT.

Yes, we are each individual and unique stars in the body of Nuit. But 
consider also that Flame which "burns in the heart of every man and in 
the core of every star" and who says, "I am not extended, and Khabs is 
the name of my house." It would be Foolish indeed to mistake the "house" 
for the One who dwells therein. Nuit commands us: "Be thou Hadit, my 
secret centre, my heart & my tongue!" What does it mean to follow the 
command of Nuit and "be" Hadit? It suggests (to "me", today) to 
recognize that Identity as our own ultimate truest Self.... true for 
you, true for me, true for whoever we happen to wake up as at the moment 
of Realization.


 > A friend and I have been discussing on my spiritual list, the Nyaya and
 > Vaisesika schools of thought.  These are as much mystical as empirical
 > and material in nature.  I've included a copy of the conversation and 
attached it
 > as a file; thought you might enjoy it as it pertains to our 
conversation, as well.

Thanks, that's much appreciated. Feel free as well to share my 
correspondence with others if you should find it appropriate at any point.


Lux et veritas...


-- 
Dale R. Gowin
Hi Dale,
I'd like to clarify a little more on HADIT and NUIT.

From the first chapter of AL:
AL I.52:  "If this be not aright; if ye confound the space-marks, saying: 
They are one; or saying, They are many; if the ritual be not ever unto me: 
then expect the direful judgments of Ra Hoor Khuit!"

Crowley comments on this:
"It is not true to say either that we are separate Stars, or One Star.  Each 
Star is individual, yet each is bound to the others by Law."


From the second chapter of AL:
AL II.2:  "Come!  all ye, and learn the secret that hath not yet been 
revealed.  I, Hadit, am the complement of Nu, my bride.  I am not extended, 
and Khabs is the name of my House."

Crowley comments on this:
"Nuit is Infinite Extension; Hadit Infinite Contraction.  Khabs is the House 
of Hadit, even as Nuit is the house of Khu, and the Khabs is in the Khu 
(I,8).  These theologies reflect mystic experiences of Infinite Contraction 
and Expansion, while philosophically they are the two opposing Infinities 
whose interplay gives Finity."

-and-
"Khabs -- 'a star' -- is an unit of Nuit, and therefore Nuit Herself. This 
doctrine is enormously difficult of apprehension, even after these many 
years of study.
   Hadit is the 'core of every star,' verse 6. He is thus the Impersonal 
Identity within the Individuality of 'every man and every woman.'
   He is 'not extended;' that is, without condition of any sort in the 
metaphysical sense.  Only in the highest trances can the nature of these 
truths be realized.  It is indeed a suprarational experience not dissimilar 
to those characteristic of the "Star-Sponge" Vision previously described 
that can help us here.  The trouble is that the truth itself is unfitted to 
the dualistic reason of "normal" mankind.  Hadit seems to be the principle 
of Motion which is everywhere, yet is not extended in any dimension except 
as it chances to combine with the "Matter" which is Nuit.  There can 
evidently be no manifestation apart from this conjunction.  A "Khabs" or 
Star is apparently any nucleus where this conjunction has taken place.  The 
real philosophical difficulty about this cosmogony is not concerned with any 
particular equation, or even with the Original Equation."
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Hello Paul,

Thanks for having the patience to stick with this discussion
despite the frustrating process of attempting to capture the
ineffable in words.

My comment was:
>> I should clarify that I'm using these terms borrowed from 
>> Hinduism as handy ways to get at things I've observed from 
>> my own gnostic research, rather than as specific 
>> theological references.

Your response was:
> Besides the fact that this is rather confusing, it does make 
> it difficult from me to then understand what you are trying 
> to communicate. When using borrowed terms, you might 
> want to include a glossary of definitions. But even then, 
> there's too much obfuscation in this verbal twisting. 

Sorry about that - obfuscation is exactly what I'm attempting 
to avoid. My use of these terms "Atman" and "Brahman" is not
unique to me; the terms are used in this manner by authors who
are considered reputable authorities. The point I was trying
to make in my clarification-turned-obfuscation quoted above is
simply that there are many different sects which put their own
spin on these terms, and I want to avoid getting side-tracked
into a discussion of theological minutia ("crapulous creeds"
if you will) and focus instead on the underlying mystical or 
gnostic experience these terms are intended to point to. An 
example of the use of these terms in a sense similar to mine 
can be found in the Advaita Vedanta tradition. Hari Prasad 
Shastri writes:

"Atman and Brahman are exactly the same, but by Atman is 
meant that aspect of the universal consciousness that is 
encased in the five sheaths (body, vital force, mind, intellect 
and bliss sheath) and spoken of in relation to those sheaths. 
When the pot understands it is clay, identical with the clay 
universal, then the Atman of the pot is Brahman, and in this 
sense the individual is universal. They are interchangeable 
words: Atman means essence, and the essence of the human 
personality is Brahman. Atman is Brahman. Tat twam asi - 
That thou art, immutable, eternal."
<www.self-knowledge.org/latest/05sum/brahmanAndAtman.htm>

The "Thelemapedia" states:

"It is said that brahman cannot be known, that we cannot be 
made conscious of it, because brahman is our very consciousness. 
Brahman is also not restricted to the usual dimensional 
perspectives of being, and thus enlightenment, moksha, yoga, 
samadhi, nirvana, etc. in the Hindu perspective is not merely 
coming to know brahman, but to realize one's 'brahman-hood', 
to actually realize that one is and always was brahman. Indeed, 
closely related to the Self concept of brahman is the idea that 
it is synonymous with jiva-atma, or individual souls, our atman 
(or soul) being readily identifiable with the greater soul of 
Brahman." <www.thelemapedia.org/index.php/Brahman>


You wrote:

> The Atman still holds the individualised nature, which the 
> Brahma does not. This is an important distinction between 
> these terms and I think, a very confusing mistake to 
> equivocate them....

Here we get into the divergent theological views I alluded 
to above. You are using the terms in a Dvaitist sense and I 
am using them in an Advaitist sense.

"Philosophical schools such as Advaita (monism) see the soul 
within each living entity as being fully identical with 
Brahman - the all-pervading soul of the universe, whereas 
other schools such as Dvaita (dualism) differentiate between 
the individual atma in living beings, and the Supreme atma 
(Paramatma) as being at least partially separate beings. Thus 
atman can be used to describe an individual soul or the 
impersonal 'supreme' depending on the speaker's philosophical 
point of view." 
<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Atman_(Hinduism)>


You wrote:

> We are not dream elements for some Brahma that is the only 
> actual being in the Universe. And we are not a part of his 
> solipsistic dream. For those that accept this, accept the
> atheistic philosophy of nihilism, though usually they pretend to 
> be holier than thou. 

I'm sorry if I came across as "holier than thou" - certainly
that is not my intention. I do believe that the metaphor of 
individual souls seen as dream images can be a valid and
useful technique in the stimulation of revelatory spiritual
experience, but of course no metaphor should be taken as
literal truth; the Tao that can be named is not the universal
Tao. My suggestion is to try such a metaphor on for size with
an open-minded attitude of imaginative receptivity, if it be
your will, and see what value can be obtained thereby. I have
no interest in selling you any doctrine or belief; my purpose
in pursuing this dialog is merely to share insights we have
each gained in pursuit of the Great Work we have sworn to
attain.

I would not describe myself as an atheist or a nihilist in an
exclusive sense, but I do believe that valid truths can be
expressed within these schools of thought, as in all. ("All
words are sacred and all prophets true...") Realization of
the 0 = 2 formula could be described as atheism: 

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. 

I,28-29: None, breathed the light, faint & faery, of the 
stars, and two. For I am divided for love's sake, for the 
chance of union. 

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


You wrote:

> And what does the word "inoneirate" mean?

Gr. "oneiro-" = "dream"; compare to L. "carne-" = "flesh".
To "incarnate" = to enter into or dwell within flesh; thus, 
to "inoneirate" = to enter into or dwell within a dream.

see: http://www.wordinfo.info/words/index/info/view_unit/1476

I agree with your suggestion that Atman = Hadit as a basic 
formula for equilibration of the systems.

"But remember, o chosen one, to be me; to follow the love of 
Nu in the star-lit heaven; to look forth upon men, to tell 
them this glad word."  


Onward & upward,

Dale

Hi Dale,
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Thanks for having the patience to stick with this discussion
despite the frustrating process of attempting to capture the
ineffable in words.

 

lol...There's no patience on my part...I'm really enjoying this conversation.  Such conversations really offer the opportunity to clarify one's thoughts.  I'm usually not interested in making some sort of conversionary impression with the person I'm speaking with in this type of situation.  Rather, I learn from the other perspective as well.
My comment was:
>> I should clarify that I'm using these terms borrowed from 
>> Hinduism as handy ways to get at things I've observed from 
>> my own gnostic research, rather than as specific 
>> theological references.

Your response was:
> Besides the fact that this is rather confusing, it does make 
> it difficult from me to then understand what you are trying 
> to communicate. When using borrowed terms, you might 
> want to include a glossary of definitions. But even then, 
> there's too much obfuscation in this verbal twisting. 

Sorry about that - obfuscation is exactly what I'm attempting 
to avoid. My use of these terms "Atman" and "Brahman" is not
unique to me; the terms are used in this manner by authors who
are considered reputable authorities. The point I was trying
to make in my clarification-turned-obfuscation quoted above is
simply that there are many different sects which put their own
spin on these terms, and I want to avoid getting side-tracked
into a discussion of theological minutia ("crapulous creeds"
if you will) and focus instead on the underlying mystical or 
gnostic experience these terms are intended to point to. 

In part or maybe in whole, we draw our intellection from Gnostic experience; at least such experience directly feeds our intuition.  And from that intuition, a deeper psychic sense then becomes developed that ultimately floods the intellect.  In the A.'.A.'., instruction is given for the full development of the intellect and the expectation is that the Aspirant will merit up to this.
An example of the use of these terms in a sense similar to mine 
can be found in the Advaita Vedanta tradition. Hari Prasad 
Shastri writes:

"Atman and Brahman are exactly the same, but by Atman is 
meant that aspect of the universal consciousness that is 
encased in the five sheaths (body, vital force, mind, intellect 
and bliss sheath) and spoken of in relation to those sheaths. 
When the pot understands it is clay, identical with the clay 
universal, then the Atman of the pot is Brahman, and in this 
sense the individual is universal. They are interchangeable 
words: Atman means essence, and the essence of the human 
personality is Brahman. Atman is Brahman. Tat twam asi - 
That thou art, immutable, eternal."
<www.self-knowledge.org/latest/05sum/brahmanAndAtman.htm>

Let's just look at the logical fallacy in the above quote:  "Atman and Brahma are exactly the same" is the first assertion...then comes "but by Atman is...encased in..." or 'but Atman is different.'  It is just this type of logic that I have found in all sorts of superstitious systems.  And most of the Hinduism floating through Western psychology and mystical societies is as superstitious and lacking in merit as any of the Western religions being poo-pooed by these same groups.
The "Thelemapedia" states:

"It is said that brahman cannot be known, that we cannot be 
made conscious of it, because brahman is our very consciousness. 
Brahman is also not restricted to the usual dimensional 
perspectives of being, and thus enlightenment, moksha, yoga, 
samadhi, nirvana, etc. in the Hindu perspective is not merely 
coming to know brahman, but to realize one's 'brahman-hood', 
to actually realize that one is and always was brahman. Indeed, 
closely related to the Self concept of brahman is the idea that 
it is synonymous with jiva-atma, or individual souls, our atman 
(or soul) being readily identifiable with the greater soul of 
Brahman." <www.thelemapedia.org/index.php/Brahman>

One of the reasons why the mere mention of my name in most Thelemic circles brings on anger and disgust is because I have openly disagreed with the run of sophomoric scholarship that has plagued the Thelemic community... not to mention all the other decadent practices that most these people have tried to validate through their purported doctrines (veiling their vices in virtuous words).  So Thelemapedia holds absolutely no authoritative merit in my view.  And the idea of reducing Thelema to some parallel with some fanciful form of Hinduism makes no sense to me.  That's not to say that there isn't something vital and very important contained in Hindu science; there is.  But certainly, I would disagree with the above and bemoan the fact that the grossly misinformed and under-read membership of the Califate's Scarlet Woman Lodge have been able to hold up the load of mis-information on this website.  But then the Califate has been in the business of redefining Thelema to suit its prurient interests, almost since its inception.

You wrote:

> The Atman still holds the individualised nature, which the 
> Brahma does not. This is an important distinction between 
> these terms and I think, a very confusing mistake to 
> equivocate them....

Here we get into the divergent theological views I alluded 
to above. You are using the terms in a Dvaitist sense and I 
am using them in an Advaitist sense.

I do not see this in quite the same way as your evaluation has concluded.  Rather than the Advaitist view (of the Spiritual Cycle in human thought) and other than the Dvaitist (of the Material Cycle), I see Thelema as being part of the Integral Cycle that concludes both the above and the below are equally divine.  The below of course, contains an obvious dualism; whereas the above, a monism; but that then moves to NOT.  Hence, the formula 2=0.
"Philosophical schools such as Advaita (monism) see the soul 
within each living entity as being fully identical with 
Brahman - the all-pervading soul of the universe, whereas 
other schools such as Dvaita (dualism) differentiate between 
the individual atma in living beings, and the Supreme atma 
(Paramatma) as being at least partially separate beings. Thus 
atman can be used to describe an individual soul or the 
impersonal 'supreme' depending on the speaker's philosophical 
point of view." 
<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Atman_(Hinduism)>

Again, to restate this Integral ideology, I'll present the quote from a previous message:
From the first chapter of AL:
AL I.52:  "If this be not aright; if ye confound the space-marks, saying: 
They are one; or saying, They are many; if the ritual be not ever unto me: 
then expect the direful judgments of Ra Hoor Khuit!"

Crowley comments on this:
"It is not true to say either that we are separate Stars, or One Star.  Each 
Star is individual, yet each is bound to the others by Law."
You wrote:

> We are not dream elements for some Brahma that is the only 
> actual being in the Universe. And we are not a part of his 
> solipsistic dream. For those that accept this, accept the
> atheistic philosophy of nihilism, though usually they pretend to 
> be holier than thou. 

I'm sorry if I came across as "holier than thou" - certainly
that is not my intention. 

Actually, I wasn't thinking of you when I wrote this...but the many gurus (swamis, lamas, et al) that frequent the Buddhist and Hindu temples throughout the U.S. and who are really smart businessmen (and misogynist pigs).  The most godless amongst them being the power-hungry Dalai Lama.
I do believe that the metaphor of 
individual souls seen as dream images can be a valid and
useful technique in the stimulation of revelatory spiritual
experience, but of course no metaphor should be taken as
literal truth; the Tao that can be named is not the universal
Tao. 

This is precisely my problem with such lies...while they may serve in some technical aspect as you suggest, ultimately they promote ignorance.  Occult Science uses a deductive logic that is far more sound than the use of misinterpreted and misapplied metaphors (no matter how pure their intent at the outset, they must degrade).  You might enjoy the way Occult Science is applied doctrinally, as discussed in my many comments on HPB's Isis Unveiled & her Secret Doctrine as found at: http://www.amhr.org/TheoDiscussion.html.
My suggestion is to try such a metaphor on for size with
an open-minded attitude of imaginative receptivity, if it be
your will, and see what value can be obtained thereby. I have
no interest in selling you any doctrine or belief; my purpose
in pursuing this dialog is merely to share insights we have
each gained in pursuit of the Great Work we have sworn to
attain.

Ultimately, there really is no 'absolute' truth.  As Plato asserts, the best we can hope for is 'Correct Opinion.'  However, such a metaphor as you suggest is clearly an 'incorect opinion', though I won't deny that it may have some technical virtue per your Gnostic exercises.  I would then say, that you could perhaps have yet, found a better metaphor.  And then I wonder that any success you have gained; that that probably would have been well augmented.
I would not describe myself as an atheist or a nihilist in an
exclusive sense, but I do believe that valid truths can be
expressed within these schools of thought, as in all. ("All
words are sacred and all prophets true...") 

Ultimately the negation of any objective value of the material universe negates even its origins; the Buddhists who put forth just such a viewpoint are often at great pains in their literature to write apologies that attempt to prove they are not nihilists and such apologies are often as logicallly fallacious as the statement I analyzed atop this message.
And this idea that because AL said "all prophets true" and "save that they understand a little" gets interpreted by most (and here also) as 'anything and everything they say is true' is also logically fallacious.  This line gets used to validate ultimately complete solipsistic viewpoints until words themselves lose their meanings.
Realization of
the 0 = 2 formula could be described as atheism: 

I have seen quite a few turn this formula around as you have here...it's not 0=2, but 2=0 and there's an important distinction in the polaric nature of the Universe.  1 + (-1) = 0 is the full expression of this formula.  You might enjoy reading the commentary to this and then re-examine the verses you've posted below (in your original post to me).  A commentary that includes all of Crowley's and even Motta's commentaries can be found at: http://www.astronargon.us/Liber%20AL%20Commented.doc.
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/Brahman and Atman/


by Hari Prasad Shastri

In the Upanishads and the writings of the great and holy Bhagavan 
Shankaracharya, there are two words used that often bring confusion to 
Western minds. These two words are ‘Brahman’ and ‘Atman’. A short time 
ago, a professor of the University of Milan contributed an article 
showing the difference of meaning between the two words, but in fact it 
is not so: they mean one and the same thing. And now I will endeavour to 
make clear the meaning of the word ‘Brahman’, and then it will be very 
easy to know the meaning of ‘Atman’. Let us be all attention so that we 
may understand the meaning once and for all.

Etymologically the word ‘Brahman’ comes from the root ‘bhri’ meaning 
great or majestic. Perhaps long, long ago, when the holy Rishis were in 
their Brahmacharyahood (discipleship), they looked around and they saw 
the sun, the moon and the stars; they saw the seasons changing, the sun 
eclipsed, the moon waxing and waning, and they saw that there was a 
principle underlying all this change, and when they understood the 
universal immortal principle on which these changes take place they 
expressed it by the word ‘Brahman’ — great or majestic. That is Brahman.

Now Atman. The human consciousness, when it acquires its perfection in 
identity with that immortal principle (Brahman) is called ‘Atman’. The 
individual consciousness, when it is known to be identical with that 
principle in its individual capacity, is spoken of to others as Atman. 
Atman is local, Brahman universal. We can call the sun as it is known to 
the whole world, Brahman, and we can call the sun as it is known from 
England, Atman. Atman relates to the individual, Brahman to the 
universal. When the universal is spoken of in relation to the 
individual, (i.e. when the individual is known to be universal), it is 
known as Brahman.

Often people are confused, but it is quite clear. When I speak of clay 
in general, it can be called clay absolute; but when I refer to an 
individual pot of clay as ‘my pot of clay’, then there is the universal 
clay and there is my pot of clay which represents Atman: the clay 
universal is Brahman.

Atman and Brahman are exactly the same, but by Atman is meant that 
aspect of the universal consciousness that is encased in the five 
sheaths (body, vital force, mind, intellect and bliss sheath) and spoken 
of in relation to those sheaths. When the pot understands it is clay, 
identical with the clay universal, then the Atman of the pot is Brahman, 
and in this sense the individual is universal. They are interchangeable 
words: Atman means essence, and the essence of the human personality is 
Brahman. Atman is Brahman. Tat twam asi — That thou art, immutable, eternal.

Once more let us dwell on the meaning of these two words, Brahman and 
Atman, and every one of these statements is taken from some great 
classic — they are not my words. Do not worry if you do not understand 
the whole of the exposition. When a doctor prescribes for a patient, the 
patient understands only a little of the prescription, little beyond 
whether it is liquid or solid; perhaps it may seem to contain 
peppermint, but he does not understand the whole of it. But if he takes 
it he may be cured. The same with the holy teachings: these 
psychological bullets go to undermine the fortress of spiritual 
ignorance, of duality and suffering, therefore do not worry if you do 
not understand the whole — expose yourself to these bullets:

First statement: ‘Brahman is the existence (not existent) on which the 
appearance of the cosmos takes place’. The appearance and disappearance 
are both objects, and have no independent existence: they are unreal. If 
there were no principle on which the appearance and disappearance of the 
cosmos takes place, the appearance disappears and the disappearance 
disappears. Therefore the reality can only be that principle on which 
the appearance and disappearance takes place, and that is Brahman. How 
can the appearance and disappearance of the cosmos take place? The 
cosmos disappears, individually, when we go to sleep, and in the 
universal way when we have known God. At the end of a kalpa (world- 
period), when all the cosmos becomes akasha (ether) and is finally 
absorbed, then Brahman is left. The individual aspect? The pot of clay 
says that the universal clay is behind it, or ‘my essence’ is behind all 
the pots that are. That is the same as saying, ‘My Atman is in all’.

‘The world has design, and it cannot come out of blind force’. Look at 
these flowers. Can they have come out of blind force, although Kant 
tried to prove they did? If twenty chimpanzees sat down at twenty typing 
machines for twenty thousand years, would they be able to produce one 
sonnet of Shakespeare? No, there is no reason behind them. The universe 
cannot come from blind force, although there are scientists who say that 
everything, even the mind of man, comes out of blind force. Let us leave 
them. Shri Shankaracharya says: ‘Behind empirical order is a rational 
power or conscious principle’. Look at these leaves. In each and every 
one are millions of cells, and no-one in the world could create one of 
them. There is a rational cause behind the universe, although people 
known as materialists and atheists have prejudices against this, and 
Shri Shankaracharya says: ‘That rational cause is Brahman’.

‘He is the cause of the Scriptures’. When we turn to the holy Vedas, we 
find such profundity of thought, the whole of logic, Mimamsa, Vedanta, 
poetry and so forth. These are encyclopaedias, and only from the 
Omniscient could they have come forth, and that Omniscient One is 
Brahman. From those fishermen like Luke whom He inspired, all the ethics 
and philosophy have come which people study to obtain degrees, all come 
from the Scriptures. Therefore it is said: ‘The Scriptures are Brahman’.

These three main statements are made by Shri Shankaracharya in his 
Vedanta Sutra commentary.

Here now are some subsidiary statements: ‘Brahman cannot be said to be 
this’. Brahman is not objective. Brahman is infinity, and you cannot 
say: ‘This is it’. ‘Self-consciousness is the final evidence’, this is 
similar to the dictum of St Anselm of Canterbury. ‘I am’ is the final 
evidence, and it is that ‘am-ness’ and ‘I-ness’ which expresses Brahman. 
No-one can deny ‘I am’, but as the holy Acharya says, ‘These arguments 
are useless for the ignorant’.

‘He is absolute and cannot be defined by attributes.’ An objector says: 
When you say ‘He is omnipotent’, you attribute personality, and then the 
absoluteness of Brahman is gone. This is a serious point, worthy of 
study. If you say, ‘He is absolute’, you say nothing to limit Him. When 
it is said: ‘He (Brahman the Absolute) is omnipotent, all- pervasive and 
omniscient’, then you attribute personality to Him. Omniscience implies 
time and space, which does not apply to Brahman. Space prevents us from 
knowing an object: I have no knowledge of Everest from here — what 
prevents it? Space. Time also prevents us from knowing: I cannot see the 
march of Alexander from India — time prevents it. Therefore our 
knowledge of objects is negated by two factors, space and time, that is 
Maya. But time and space that limit our knowledge do not apply to 
Brahman, He is the Lord of time and space and is therefore limitless. It 
is in this sense that the holy Acharya calls Brahman omniscient.

There are two theological approaches to the understanding of Brahman. 
First, He is absolute and we cannot say a word about Him. Second, we can 
make some rough approach to definition. This is the way we adopt when we 
say ‘He is omniscience’, not omniscient but omniscience itself. We make 
some approach in this way. By omniscience is meant that Maya cannot 
obscure his vision. What limits us and makes us weak? Ignorance is the 
limiting adjunct, and the term ‘Maya’ means the totality of all 
limitations and conditions; and as He is above Maya it is said, ‘He is 
omniscience’, that is, above time and space — and these characteristics 
are very well applied to Him.

‘Brahman is not subject to the conscious process’, that is, He is above 
inference, deduction, observation, experiment and so forth. The holy 
Acharya puts it all in one word, sarvajna (all-knowing). Personality 
limits Him, it only expresses a little thing, and so impersonality is 
retained in the conception. Vidyaranya says: ‘Omniscience exists in the 
capacity to express everything’. Brahman expresses Himself as cosmos, 
and hence Vidyaranya in this sense says, ‘He is omniscience which is 
like a lamp that expresses everything that is near it’. So Consciousness 
Universal expresses everything in the universe.

Omniscience is of two kinds: one, omniscience that is natural, inherent 
in an object; that is, it requires no proof. In this sense it is said, 
‘Brahman is omniscient by his innate (natural) capacity’. Two, relative 
omniscience, which makes use of the conscious process — thought, 
reasoning, deduction, experiment, analysis, authority and so forth. 
Brahman does not obtain knowledge in this way, he has no need of the 
conscious process. Therefore it is said, ‘He is sarvajna, all-knowing’.

Now another, lower plane of thought. ‘Brahman is associated with Maya, 
underlying the finite modes of experience’. The term ‘mode’ is borrowed 
from the philosophy of Spinoza, who defines it as ‘transitory phenomena 
which appear in the nature of existence, which is not changed by them’. 
All the universe is existence, and this existence has millions of modes, 
but it is not changed by them. This bell is made of brass. It has its 
origin in brass, and by becoming this it has not changed the nature of 
brass. Brahman underlies these millions of modes and is beyond the mind, 
thought and speech. He who works through the mind is Brahman. He who 
underlies the created universe is Brahman.

‘Tat twam asi’ (That thou art) refers to Brahman. It often seems that 
these statements contradict each other, but no: they are meant to suit 
the different mental capacities of the pupils. You have to speak in 
their own language, and in this way it is seen that these statements are 
not contradictory, but different approaches. So it is said: ‘Brahman is 
all- pervasive, the root of all, the substratum of all’. Sometimes it 
seems that only the personal aspect is meant, in reference to his shakti 
or power, but this is due to different theological attitudes of mind. It 
is the object of the Rishis to bring the highest truth; then the 
personal aspect is defined. But when the mind of the pupil is broken 
down, he is told only, ‘Tat twam asi’, That thou art.

He is the principle underlying the cosmos, underlying the existence of 
the whole universe. That is Brahman, and He is infinitely more than the 
totality of the consciousness of all living beings. In the same way as 
water underlies all waves, spray, drops, vapour and so forth, and as in 
whatever is sweet the sweetness is due to the sugar in it, so He is the 
consciousness of all living beings and far transcends them all.

Vedanta is called the ‘transcendental philosophy’, that is, you cannot 
set a limit anywhere, but go on to infinity. Friends, I have been 
talking of Brahman. Brahman is you, it is your description, Tat twam 
asi, this you are. You are not the little body, you are above all 
causation, immutable, immortal, your Atman is Brahman, this and nothing 
else.


-- 
Dale R. Gowin

Hi Dale,
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Thanks for this; I thought I'd comment...

> /Brahman and Atman/
>
>
> by Hari Prasad Shastri
>
> In the Upanishads and the writings of the great and holy Bhagavan 
> Shankaracharya, there are two words used that often bring confusion to 
> Western minds. These two words are ‘Brahman’ and ‘Atman’. A short time 
> ago, a professor of the University of Milan contributed an article showing 
> the difference of meaning between the two words, but in fact it is not so: 
> they mean one and the same thing. And now I will endeavour to make clear 
> the meaning of the word ‘Brahman’, and then it will be very easy to know 
> the meaning of ‘Atman’. Let us be all attention so that we may understand 
> the meaning once and for all.

Considering the post from Ryan that I sent to you this morning...I'd say Mr. 
Shastri is starting an argument that is more than likely to be an 
oversimplification.  Why even use two words to mean the same thing?  That, I 
would say point to a possible logical flaw.

> Etymologically the word ‘Brahman’ comes from the root ‘bhri’ meaning great 
> or majestic. Perhaps long, long ago, when the holy Rishis were in their 
> Brahmacharyahood (discipleship), they looked around and they saw the sun, 
> the moon and the stars; they saw the seasons changing, the sun eclipsed, 
> the moon waxing and waning, and they saw that there was a principle 
> underlying all this change, and when they understood the universal 
> immortal principle on which these changes take place they expressed it by 
> the word ‘Brahman’ — great or majestic. That is Brahman.

Indeed, here, Mr. Shastri is already speculating...and it seems he's going 
to use this speculation to support his argument.  That's a very weak 
foundation.

> Now Atman. The human consciousness, when it acquires its perfection in 
> identity with that immortal principle (Brahman) is called ‘Atman’. The 
> individual consciousness, when it is known to be identical with that 
> principle in its individual capacity, is spoken of to others as Atman. 
> Atman is local, Brahman universal. We can call the sun as it is known to 
> the whole world, Brahman, and we can call the sun as it is known from 
> England, Atman. Atman relates to the individual, Brahman to the universal. 
> When the universal is spoken of in relation to the individual, (i.e. when 
> the individual is known to be universal), it is known as Brahman.

Why would Atman then differentiate itself in the first place?  The usual 
argument is that it does so to simply play a game in that it forgets to go 
through the effort to remember.  This removes all meaning and sanctity from 
life and sets up the nihilistic notion that life is nothing but a game. 
Indeed, our correspondence, if we were to take this as the truth, is simply 
ridiculous; we should just forget studying and play some monopoly.   As a 
matter of fact, the one's who play this game the best are the least 
spiritual amongst us.

> Often people are confused, but it is quite clear. When I speak of clay in 
> general, it can be called clay absolute; but when I refer to an individual 
> pot of clay as ‘my pot of clay’, then there is the universal clay and 
> there is my pot of clay which represents Atman: the clay universal is 
> Brahman.

This is as weak an argument as anyone might want to present in this matter. 
Because individual consciousness has some of the same qualities as universal 
consciousness, they must be one in the same?  Or that even individual 
consciousness emanates from and is derived from universal 
consciousness...there's then been no alteration?  I would rather say, that 
once individual consciousness is manifested, it also becomes universal...we 
are all gods; omniscient, omnipotent and omnipresent...or...every atom of 
consciousness from the infinite being is itselft infinite.

> Atman and Brahman are exactly the same, but by Atman is meant that aspect 
> of the universal consciousness that is encased in the five sheaths (body, 
> vital force, mind, intellect and bliss sheath) and spoken of in relation 
> to those sheaths. When the pot understands it is clay, identical with the 
> clay universal, then the Atman of the pot is Brahman, and in this sense 
> the individual is universal. They are interchangeable words: Atman means 
> essence, and the essence of the human personality is Brahman. Atman is 
> Brahman. Tat twam asi — That thou art, immutable, eternal.

First he says, they are exactly the same...then he follows with 'but'.  Then 
they are not exactly the same.

> Once more let us dwell on the meaning of these two words, Brahman and 
> Atman, and every one of these statements is taken from some great 
> classic — they are not my words. Do not worry if you do not understand the 
> whole of the exposition. When a doctor prescribes for a patient, the 
> patient understands only a little of the prescription, little beyond 
> whether it is liquid or solid; perhaps it may seem to contain peppermint, 
> but he does not understand the whole of it. But if he takes it he may be 
> cured. The same with the holy teachings: these psychological bullets go to 
> undermine the fortress of spiritual ignorance, of duality and suffering, 
> therefore do not worry if you do not understand the whole — expose 
> yourself to these bullets:

If he's taking these all from some books (Ryan did a better job with such 
supporting argumentation), then why didn't he start with this and avoid the 
speculation that he originally used to support this?  And then, why is he so 
presumptuous to say that we can't understand the nature of these books (like 
we couldn't understand the nature of a medical prescription)?  And why 
doesn't he list these books?

> First statement: ‘Brahman is the existence (not existent) on which the 
> appearance of the cosmos takes place’. The appearance and disappearance 
> are both objects, and have no independent existence: they are unreal. If 
> there were no principle on which the appearance and disappearance of the 
> cosmos takes place, the appearance disappears and the disappearance 
> disappears. Therefore the reality can only be that principle on which the 
> appearance and disappearance takes place, and that is Brahman. How can the 
> appearance and disappearance of the cosmos take place? The cosmos 
> disappears, individually, when we go to sleep, and in the universal way 
> when we have known God. At the end of a kalpa (world- period), when all 
> the cosmos becomes akasha (ether) and is finally absorbed, then Brahman is 
> left. The individual aspect? The pot of clay says that the universal clay 
> is behind it, or ‘my essence’ is behind all the pots that are. That is the 
> same as saying, ‘My Atman is in all’.

Why shouldn't we consider the Universe as pure consciousness and not 
differentiate itself from Brahma?  Indeed, if it is the 'dream' of Brahma, 
then it is his consciousness.

> ‘The world has design, and it cannot come out of blind force’. Look at 
> these flowers. Can they have come out of blind force, although Kant tried 
> to prove they did? If twenty chimpanzees sat down at twenty typing 
> machines for twenty thousand years, would they be able to produce one 
> sonnet of Shakespeare? No, there is no reason behind them. The universe 
> cannot come from blind force, although there are scientists who say that 
> everything, even the mind of man, comes out of blind force. Let us leave 
> them. Shri Shankaracharya says: ‘Behind empirical order is a rational 
> power or conscious principle’. Look at these leaves. In each and every one 
> are millions of cells, and no-one in the world could create one of them. 
> There is a rational cause behind the universe, although people known as 
> materialists and atheists have prejudices against this, and Shri 
> Shankaracharya says: ‘That rational cause is Brahman’.

But this author is saying the Universe is a blind force; ignorance of 
Brahma...the subtle confusion he creates comes from within him.  He simply 
pretends to certainty as he positions himself to be a guru; one of the many 
problems of gurus, who usually end up as egomaniacs as they set up their 
ashrams and get complete power over their devotees; to the point that it is 
the guru who declares when the devotee reaches enlightenment (usually 
never).  Remember, power corrupts and absoute power corrupts absolutely.

> ‘He is the cause of the Scriptures’. When we turn to the holy Vedas, we 
> find such profundity of thought, the whole of logic, Mimamsa, Vedanta, 
> poetry and so forth. These are encyclopaedias, and only from the 
> Omniscient could they have come forth, and that Omniscient One is Brahman. 
> From those fishermen like Luke whom He inspired, all the ethics and 
> philosophy have come which people study to obtain degrees, all come from 
> the Scriptures. Therefore it is said: ‘The Scriptures are Brahman’.

It may be fine to state these as praeternatural communications; not unlike 
the claim of Thelemites in regards to Liber AL.  But I think Ryan presents a 
far more accurate and intricate (though brief) understanding of the Vedas as 
written at a variety of levels and for a variety of people with differing 
degrees of spiritual potency.  Again, Mr. Shastri is oversimplifying.

> These three main statements are made by Shri Shankaracharya in his Vedanta 
> Sutra commentary.
>
> Here now are some subsidiary statements: ‘Brahman cannot be said to be 
> this’. Brahman is not objective. Brahman is infinity, and you cannot say: 
> ‘This is it’. ‘Self-consciousness is the final evidence’, this is similar 
> to the dictum of St Anselm of Canterbury. ‘I am’ is the final evidence, 
> and it is that ‘am-ness’ and ‘I-ness’ which expresses Brahman. No-one can 
> deny ‘I am’, but as the holy Acharya says, ‘These arguments are useless 
> for the ignorant’.

But I see the Brahma as entirely objective; the entirety of the Universe; 
the complete and whole aggregate consciousness.  And I'm not threatened by 
Archarya's silly claim that should I disagree with him, I am then ignorant. 
Of course, those who present such weak arguments need this force of 
persuasion to support them.

> ‘He is absolute and cannot be defined by attributes.’ An objector says: 
> When you say ‘He is omnipotent’, you attribute personality, and then the 
> absoluteness of Brahman is gone. This is a serious point, worthy of study. 
> If you say, ‘He is absolute’, you say nothing to limit Him. When it is 
> said: ‘He (Brahman the Absolute) is omnipotent, all- pervasive and 
> omniscient’, then you attribute personality to Him. Omniscience implies 
> time and space, which does not apply to Brahman. Space prevents us from 
> knowing an object: I have no knowledge of Everest from here — what 
> prevents it? Space. Time also prevents us from knowing: I cannot see the 
> march of Alexander from India — time prevents it. Therefore our knowledge 
> of objects is negated by two factors, space and time, that is Maya. But 
> time and space that limit our knowledge do not apply to Brahman, He is the 
> Lord of time and space and is therefore limitless. It is in this sense 
> that the holy Acharya calls Brahman omniscient.

And finally he opens up to his truth...nihilism...with this all too common 
interpretation of the Maya.  And he in no way shows how omniscience and 
omnipotence necessarily prescribes personality.  All the supporting 
arguments in the above paragraph are also as weak.

> There are two theological approaches to the understanding of Brahman. 
> First, He is absolute and we cannot say a word about Him. Second, we can 
> make some rough approach to definition. This is the way we adopt when we 
> say ‘He is omniscience’, not omniscient but omniscience itself. We make 
> some approach in this way. By omniscience is meant that Maya cannot 
> obscure his vision. What limits us and makes us weak? Ignorance is the 
> limiting adjunct, and the term ‘Maya’ means the totality of all 
> limitations and conditions; and as He is above Maya it is said, ‘He is 
> omniscience’, that is, above time and space — and these characteristics 
> are very well applied to Him.

And as is usual with this type of argumentation, the denial of our own 
godhood ensues.   And again, I disagree; as I've always maintained (and you 
can even find Jesus saying this in the Gospel of John) we are all gods.  And 
so I say, wake up to your own godhood that you might life your life as a 
full and complete human being.  The mistake we make as human beings is that 
from the complete unconsciousness of birth, at some point (I think after 
adolescence) we stop striving for more consciousness.  And too many elements 
have been introduced into our culture to foster this, and way too much to go 
into here.

> ‘Brahman is not subject to the conscious process’, that is, He is above 
> inference, deduction, observation, experiment and so forth. The holy 
> Acharya puts it all in one word, sarvajna (all-knowing). Personality 
> limits Him, it only expresses a little thing, and so impersonality is 
> retained in the conception. Vidyaranya says: ‘Omniscience exists in the 
> capacity to express everything’. Brahman expresses Himself as cosmos, and 
> hence Vidyaranya in this sense says, ‘He is omniscience which is like a 
> lamp that expresses everything that is near it’. So Consciousness 
> Universal expresses everything in the universe.

And now, he presents a 180; asserting that Brahma is omniscient?

> Omniscience is of two kinds: one, omniscience that is natural, inherent in 
> an object; that is, it requires no proof. In this sense it is said, 
> ‘Brahman is omniscient by his innate (natural) capacity’. Two, relative 
> omniscience, which makes use of the conscious process — thought, 
> reasoning, deduction, experiment, analysis, authority and so forth. 
> Brahman does not obtain knowledge in this way, he has no need of the 
> conscious process. Therefore it is said, ‘He is sarvajna, all-knowing’.

There's more than one kind of omniscience?  Which one is the less?...and 
then, are either really omniscient?

> Now another, lower plane of thought. ‘Brahman is associated with Maya, 
> underlying the finite modes of experience’. The term ‘mode’ is borrowed 
> from the philosophy of Spinoza, who defines it as ‘transitory phenomena 
> which appear in the nature of existence, which is not changed by them’. 
> All the universe is existence, and this existence has millions of modes, 
> but it is not changed by them. This bell is made of brass. It has its 
> origin in brass, and by becoming this it has not changed the nature of 
> brass. Brahman underlies these millions of modes and is beyond the mind, 
> thought and speech. He who works through the mind is Brahman. He who 
> underlies the created universe is Brahman.

The Maya is egoic...the ego sees everything as it is and cannot see the 
continual process of change inherent in the Universe.  The Western axiom: 
Change equals Stability says it all.  We as gods, have but to rectify our 
egos with this truth; a far more difficult process than it seems.

> ‘Tat twam asi’ (That thou art) refers to Brahman.

I prefer what the Gnostic Mass says: "Thou art that and that am I."

>It often seems that these statements contradict each other, but no: they 
>are meant to suit the different mental capacities of the pupils. You have 
>to speak in their own language, and in this way it is seen that these 
>statements are not contradictory, but different approaches.

I might be able to agree with this assertion if each argument was shown to 
which mental capacity it was addressing.  But I suspect not...besides the 
fact that the author mixes this into a jumbled mess, must we accept that 
there's differnet levels of truth for different mental capacities and the 
Universe contradicts itself at these different levels?

>So it is said: ‘Brahman is all- pervasive, the root of all, the substratum 
>of all’. Sometimes it seems that only the personal aspect is meant, in 
>reference to his shakti or power, but this is due to different theological 
>attitudes of mind. It is the object of the Rishis to bring the highest 
>truth; then the personal aspect is defined. But when the mind of the pupil 
>is broken down, he is told only, ‘Tat twam asi’, That thou art.

...as if Brahma was different from the universe?

> He is the principle underlying the cosmos, underlying the existence of the 
> whole universe. That is Brahman, and He is infinitely more than the 
> totality of the consciousness of all living beings. In the same way as 
> water underlies all waves, spray, drops, vapour and so forth, and as in 
> whatever is sweet the sweetness is due to the sugar in it, so He is the 
> consciousness of all living beings and far transcends them all.

...the waves are not water?

> Vedanta is called the ‘transcendental philosophy’, that is, you cannot set 
> a limit anywhere, but go on to infinity. Friends, I have been talking of 
> Brahman. Brahman is you, it is your description, Tat twam asi, this you 
> are. You are not the little body, you are above all causation, immutable, 
> immortal, your Atman is Brahman, this and nothing else.

Finally!...something I like...Thou art that and that am I.
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Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote: 
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/Brahman and Atman/ 


by Hari Prasad Shastri 

In the Upanishads and the writings of the great and holy Bhagavan Shankaracharya, there are two words used that often bring confusion to Western minds. These two words are ‘Brahman’ and ‘Atman’. A short time ago, a professor of the University of Milan contributed an article showing the difference of meaning between the two words, but in fact it is not so: they mean one and the same thing. And now I will endeavour to make clear the meaning of the word ‘Brahman’, and then it will be very easy to know the meaning of ‘Atman’. Let us be all attention so that we may understand the meaning once and for all. 


Considering the post from Ryan that I sent to you this morning...I'd say Mr. Shastri is starting an argument that is more than likely to be an oversimplification.  Why even use two words to mean the same thing?  That, I would say point to a possible logical flaw. 


There is a difference between critical analysis and antagonism. If the purpose of considering the author's words is to gain insight into the meaning he intends to convey, a more useful approach, it seems to me, would be to approach them in an open-minded manner and give him the benefit of the doubt that he has a reason for using this terminology. The use of words to convey meaning is not an exact science, especially in subjects like this; it can only be suggestive, and the cooperative participation of the listener is required if real communication is to occur. The difficulty is compounded when dealing with words imported from different languages and cultures. Also, it is important to consider whether the article is intended for a general audience or for specialists - the former would seem to be the case here.




Etymologically the word ‘Brahman’ comes from the root ‘bhri’ meaning great or majestic. Perhaps long, long ago, when the holy Rishis were in their Brahmacharyahood (discipleship), they looked around and they saw the sun, the moon and the stars; they saw the seasons changing, the sun eclipsed, the moon waxing and waning, and they saw that there was a principle underlying all this change, and when they understood the universal immortal principle on which these changes take place they expressed it by the word ‘Brahman’ — great or majestic. That is Brahman. 


Indeed, here, Mr. Shastri is already speculating...and it seems he's going to use this speculation to support his argument.  That's a very weak foundation. 

Rather than speculation, I would call this illustration by parable or metaphor. The author has an experiential understanding that he is attempting to convey by use of an imaginative story. It would be a mistake to believe, for example, that Aesop's fable of the fox and the grapes actually claimed to be a historical account of a real fox. The proper critical analysis here would be a consideration of the concept suggested by the images - the unchanging principle underlying transitory phenomena.



Now Atman. The human consciousness, when it acquires its perfection in identity with that immortal principle (Brahman) is called ‘Atman’. The individual consciousness, when it is known to be identical with that principle in its individual capacity, is spoken of to others as Atman. Atman is local, Brahman universal. We can call the sun as it is known to the whole world, Brahman, and we can call the sun as it is known from England, Atman. Atman relates to the individual, Brahman to the universal. When the universal is spoken of in relation to the individual, (i.e. when the individual is known to be universal), it is known as Brahman. 


Why would Atman then differentiate itself in the first place?  The usual argument is that it does so to simply play a game in that it forgets to go through the effort to remember.  This removes all meaning and sanctity from life and sets up the nihilistic notion that life is nothing but a game. Indeed, our correspondence, if we were to take this as the truth, is simply ridiculous; we should just forget studying and play some monopoly.   As a matter of fact, the one's who play this game the best are the least spiritual amongst us. 

Why, indeed - cp. AL II,27-33. The metaphors of a game or a stage-play are suggestive ways of approaching the question, but, like all such metaphors, are not to be taken literally unless you wish to take a tour of "the pit called Because". To me, the metaphorical or imaginative approach is the most useful way to approach this question. I have attached a brief prose-poem of mine as an example of this approach ("The Golden Cloud"). For a more left-brain, rational-logical approach to the question, the theory of Involution and Evolution describes the process of the differentiation of individual consciousness (Atman) from universal consciousness (Brahman). Briefly, involution is the descent or condensation of Spirit into Matter, which might also be described as the localized deceleration of the vibration rate of the primal substratum underlying all energy and matter (akasha). The "reason" for involution is described by Sri Aurobindo as "delight" (in /The Life Divine/), or one might say "desire" - the spontaneously arising desire of Life-Essence to experience the infinite variety of expressions that are possible in time and space. This involvement of the infinite/eternal Self in finite/temporal forms might be described as a "game" or as "play" (Sanskrit: lila), but I see nothing "nihilistic" in this idea; the state of undifferentiated consciousness is described as "nothing" or "emptiness" but it may equally be described as "everything" or "fullness" - see <http://www.luminist.org/archives/septem.htm>. To say that spatiotemporal manifestation is a "game" does not imply that it is not also serious; indeed, it is "deadly serious" - since the experience of death is an integral part of the game. I do not agree that it "removes all meaning and sanctity from life" - quite the opposite; it provides a meaningful context for the concept of sacredness: when the process of involution is complete, or when the involvement of Spirit with Matter reaches a state of maximum saturation, a yearning arises within manifested conscious beings for liberation and reunion with the infinite, and the rebound into evolution begins. Sanctity is perceived as the path leading back toward the undifferentiated purity of Brahman. A classical illustration of this cycle is the parable of the Prodigal Son in the Gospels.




Often people are confused, but it is quite clear. When I speak of clay in general, it can be called clay absolute; but when I refer to an individual pot of clay as ‘my pot of clay’, then there is the universal clay and there is my pot of clay which represents Atman: the clay universal is Brahman. 


This is as weak an argument as anyone might want to present in this matter. Because individual consciousness has some of the same qualities as universal consciousness, they must be one in the same?  Or that even individual consciousness emanates from and is derived from universal consciousness...there's then been no alteration?  I would rather say, that once individual consciousness is manifested, it also becomes universal...we are all gods; omniscient, omnipotent and omnipresent...or...every atom of consciousness from the infinite being is itselft infinite. 

Perhaps you are missing his point here; it seems perfectly clear to me. Clay is still clay whether it is in the ground or is shaped and fired into a pot. Consciousness is still consciousness whether it is manifested in particular form or unmanifested in its totality. Also, whether we say the individual becomes universal, or the universal becomes individual, the equation is the same: (A = B) = (B = A).




Atman and Brahman are exactly the same, but by Atman is meant that aspect of the universal consciousness that is encased in the five sheaths (body, vital force, mind, intellect and bliss sheath) and spoken of in relation to those sheaths. When the pot understands it is clay, identical with the clay universal, then the Atman of the pot is Brahman, and in this sense the individual is universal. They are interchangeable words: Atman means essence, and the essence of the human personality is Brahman. Atman is Brahman. Tat twam asi — That thou art, immutable, eternal. 


First he says, they are exactly the same...then he follows with 'but'.  Then they are not exactly the same. 

A paper dollar has exactly the same value as a dollar in coins if you wish to spend either at the store. They are different in form, but exactly the same in essence. 





Once more let us dwell on the meaning of these two words, Brahman and Atman, and every one of these statements is taken from some great classic — they are not my words. Do not worry if you do not understand the whole of the exposition. When a doctor prescribes for a patient, the patient understands only a little of the prescription, little beyond whether it is liquid or solid; perhaps it may seem to contain peppermint, but he does not understand the whole of it. But if he takes it he may be cured. The same with the holy teachings: these psychological bullets go to undermine the fortress of spiritual ignorance, of duality and suffering, therefore do not worry if you do not understand the whole — expose yourself to these bullets: 


If he's taking these all from some books (Ryan did a better job with such supporting argumentation), then why didn't he start with this and avoid the speculation that he originally used to support this?  And then, why is he so presumptuous to say that we can't understand the nature of these books (like we couldn't understand the nature of a medical prescription)?  And why doesn't he list these books? 

Because this essay is intended for a general audience rather than an audience of scholars and specialists.




First statement: ‘Brahman is the existence (not existent) on which the appearance of the cosmos takes place’. The appearance and disappearance are both objects, and have no independent existence: they are unreal. If there were no principle on which the appearance and disappearance of the cosmos takes place, the appearance disappears and the disappearance disappears. Therefore the reality can only be that principle on which the appearance and disappearance takes place, and that is Brahman. How can the appearance and disappearance of the cosmos take place? The cosmos disappears, individually, when we go to sleep, and in the universal way when we have known God. At the end of a kalpa (world- period), when all the cosmos becomes akasha (ether) and is finally absorbed, then Brahman is left. The individual aspect? The pot of clay says that the universal clay is behind it, or ‘my essence’ is behind all the pots that are. That is the same as saying, ‘My Atman is in all’. 


Why shouldn't we consider the Universe as pure consciousness and not differentiate itself from Brahma?  Indeed, if it is the 'dream' of Brahma, then it is his consciousness. 

You are saying the same thing that the author is saying. To simplify into terms congruent with Western philosophy, one might say: consciousness in itself is the sole ultimate reality. "Brahman" and "Atman" are both terms for consciousness in itself, or pure consciousness. The distinction between the two is one of perspective, not of essence.

To further harmonize with Western thought, one might suggest that consciousness is energy vibrating at a faster rate than light, as light is to matter in Einstein's famous equation.




‘The world has design, and it cannot come out of blind force’. Look at these flowers. Can they have come out of blind force, although Kant tried to prove they did? If twenty chimpanzees sat down at twenty typing machines for twenty thousand years, would they be able to produce one sonnet of Shakespeare? No, there is no reason behind them. The universe cannot come from blind force, although there are scientists who say that everything, even the mind of man, comes out of blind force. Let us leave them. Shri Shankaracharya says: ‘Behind empirical order is a rational power or conscious principle’. Look at these leaves. In each and every one are millions of cells, and no-one in the world could create one of them. There is a rational cause behind the universe, although people known as materialists and atheists have prejudices against this, and Shri Shankaracharya says: ‘That rational cause is Brahman’. 


But this author is saying the Universe is a blind force; ignorance of Brahma...the subtle confusion he creates comes from within him.  He simply pretends to certainty as he positions himself to be a guru; one of the many problems of gurus, who usually end up as egomaniacs as they set up their ashrams and get complete power over their devotees; to the point that it is the guru who declares when the devotee reaches enlightenment (usually never).  Remember, power corrupts and absoute power corrupts absolutely. 

Again, I believe you are missing his point - perhaps because it is so simple, and our minds crave complexity. Brahman - the conscious principle - is the fundamental source and cause of all phenomena. 





‘He is the cause of the Scriptures’. When we turn to the holy Vedas, we find such profundity of thought, the whole of logic, Mimamsa, Vedanta, poetry and so forth. These are encyclopaedias, and only from the Omniscient could they have come forth, and that Omniscient One is Brahman. From those fishermen like Luke whom He inspired, all the ethics and philosophy have come which people study to obtain degrees, all come from the Scriptures. Therefore it is said: ‘The Scriptures are Brahman’. 


It may be fine to state these as praeternatural communications; not unlike the claim of Thelemites in regards to Liber AL.  But I think Ryan presents a far more accurate and intricate (though brief) understanding of the Vedas as written at a variety of levels and for a variety of people with differing degrees of spiritual potency.  Again, Mr. Shastri is oversimplifying. 

Agreed. But a primary school text is no less true than a college text if it conveys an accurate sense of the subject to its targeted grade level.





These three main statements are made by Shri Shankaracharya in his Vedanta Sutra commentary. 

Here now are some subsidiary statements: ‘Brahman cannot be said to be this’. Brahman is not objective. Brahman is infinity, and you cannot say: ‘This is it’. ‘Self-consciousness is the final evidence’, this is similar to the dictum of St Anselm of Canterbury. ‘I am’ is the final evidence, and it is that ‘am-ness’ and ‘I-ness’ which expresses Brahman. No-one can deny ‘I am’, but as the holy Acharya says, ‘These arguments are useless for the ignorant’. 


But I see the Brahma as entirely objective; the entirety of the Universe; the complete and whole aggregate consciousness.  And I'm not threatened by Archarya's silly claim that should I disagree with him, I am then ignorant. Of course, those who present such weak arguments need this force of persuasion to support them. 

You seem to contradict yourself here where you say that the universe, or Brahman, is "objective" and also that it is "aggregate consciousness". Anything occurring within consciousness is by definition subjective. An object perceived by a conscious entity becomes a subject of that entity's consciousness. Within consciousness itself there are only subjects; i.e. all is subjective. In this case the entity, Brahman, is defined as all that is, was, will be, or might have been (did I leave anything out? If so, it gets included as well). Nevertheless, if a phenomenon is occurring within consciousness, it is by definition subjective. The universe, if it is "aggregate consciousness", must be a subjective phenomenon.

That said, you are of course also correct that the universe is entirely objective. To deny the objective existence of the universe would be madness. What is, is; this cannot be denied. So we are face to face once again with the paradoxical nature of rational knowledge. "Below the Abyss, contradiction is division; above the Abyss, contradiction is unity." We could argue the point of objectivity vs. subjectivity endlessly - in fact many religious wars have been started in just this manner - or we could seek the synthesis, the alchemical marriage if you will, of these opposite and mutually exclusive yet irrefutably equally true ideas. To do so we must transcend mundane reason and seek another form of knowledge. The identity of Atman and Brahman can only be realized in an altered state of consciousness; it is, in fact, the very definition of the trance called Samadhi. This entire article by Harad Prasad Shastri is in reality a trick designed to lure us into the logical trap that triggers reason into transcending itself. To understand this doctrine, we must pull back from the lens we have been peering through (avidya) which resolves all things into polar opposites; like Narcissus rising from his entranced contemplation of his own reflection, we must raise our heads and look at the world from a new perspective. The means to do this are of course outlined in Libers E and O.





‘He is absolute and cannot be defined by attributes.’ An objector says: When you say ‘He is omnipotent’, you attribute personality, and then the absoluteness of Brahman is gone. This is a serious point, worthy of study. If you say, ‘He is absolute’, you say nothing to limit Him. When it is said: ‘He (Brahman the Absolute) is omnipotent, all- pervasive and omniscient’, then you attribute personality to Him. Omniscience implies time and space, which does not apply to Brahman. Space prevents us from knowing an object: I have no knowledge of Everest from here — what prevents it? Space. Time also prevents us from knowing: I cannot see the march of Alexander from India — time prevents it. Therefore our knowledge of objects is negated by two factors, space and time, that is Maya. But time and space that limit our knowledge do not apply to Brahman, He is the Lord of time and space and is therefore limitless. It is in this sense that the holy Acharya calls Brahman omniscient. 


And finally he opens up to his truth...nihilism...with this all too common interpretation of the Maya.  And he in no way shows how omniscience and omnipotence necessarily prescribes personality.  All the supporting arguments in the above paragraph are also as weak. 

I do not see any suggestion of nihilism in this paragraph or anywhere in this paper. Perhaps you could point out where it is. I see exactly the opposite. Nihilism is the view that, in the words of J. P. Sarte, "existence precedes essence". The doctrine represented by Mr. Shastri holds that essence precedes existence, or, more accurately, that existence (sat) and essence (chit) are united in orgasmic ecstasy (ananda).





There are two theological approaches to the understanding of Brahman. First, He is absolute and we cannot say a word about Him. Second, we can make some rough approach to definition. This is the way we adopt when we say ‘He is omniscience’, not omniscient but omniscience itself. We make some approach in this way. By omniscience is meant that Maya cannot obscure his vision. What limits us and makes us weak? Ignorance is the limiting adjunct, and the term ‘Maya’ means the totality of all limitations and conditions; and as He is above Maya it is said, ‘He is omniscience’, that is, above time and space — and these characteristics are very well applied to Him. 


And as is usual with this type of argumentation, the denial of our own godhood ensues.   And again, I disagree; as I've always maintained (and you can even find Jesus saying this in the Gospel of John) we are all gods.  And so I say, wake up to your own godhood that you might life your life as a full and complete human being.  The mistake we make as human beings is that from the complete unconsciousness of birth, at some point (I think after adolescence) we stop striving for more consciousness.  And too many elements have been introduced into our culture to foster this, and way too much to go into here. 

Where do you see the denial of our godhood? Again, I see the exact opposite. The recognition that our true self (Atman) is in reality one and the same being as the universal self (Brahman) is the ultimate affirmation of our godhood. 

Perhaps you are referring to the statement that ignorance limits us and makes us weak. Ignorance (avidya) does not change the innate godhood of Atman, any more than falling asleep and dreaming stops you from being human. Gnosis (vidya) ends the limitation and weakness caused by avidya.






‘Brahman is not subject to the conscious process’, that is, He is above inference, deduction, observation, experiment and so forth. The holy Acharya puts it all in one word, sarvajna (all-knowing). Personality limits Him, it only expresses a little thing, and so impersonality is retained in the conception. Vidyaranya says: ‘Omniscience exists in the capacity to express everything’. Brahman expresses Himself as cosmos, and hence Vidyaranya in this sense says, ‘He is omniscience which is like a lamp that expresses everything that is near it’. So Consciousness Universal expresses everything in the universe. 


And now, he presents a 180; asserting that Brahma is omniscient? 

Where has he denied this? How could universal consciousness be anything other than omniscient? If it wasn't omniscient, it would be either not universal or not fully conscious.





Omniscience is of two kinds: one, omniscience that is natural, inherent in an object; that is, it requires no proof. In this sense it is said, ‘Brahman is omniscient by his innate (natural) capacity’. Two, relative omniscience, which makes use of the conscious process — thought, reasoning, deduction, experiment, analysis, authority and so forth. Brahman does not obtain knowledge in this way, he has no need of the conscious process. Therefore it is said, ‘He is sarvajna, all-knowing’. 


There's more than one kind of omniscience?  Which one is the less?...and then, are either really omniscient? 

His point about the two kinds of omniscience is not clear. Perhaps he is discussing something that doesn't translate easily from Sanskrit to English. The important point here is that the quality of omniscience is innate in the nature of Brahman, or, one could say with equal import, in the nature of consciousness itself.




Now another, lower plane of thought. ‘Brahman is associated with Maya, underlying the finite modes of experience’. The term ‘mode’ is borrowed from the philosophy of Spinoza, who defines it as ‘transitory phenomena which appear in the nature of existence, which is not changed by them’. All the universe is existence, and this existence has millions of modes, but it is not changed by them. This bell is made of brass. It has its origin in brass, and by becoming this it has not changed the nature of brass. Brahman underlies these millions of modes and is beyond the mind, thought and speech. He who works through the mind is Brahman. He who underlies the created universe is Brahman. 


The Maya is egoic...the ego sees everything as it is and cannot see the continual process of change inherent in the Universe.  The Western axiom: Change equals Stability says it all.  We as gods, have but to rectify our egos with this truth; a far more difficult process than it seems. 

I don't understand exactly what you mean by "egoic" here - "ego" is an ambiguous term that is used in various senses. Understood in a purely etymological sense, it is simply the nominative form of the first person pronoun, "I". In one sense it is a transitory phenomenon, since, if I ask myself, "Who am I?", I will get a different answer now than I did as a child; yet, in another sense, it is eternal, and the "real self" of myself (Atman) is ever as it was, unchanged throughout its many apparent changes. In common usage "ego" refers to the layers of identification we use to define ourselves, including our name, age, nationality, race, species, planet of origin, etc. - all finite and transitory characteristics existing in the domain of Maya, which may be defined as the time/space matrix.




‘Tat twam asi’ (That thou art) refers to Brahman. 


I prefer what the Gnostic Mass says: "Thou art that and that am I." 

Compare also the etymological meaning of the Tetragrammaton: "I am that I am" - all formulas for the same identification of personally perceived selfhood with the underlying universal or infinite/eternal conscious essence (i.e. Atman = Brahman).






It often seems that these statements contradict each other, but no: they are meant to suit the different mental capacities of the pupils. You have to speak in their own language, and in this way it is seen that these statements are not contradictory, but different approaches. 


I might be able to agree with this assertion if each argument was shown to which mental capacity it was addressing.  But I suspect not...besides the fact that the author mixes this into a jumbled mess, must we accept that there's differnet levels of truth for different mental capacities and the Universe contradicts itself at these different levels? 

It is a rare six-year-old for whom the laws of quantum mechanics can be understood - or even Volkswagen mechanics. 




So it is said: ‘Brahman is all- pervasive, the root of all, the substratum of all’. Sometimes it seems that only the personal aspect is meant, in reference to his shakti or power, but this is due to different theological attitudes of mind. It is the object of the Rishis to bring the highest truth; then the personal aspect is defined. But when the mind of the pupil is broken down, he is told only, ‘Tat twam asi’, That thou art. 


...as if Brahma was different from the universe? 

Where is this suggested? I do not see it.






He is the principle underlying the cosmos, underlying the existence of the whole universe. That is Brahman, and He is infinitely more than the totality of the consciousness of all living beings. In the same way as water underlies all waves, spray, drops, vapour and so forth, and as in whatever is sweet the sweetness is due to the sugar in it, so He is the consciousness of all living beings and far transcends them all. 


...the waves are not water? 

He is saying here that the waves *are* water. Perhaps his use of the word "underlies" is ambiguous, but in context his meaning is clear. 






Vedanta is called the ‘transcendental philosophy’, that is, you cannot set a limit anywhere, but go on to infinity. Friends, I have been talking of Brahman. Brahman is you, it is your description, Tat twam asi, this you are. You are not the little body, you are above all causation, immutable, immortal, your Atman is Brahman, this and nothing else. 


Finally!...something I like...Thou art that and that am I. 

"I who am Thee, one life - the same,
Beyond all number and all name,
In every part of Time and Space
I see Thine eyes in every face."


Thanks for the excellent exercise.


Fiat Lux...



-- 

Dale R. Gowin

Hi Dale,
93

Considering the post from Ryan that I sent to you this morning...I'd say Mr. Shastri is starting an argument that is more than likely to be an oversimplification.  Why even use two words to mean the same thing?  That, I would say point to a possible logical flaw. 
There is a difference between critical analysis and antagonism. If the purpose of considering the author's words is to gain insight into the meaning he intends to convey, a more useful approach, it seems to me, would be to approach them in an open-minded manner and give him the benefit of the doubt that he has a reason for using this terminology. The use of words to convey meaning is not an exact science, especially in subjects like this; it can only be suggestive, and the cooperative participation of the listener is required if real communication is to occur. The difficulty is compounded when dealing with words imported from different languages and cultures. Also, it is important to consider whether the article is intended for a general audience or for specialists - the former would seem to be the case here.
I don't see my criticism as being antagonistic at all.  Certainly, I'm not trying to goad Mr. Shastri in any way as I am not even addressing him, which would certainly be a necessary condition for any antagonistic effort.  The logical flaw is obvious in this case and the writer is speaking authoritatively.  Shouldn't we hold such speach to a reasonable standard?

Indeed, here, Mr. Shastri is already speculating...and it seems he's going to use this speculation to support his argument.  That's a very weak foundation. 
Rather than speculation, I would call this illustration by parable or metaphor. The author has an experiential understanding that he is attempting to convey by use of an imaginative story. It would be a mistake to believe, for example, that Aesop's fable of the fox and the grapes actually claimed to be a historical account of a real fox. The proper critical analysis here would be a consideration of the concept suggested by the images - the unchanging principle underlying transitory phenomena.
Mr. Shastri uses the word "perhaps"...how can we then consider this a parable?

Why would Atman then differentiate itself in the first place?  The usual argument is that it does so to simply play a game in that it forgets to go through the effort to remember.  This removes all meaning and sanctity from life and sets up the nihilistic notion that life is nothing but a game. Indeed, our correspondence, if we were to take this as the truth, is simply ridiculous; we should just forget studying and play some monopoly.   As a matter of fact, the one's who play this game the best are the least spiritual amongst us. 
Why, indeed - cp. AL II,27-33. The metaphors of a game or a stage-play are suggestive ways of approaching the question, but, like all such metaphors, are not to be taken literally unless you wish to take a tour of "the pit called Because". 
I don't in any way see that the warning against BECAUSE in any way means an abandonment of rationality and reason in discourse.  In his commentary, Crowley states that in understanding AL, one needs to defer from reason and rely on race instinct, each one of us containing millions of years of this, and experience, which I assume to be Gnostic experience.  The warning is again, in reflecting on "these runes"...Liber AL.  That in no way, again, means that all logic and reason needs to be removed from human discourse and relation.  That would only serve to destroy all civility in our race and make communication impossible.  Further, should we abandon reason, then everything is the truth.  So let's invent a god...IPSYWIPSY...and he states the only way to heaven is to send me lots of money.  This is the truth...so write for my mailing address.
 

To me, the metaphorical or imaginative approach is the most useful way to approach this question. I have attached a brief prose-poem of mine as an example of this approach ("The Golden Cloud"). For a more left-brain, rational-logical approach to the question, the theory of Involution and Evolution describes the process of the differentiation of individual consciousness (Atman) from universal consciousness (Brahman). Briefly, involution is the descent or condensation of Spirit into Matter, which might also be described as the localized deceleration of the vibration rate of the primal substratum underlying all energy and matter (akasha). The "reason" for involution is described by Sri Aurobindo as "delight" (in /The Life Divine/), or one might say "desire" - the spontaneously arising desire of Life-Essence to experience the infinite variety of expressions that are possible in time and space. 
I have a great respect for Sri Aurobindo; and for Mother, as well as some of her students, who include Patrizia Norelli-Bachelet (though she was a complete jerk in our private conversation: cf. http://www.amhr.org/The%20PNB%20Folly.doc) and Sat Prem.  They've inspired a good bit of my work.  HPB describes the involutionary process in great detail in her two great tomes: Isis Unveiled & The Secret Doctrine.  I've been writing a rather lengthy and on-going commentary (almost complete) on both works; being sent to my spiritual group.  You can find these conversations at: http://www.amhr.org/TheoDiscussion.html.
And yes, I see this spontaneous life-essence as a necessary and continual process.  And yes, we are each points of consciousness by which the Universal Mind perceives.  From there, I say that we are the only points by which the Universal Mind perceives; it in itself does not perceive and has no personality.  To go there, we must then anthropomorphosize the Universal Mind.  And to me, that is a superstition.
 

This involvement of the infinite/eternal Self in finite/temporal forms might be described as a "game" or as "play" (Sanskrit: lila), but I see nothing "nihilistic" in this idea; the state of undifferentiated consciousness is described as "nothing" or "emptiness" but it may equally be described as "everything" or "fullness" - see <http://www.luminist.org/archives/septem.htm>. 
Yes, it may be described as the Pleroma; per the Gnostics.  But if this is all a game, life is then devalued and there can be no meaning, no sanctity.  It merely is there for the pleasure of a Brahma/Pleroma that has a personality; and we're back to superstition.  The meaninglessness that can be deduced from this is the very nature of the meaning of nihilism.
 

To say that spatiotemporal manifestation is a "game" does not imply that it is not also serious; indeed, it is "deadly serious" - since the experience of death is an integral part of the game. I do not agree that it "removes all meaning and sanctity from life" - quite the opposite; it provides a meaningful context for the concept of sacredness: when the process of involution is complete, or when the involvement of Spirit with Matter reaches a state of maximum saturation, a yearning arises within manifested conscious beings for liberation and reunion with the infinite, and the rebound into evolution begins. Sanctity is perceived as the path leading back toward the undifferentiated purity of Brahman. A classical illustration of this cycle is the parable of the Prodigal Son in the Gospels.
In this "game" death is as much an illusion as everything else; one can't have it both ways.  If the 'prodigal son' departs, then according to this parable, he is departing into a meaningless lie...the Maya.  Sri Aurobindo, Mother and the others assert that the Maya is not an illusion...and only describes our relation to this Universe, which is actual; and that we merely need to cleanse the lenses of our perception, which Crowley also agrees with.

This is as weak an argument as anyone might want to present in this matter. Because individual consciousness has some of the same qualities as universal consciousness, they must be one in the same?  Or that even individual consciousness emanates from and is derived from universal consciousness...there's then been no alteration?  I would rather say, that once individual consciousness is manifested, it also becomes universal...we are all gods; omniscient, omnipotent and omnipresent...or...every atom of consciousness from the infinite being is itselft infinite. 
Perhaps you are missing his point here; it seems perfectly clear to me. Clay is still clay whether it is in the ground or is shaped and fired into a pot. Consciousness is still consciousness whether it is manifested in particular form or unmanifested in its totality. Also, whether we say the individual becomes universal, or the universal becomes individual, the equation is the same: (A = B) = (B = A).
Yes, consciousness is still consciousness; but there is a difference between differentiated and non-differentiated consciousness.  And only differentiated consciousness can contain personality.

First he says, they are exactly the same...then he follows with 'but'.  Then they are not exactly the same. 
A paper dollar has exactly the same value as a dollar in coins if you wish to spend either at the store. They are different in form, but exactly the same in essence. 
This counter-argument doesn't satisfy as a response to my original assertion.  Mr. Shastri says: "Atman and Brahman are exactly the same, but by Atman is meant that aspect of the universal consciousness that is encased in the five sheaths (body, vital force, mind, intellect and bliss sheath) and spoken of in relation to those sheaths."  In this statement, Atman is reduced to an "aspect of the Universal consciousness" and is obviously then, not identical with that Universal consciousness.

If he's taking these all from some books (Ryan did a better job with such supporting argumentation), then why didn't he start with this and avoid the speculation that he originally used to support this?  And then, why is he so presumptuous to say that we can't understand the nature of these books (like we couldn't understand the nature of a medical prescription)?  And why doesn't he list these books? 
Because this essay is intended for a general audience rather than an audience of scholars and specialists.
So...two standards then apply?...writing for the general audience, one is then allowed a level of inaccuracy and mis-statement?...one is then allowed to be condescending?

Why shouldn't we consider the Universe as pure consciousness and not differentiate itself from Brahma?  Indeed, if it is the 'dream' of Brahma, then it is his consciousness. 
You are saying the same thing that the author is saying. To simplify into terms congruent with Western philosophy, one might say: consciousness in itself is the sole ultimate reality. "Brahman" and "Atman" are both terms for consciousness in itself, or pure consciousness. The distinction between the two is one of perspective, not of essence.
But I am saying that Atman is 'different' from this; BECAUSE it has perspective, which the Universal Mind (Brahma) does not have.

To further harmonize with Western thought, one might suggest that consciousness is energy vibrating at a faster rate than light, as light is to matter in Einstein's famous equation.
In this equation, matter and energy are simply different manifestations of the same thing.  Therefore, the material Universe can not be an illusion.  Further, I don't think the West needs to treated in a condescending manner by the East; it has its own dignity, which is as insightful and as brilliant as the East.  I do realize so many New Agers today, feel differently about this.  But then, they only know about the lying, superstitious and politically-motivated, exoteric religions of the West.  It's too bad they didn't take the time to really learn about their own culture first.

But this author is saying the Universe is a blind force; ignorance of Brahma...the subtle confusion he creates comes from within him.  He simply pretends to certainty as he positions himself to be a guru; one of the many problems of gurus, who usually end up as egomaniacs as they set up their ashrams and get complete power over their devotees; to the point that it is the guru who declares when the devotee reaches enlightenment (usually never).  Remember, power corrupts and absoute power corrupts absolutely. 
Again, I believe you are missing his point - perhaps because it is so simple, and our minds crave complexity. Brahman - the conscious principle - is the fundamental source and cause of all phenomena. 
I don't think I'm missing his point at all.  Of course, you are certainly allowed to disagree with me on this.  And you may want to argue that the author is using the 'trickster' method of inducing his readers to spiritual experience.  Yet, I still don't see this.  I see the author as the usual egomaniacal guru and have a general disdain for most Eastern techniques.  I guess you could say, I'm a Westerner, living in a far different place and time, with different conditions from that which caused the development of the Eastern technique.  :-)

But I see the Brahma as entirely objective; the entirety of the Universe; the complete and whole aggregate consciousness.  And I'm not threatened by Archarya's silly claim that should I disagree with him, I am then ignorant. Of course, those who present such weak arguments need this force of persuasion to support them. 
You seem to contradict yourself here where you say that the universe, or Brahman, is "objective" and also that it is "aggregate consciousness". Anything occurring within consciousness is by definition subjective. An object perceived by a conscious entity becomes a subject of that entity's consciousness. Within consciousness itself there are only subjects; i.e. all is subjective. In this case the entity, Brahman, is defined as all that is, was, will be, or might have been (did I leave anything out? If so, it gets included as well). Nevertheless, if a phenomenon is occurring within consciousness, it is by definition subjective. The universe, if it is "aggregate consciousness", must be a subjective phenomenon.
You might enjoy reading The View from Nowhere, by the NYU philosopher, Thomas Nagel.  He argues, and I believe quite successfully, that consciousness can perceive the objective.  This is a perfect answer to the solipsistic conundrum that declares individualized consciousness can only be subjective.

That said, you are of course also correct that the universe is entirely objective. To deny the objective existence of the universe would be madness. What is, is; this cannot be denied. So we are face to face once again with the paradoxical nature of rational knowledge. "Below the Abyss, contradiction is division; above the Abyss, contradiction is unity." We could argue the point of objectivity vs. subjectivity endlessly - in fact many religious wars have been started in just this manner - or we could seek the synthesis, the alchemical marriage if you will, of these opposite and mutually exclusive yet irrefutably equally true ideas. To do so we must transcend mundane reason and seek another form of knowledge. The identity of Atman and Brahman can only be realized in an altered state of consciousness; it is, in fact, the very definition of the trance called Samadhi. This entire article by Harad Prasad Shastri is in reality a trick designed to lure us into the logical trap that triggers reason into transcending itself. To understand this doctrine, we must pull back from the lens we have been peering through (avidya) which resolves all things into polar opposites; like Narcissus rising from his entranced contemplation of his own reflection, we must raise our heads and look at the world from a new perspective. The means to do this are of course outlined in Libers E and O.
I certainly agree with you here.  But that which is above the Abyss is divided below and in the dualistic Universe.  And it is good that this is so!  For me, I think the hardest thing for the mystic/mage to accept is that everything is exactly as it should be.  And I think this also gives valid credence to the way things are below the Abyss.

And finally he opens up to his truth...nihilism...with this all too common interpretation of the Maya.  And he in no way shows how omniscience and omnipotence necessarily prescribes personality.  All the supporting arguments in the above paragraph are also as weak. 
I do not see any suggestion of nihilism in this paragraph or anywhere in this paper. Perhaps you could point out where it is. I see exactly the opposite. Nihilism is the view that, in the words of J. P. Sarte, "existence precedes essence". The doctrine represented by Mr. Shastri holds that essence precedes existence, or, more accurately, that existence (sat) and essence (chit) are united in orgasmic ecstasy (ananda).
First, nihilism is defined in philosophy as: "an extreme form of skepticism: the denial of all real existence or the possibility of an objective basis for the truth." and also: "annihilation of the self, or the individual consciousness, esp. as an aspect of mystical experience."  The nihilistic suggestion is this: "Therefore our knowledge of objects is negated by two factors, space and time, that is Maya."  This denies the very nature of each, our individual godhood and it says that space and time are illusions, which means that our individual perceptions are false and that even we ourselves are false...and there is only Brahma.  I say we are each gods, as Atman; co-equal to Brahma and just as omniscient, omnipresent and omnipotent.  As Crowley states, we have but to cleanse the lenses of our perception; those sheaths that are our many bodies.

And as is usual with this type of argumentation, the denial of our own godhood ensues.   And again, I disagree; as I've always maintained (and you can even find Jesus saying this in the Gospel of John) we are all gods.  And so I say, wake up to your own godhood that you might life your life as a full and complete human being.  The mistake we make as human beings is that from the complete unconsciousness of birth, at some point (I think after adolescence) we stop striving for more consciousness.  And too many elements have been introduced into our culture to foster this, and way too much to go into here. 
Where do you see the denial of our godhood? Again, I see the exact opposite. The recognition that our true self (Atman) is in reality one and the same being as the universal self (Brahman) is the ultimate affirmation of our godhood. 
The author attributes omiscience to Brahma only and not to us.  Oh but of course, as a guru, he's got this insight and therefore, we should become his devotees.  I'm certain he's developed quite a cult by now.  :-)  I disagree...by whatever name, YOU ARE GOD!!! (and so am I and everybody else!)

Perhaps you are referring to the statement that ignorance limits us and makes us weak. Ignorance (avidya) does not change the innate godhood of Atman, any more than falling asleep and dreaming stops you from being human. Gnosis (vidya) ends the limitation and weakness caused by avidya.
Yes, Gnosis is the key; providing one truth, the nature of each, our own divinity.

And now, he presents a 180; asserting that Brahma is omniscient? 
Where has he denied this? How could universal consciousness be anything other than omniscient? If it wasn't omniscient, it would be either not universal or not fully conscious.
You'll have to forgive me, but I forgot what I was relying on for this point.  So I can't defend my argument here.  Sorry.

There's more than one kind of omniscience?  Which one is the less?...and then, are either really omniscient? 
His point about the two kinds of omniscience is not clear. Perhaps he is discussing something that doesn't translate easily from Sanskrit to English. The important point here is that the quality of omniscience is innate in the nature of Brahman, or, one could say with equal import, in the nature of consciousness itself.
This would be your apology for his mis-statement; I don't see where there could be a translation problem here.  And I can see your emotional enjoyment of this work as you've been working the best apologetic effort for this work, throughout our discussion on this.  Objectively and critically, I see otherwise, as I've been relating; as a matter-of-fact, more than a Hindu, the author really comes across as a Buddhist.  And of course, Buddhism is the foundation for the fount of Western ignorance, Christianity.  It is easy to accept his ideas in this culture as most, though they may have found what they think is more interesting then Christianity, but they are still emotionally tied to its conditioning.
Now, I'm not stating that this is so in your own person.  I don't know you well enough to even pretend to begin to make such a judgement.  Rather, so far, I can openly compliment you for using the author's work to find your own Gnosis.  I consider the attainment of enlightment to be a ruthless thing and it doesn't matter at all how you get there...only that you get there.  And there's enough from you to tell me that you are strongly on a Gnostic path.
Our disagreement has I think, provided both of us the opportunity to sharpen our swords and cut into knowledge; hence, Gnosis; and a shared one at that.  I hope we have many more. :-)

The Maya is egoic...the ego sees everything as it is and cannot see the continual process of change inherent in the Universe.  The Western axiom: Change equals Stability says it all.  We as gods, have but to rectify our egos with this truth; a far more difficult process than it seems. 
I don't understand exactly what you mean by "egoic" here - "ego" is an ambiguous term that is used in various senses. Understood in a purely etymological sense, it is simply the nominative form of the first person pronoun, "I". In one sense it is a transitory phenomenon, since, if I ask myself, "Who am I?", I will get a different answer now than I did as a child; yet, in another sense, it is eternal, and the "real self" of myself (Atman) is ever as it was, unchanged throughout its many apparent changes. In common usage "ego" refers to the layers of identification we use to define ourselves, including our name, age, nationality, race, species, planet of origin, etc. - all finite and transitory characteristics existing in the domain of Maya, which may be defined as the time/space matrix.
Both the lower and higher egos produce that which is called the "I".  But it is the lower ego that sees everything as frozen in time and space with each picture of 'now' that it takes.  And it then holds no memory of how things were and no speculation on how things can be.  But though I see a table in my kitchen, my lower ego cannot see that process of determioration that the table is undergoing.  It can't see the changing nature of my body as it continues to age and grabs in each moment with the assumption that the 'now' is a permanent fixture; it operates against change.  This is of course, the nature of evil in that it tries to make permanent what can never be permanent; evil being a derivative term for a chain of ideas, and actually, more a relative term.  Per the Yin-Yang, there's a black dot in the white and a white dot in the black.  And in other words, the lower-ego is not to be killed off; but to be awakened to a larger view of the Universe and to be disciplined by the Higher-Ego, which must attain the throne of the psyche that has been usurped by the Lower-Ego.
We are not to give up our identities and become non-Human; turning our lives in for dissolution into Brahma.  That is the nihilism of this Buddhist fantasia.  It's pure escapism with the self-righteous pretence to holiness; the veiling of vices in virtuous words.  Rather, we should seek not the supernatural (to escape nature and its bounds; not seeing God in this and this in God) god that works miracles and is outside our bounds...we should seek to become fully Human that we may assert the Godhood that that means, by cleansing the lenses (Gnosis) of our perception and to become finally, fully awake.

I prefer what the Gnostic Mass says: "Thou art that and that am I." 
Compare also the etymological meaning of the Tetragrammaton: "I am that I am" - all formulas for the same identification of personally perceived selfhood with the underlying universal or infinite/eternal conscious essence (i.e. Atman = Brahman).
In both your present and your original statement that I commented upon, I saw just the Atman crying out for itself and differentiating itself with a false implication; that "I am god and you're not", the way of the Black Brother who has failed his Initation in the Abyss.  My statement says: 'you are that and so am I'...WE ARE ALL GODS.

I might be able to agree with this assertion if each argument was shown to which mental capacity it was addressing.  But I suspect not...besides the fact that the author mixes this into a jumbled mess, must we accept that there's differnet levels of truth for different mental capacities and the Universe contradicts itself at these different levels? 
It is a rare six-year-old for whom the laws of quantum mechanics can be understood - or even Volkswagen mechanics. 
Yes, but that doesn't mean we should tell children that we boil down thousands of horses and put a bunch in every engine made by Vokswagen or that mechanics get to ride the horses first.

...as if Brahma was different from the universe? 
Where is this suggested? I do not see it.
The author says: "Sometimes it seems that only the personal aspect is meant, in reference to his shakti or power..."  Here, the author has Brahma acting in the Universe, from which can easily be inferred to show a separation.  You may want to say that there may have been some problem with again, the translation.  But then this would need still, to be clarified.  Or maybe I've misread or even read into this a bit too much.

...the waves are not water? 
He is saying here that the waves *are* water. Perhaps his use of the word "underlies" is ambiguous, but in context his meaning is clear. 
No; I think this is what you see in this and the way you are choosing to interpret it.  It is a means for you to work your own Gnosis; and ruthlessly at that.  And throughout your apologies for the author, you have really clarified for yourself a uniquely different set of ideas from those of the author.  For that matter, in my criticism of the author, I have done the same.  :-)  And we have both approached Gnosis through this, as each Magickal Weapon must be refined...here, our Swords.

Thanks for the excellent exercise.
And thank you!
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Are we having fun yet? ;~>

Let us continue then and ruthlessly flush the hidden truth out of its secret lair.

For reference, the essay under consideration is here: http://www.self-knowledge.org/latest/05sum/brahmanAndAtman.htm


Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote:

I don't see my criticism as being antagonistic at all.  Certainly, I'm not trying to goad Mr. Shastri in any way as I am not even addressing him, which would certainly be a necessary condition for any antagonistic effort.  

My use of the term "antagonistic" was not meant to suggest anything personal between you and the author of the article. The antagonism I'm talking about is an attitude of non-receptivity to any author's intended meaning. And please understand that I am not accusing you of having such an attitude; my intention is rather to warn against it and suggest an alternative approach as a more helpful means of gaining fuller insight into any such piece of writing. If a reader begins with a predisposition for disagreement, assuming an attitude of opposition at the outset, then it may be more difficult for the author's intended meaning to be fully conveyed to the reader. On the other hand, I am not suggesting an attitude of uncritical acceptance, but rather a middle path of open-mindedness in which the reader gives the author the benefit of the doubt instead of rushing to judgment at points where immediate clarity is lacking.


The logical flaw is obvious in this case and the writer is speaking authoritatively.  Shouldn't we hold such speach to a reasonable standard?

Certainly we should hold speech (and spelling ;~> ) to a reasonable standard, but my thought was that in the first paragraph of an essay it is too soon to judge that the author's logic is flawed. A more "non-antagonistic" approach might be to withhold judgment and allow the author to clarify the definition and context of the terminology being used. In this case, you see a logical flaw where I do not in the assertion that the terms Brahman and Atman "mean exactly the same thing". My reaction to such a statement is that, if the author is not an ignorant fool, he must have some reason for making such a statement. I do not rule out the possibility that he is a fool, but I do not immediately assume that to be the case without allowing him to elaborate.

Mr. Shastri uses the word "perhaps"...how can we then consider this a parable?

I don't see any problem with beginning a parable with the word "perhaps"; he could have said "suppose... " or "imagine that..." which might have been preferable word choices, but this criticism is stylistic rather than substantive. He is talking about something that "perhaps" happened "long ago" when "the holy Rishis" observed nature and extrapolated the first principles of philosophy; the context of the passage makes it quite clear that he is using a literary device to illustrate a point. 


I don't in any way see that the warning against BECAUSE in any way means an abandonment of rationality and reason in discourse.

Here we are in full agreement. My point was in reference to the danger of taking something literally which was intended to be taken figuratively or experienced imaginatively - which can lead to such classic misunderstandings as debating the number of angels that can dance on the head of a pin, and missing the true "angelic" insight that must be comprehended through other means.


And yes, we are each points of consciousness by which the Universal Mind perceives.  From there, I say that we are the only points by which the Universal Mind perceives; it in itself does not perceive and has no personality.  

These statements are troublesome. First, how do you define "we"? Do you suppose that human beings are the only beings that have consciousness? I certainly do not. Experience teaches me that all forms of life are conscious - and in this sense "life" includes what a materialist would consider to be inert matter. The famous Sufi parable says, "God sleeps in the rock, dreams in the plant, stirs in the animal, and awakens in man." (I understand the term "consciousness" to include various states of sleep, dream, and awareness; what is commonly called "unconscious" is one level of consciousness rather than the absence of consciousness.) I would go further and say that consciousness exists at the core of every atom of matter just as in "the core of every star" (AL II,6). But these statements are not to be taken on faith; neither can they be derived by rational deduction - they are empirically verifiable through the processes of Scientific Illuminism.

Second, the statement that Universal Mind "in itself does not perceive" is logically questionable. If consciousness or "mind" is able to perceive in its manifestation as "points", why would its aggregate not also perceive? Is consciousness not still consciousness in its aggregate or universal state?

Third, the term "personality" is ambiguous. It can be used to describe the qualities and characteristics that distinguish one "person" or conscious entity from another; in this sense, I would say that Universal Mind necessarily includes *all* personalities, since all conscious entities are component elements of its aggregate whole. The word "personality" may also be used to describe the self-awareness of being a "person" or conscious entity. In this sense, does Universal Mind know itself to be, in and as Itself? This, again, is a question that must be investigated by empirical means, i.e. tested by experiment and observation. Suppose it is asserted that Australia exists, and another denies this: no amount of rational debate can resolve this question; ultimately we must *go and see* whether it is there or not. Only by experientially uniting one's individual mind with the Universal Mind can real information on Its nature be obtained.


To go there, we must then anthropomorphosize the Universal Mind.  And to me, that is a superstition.

Superstition is a belief that has no basis in rational or empirical knowledge. Thus, again, its validity must be tested by the scientific method. 


If the 'prodigal son' departs, then according to this parable, he is departing into a meaningless lie...the Maya.  Sri Aurobindo, Mother and the others assert that the Maya is not an illusion...and only describes our relation to this Universe, which is actual; and that we merely need to cleanse the lenses of our perception, which Crowley also agrees with.

I agree with Sri Aurobindo on this point. The use of the term "illusion" to describe Maya should not be interpreted as denying the actual existence of the phenomenal universe; as I have said, that would be madness. However, thinking of Maya as "illusion" is valid and useful if it is understood to be a relative term. 

For example, you fall asleep at night and dream. Relative to the waking world, your dream is an illusion. However, it is really happening; it is a real phenomenon that is occurring within your sleeping consciousness. Within the context of your dream, certain things do exist and certain events do happen. Only when you wake does the dream reality lose its validity. This universal human experience led the Vedantist philosophers to compare material reality to a dream of Brahma.

Consider another example: Thump on a table-top and it appears to be a solid object; but examine any part of it under an electron microscope and you will see that it is mostly empty space with rapidly moving atomic particles orbiting through it like stars through the galaxy. Increase the magnification, and each of these atoms is seen to be a world in itself, again composed mostly of empty space, with sub-atomic particles orbiting within it. From any of these microscopic perspectives, our common view of the table is clearly an illusion.


But if this is all a game, life is then devalued and there can be no meaning, no sanctity.  It merely is there for the pleasure of a Brahma/Pleroma that has a personality; and we're back to superstition.  The meaninglessness that can be deduced from this is the very nature of the meaning of nihilism.

This might be so, were it not for the fact that this Brahma/Pleroma is nothing else than your own truest Self - thus it (the universe) is merely there for *your* pleasure - or pleasure/pain, since the two are inseparable - whoever *you* happen to be at the moment. Is this idea superstitious? Come into the laboratory and find out. We must each put it to the test - or we are in danger of being "professional soldiers who dare not fight, but play". The path has been blazed for us - like the footprints of a camel across the desert sands.


In this statement, Atman is reduced to an "aspect of the Universal consciousness" and is obviously then, not identical with that Universal consciousness.

OK, what is an "aspect"? The word comes from the Latin "specere" = "to look", and in this context it means "a particular status or phase in which something appears or may be regarded" (Meriam-Webster). The statement then is that Atman is the particular phase or status of Universal Consciousness that can be viewed in relation to the five sheaths. It is a statement about perspective: looked at from within the five sheaths, consciousness appears as Atman, individual; looked at from without, it appears as Brahman, universal.


But I am saying that Atman is 'different' from this; BECAUSE it has perspective, which the Universal Mind (Brahma) does not have.

Brahman has *all* perspectives simultaneously; Atman has a succession of particular perspectives. But, since Atman *is* Brahman (this is after all the whole point of the essay), Atman - my/your individual Self - potentially also has access to all perspectives. This potential, of course, can only be realized when the individual self achieves conscious unity with the universal self. Therefore, if an individual is experiencing the condition of identification with a finite location in space that is moving along a linear transit of time, that individual is limited to a particular perspective for the duration of that identification. The potential access to all perspectives, i.e. "cosmic consciousness", remains latent until the individual begins to expand hir identification of self.

Implicit in this doctrine is the concept that identity is not absolute, but relative. You may choose to identify with your physical body, as a materialist does who supposes that consciousness is an "epiphenomenon" of the functions of the brain. This would be the first of the five sheaths. You may choose instead to identify with the astral body (linga sarira), the etheric double that separates from the physical during "out-of-body experiences"; this is the second sheath, which may endure and inhabit more than one physical body, but is not in itself permanent. Within this sheath you may discern and identify with the vital energy body (prana), the desire body (kama rupa), and the mental body (manas). Yet further, you may discover and choose to identify with a sixth body or sheath which Blavatsky calls the "spiritual soul" (Buddhi). The "you" that does the identifying, however, is the Atman, which is prior to all these vehicles and gives them what life they have. All of these sheaths or bodies had a beginning and will have an end, but Atman is an expression of pure energy and thus complies with the laws of conservation of matter and energy; it cannot be created or destroyed, though it can change form. There are of course other expressions of this theory, including the Leadbeater/Besant and Steiner variations, but the essential concepts are congruent.


The nihilistic suggestion is this: "Therefore our knowledge of objects is negated by two factors, space and time, that is Maya."  This denies the very nature of each, our individual godhood and it says that space and time are illusions, which means that our individual perceptions are false and that even we ourselves are false...and there is only Brahma. 

Space and time ( = Maya) are illusions from the point of view of that element which exists apart from space and time (or is infinite and eternal). Yet, viewed from the point of view of an entity existing within space/time (that had a beginning, will have an end, and has distinct boundaries of identity), space and time are entirely real. The statement "our individual perceptions are false" is a relative or conditional truth, depending on exactly what your definition of "our" is. If you choose to identify with one of the sheaths or vehicles that exist within space/time (Maya), then, from that perspective, space/time (Maya) is "real", and your "self" (as you choose to identify it) is limited (by your belief) to that realm. Viewed from the perspective of Atman, however, that which appears "real" to the belief-delimited entity is revealed to be transitory, conditional, and thus not "real" in an absolute sense.

So, the statement "even we ourselves are false" is true only if we choose to identify with that which is false (where "false" = finite/temporal). And the statement "there is only Brahman" could be stated as "there is only everything, and I am That" - clearly a refutation of metaphysical nihilism.


I say we are each gods, as Atman; co-equal to Brahma and just as omniscient, omnipresent and omnipotent.  As Crowley states, we have but to cleanse the lenses of our perception; those sheaths that are our many bodies.

Full agreement here. Let's get busy cleaning those lenses.


The author attributes omniscience to Brahma only and not to us.

Aside from Brahman there is no "us". Brahman is consciousness in itself. Where consciousness is, there is Brahman. Our individual selves (Atman) are conscious, and therefore are nothing else than Brahman. 


I disagree...by whatever name, YOU ARE GOD!!! (and so am I and everybody else!)

Your disagreement is revealed to me as agreement. Let us therefore rejoice and unite under the banner of universal godhood.


We are not to give up our identities and become non-Human; turning our lives in for dissolution into Brahma.  That is the nihilism of this Buddhist fantasia.  

This dissolution is not to be feared; it is "eternal ecstasy in the kisses of Nu". Eternal ecstasy is not nihilism. When we "give up" our identity we lose nothing and gain everything, because identity is transitory and relative, and it is up to us to choose what we identify ourself as. Those who would make their identity permanent and absolute are depicted in the 10th Aethyr of Liber 418, who have shut themselves up, saying "I am I", withholding their blood from the cup of Babalon.


And throughout your apologies for the author, you have really clarified for yourself a uniquely different set of ideas from those of the author.  For that matter, in my criticism of the author, I have done the same.  :-)  And we have both approached Gnosis through this, as each Magickal Weapon must be refined...here, our Swords.

As unique individual Stars, we must each realize and radiate the truth in distinct terms. Yet all who walk the path marked by the footsteps of the Masters of the Inner Order should be able to find an essential harmony in the symbols and concepts that we choose to express our own attainments. This exercise in Dharma Combat may serve to assist us in identifying that golden thread of truth that may lead us toward the goal - if so it is worthy exercise and energy well spent.


Happy Holydays....
Dale R. Gowin

Hi Dale,
93
 

I don't see my criticism as being antagonistic at all.  Certainly, I'm not trying to goad Mr. Shastri in any way as I am not even addressing him, which would certainly be a necessary condition for any antagonistic effort.  
My use of the term "antagonistic" was not meant to suggest anything personal between you and the author of the article. The antagonism I'm talking about is an attitude of non-receptivity to any author's intended meaning. And please understand that I am not accusing you of having such an attitude; my intention is rather to warn against it and suggest an alternative approach as a more helpful means of gaining fuller insight into any such piece of writing. 
I think there is a difference between "non-receptivity", which seems more a speculative assumption on your part, and 'critical reading'.  As I started to read the text, I grasped a certain and familiar tone that I've often encountered in reading similar works; things became immediately recognizable.  And as I've critiqued other such essays in the past, I began an off-the-cuff analysis.  Usually when I do this, should the text at a later point, actually show me things that I like, any early, negative criticism is countered with the current comment.
On my spiritual egroup list, the same approach is encouraged for all who submit ideas and comments.  It's the practice of what is called Dianoesis,. which requires that assertions be critically examined on their own merits and not on whether or not one desires to be emotionally pre-persuaded or pre-dissuaded regarding the work.
 

If a reader begins with a predisposition for disagreement, assuming an attitude of opposition at the outset, then it may be more difficult for the author's intended meaning to be fully conveyed to the reader. On the other hand, I am not suggesting an attitude of uncritical acceptance, but rather a middle path of open-mindedness in which the reader gives the author the benefit of the doubt instead of rushing to judgment at points where immediate clarity is lacking.
But I am being open-minded and I am being genuinely sincere in my comments; there are even certain points in my  commentary where I laud the author.  But overall, there's much about the tone that I don't like and that tone leads me to interpret things differently from you...and from my point-of-view, which happens to be different from yours.  I think this has also made for an excellent conversation and hopefully for those listening, valuable food-for-thought from the three voices that have interacted here so far.
Remember, we're not going to get to 'the truth' and all we can hope to reach is correct opinion.  It is good to vette ideas; we then perfect the forms (Plato's ideations) in the astral fabric of the Ruach as we refine and clear the lens of the mind.  This wonderful email/internet medium is so great a tool that we are afforded this marvelous opportunity to communicate.  And both you and I agree in so many ways; simply our perspectives are different and out of this combinatory explosion of words, we've produced a plethora of wealth for other minds to enjoy along with us.


The logical flaw is obvious in this case and the writer is speaking authoritatively.  Shouldn't we hold such speach to a reasonable standard?
Certainly we should hold speech (and spelling ;~> ) to a reasonable standard, but my thought was that in the first paragraph of an essay it is too soon to judge that the author's logic is flawed. A more "non-antagonistic" approach might be to withhold judgment and allow the author to clarify the definition and context of the terminology being used. In this case, you see a logical flaw where I do not in the assertion that the terms Brahman and Atman "mean exactly the same thing". My reaction to such a statement is that, if the author is not an ignorant fool, he must have some reason for making such a statement. I do not rule out the possibility that he is a fool, but I do not immediately assume that to be the case without allowing him to elaborate.
But I did allow the author to elaborate; I made my comment and kept reading.  As I went further along, if I found other statements that would corroborate or contradict my earlier assertion, I made the connection.  

Mr. Shastri uses the word "perhaps"...how can we then consider this a parable?
I don't see any problem with beginning a parable with the word "perhaps"; he could have said "suppose... " or "imagine that..." which might have been preferable word choices, but this criticism is stylistic rather than substantive. He is talking about something that "perhaps" happened "long ago" when "the holy Rishis" observed nature and extrapolated the first principles of philosophy; the context of the passage makes it quite clear that he is using a literary device to illustrate a point. 
I see your very optimistic approach creates the inspiration for the rationale you use in countering my assertion, and I don't think that 'perhaps' is merely a stylistic choice.  In the text, the author is clearly showing that despite his presentation of the etymology of the word, he really doesn't know if or how the Rishis came to "Brahmacharyahood" or really how they came to develop the principle of Brahma.  The article is not a parable, but a technical treatise; I've read many parables and thoroughly enjoy them when I come upon them.  And I don't say this to diminish your assertion that this paragraph is a parable, my perspective is simply different.

And yes, we are each points of consciousness by which the Universal Mind perceives.  From there, I say that we are the only points by which the Universal Mind perceives; it in itself does not perceive and has no personality.  
These statements are troublesome. First, how do you define "we"? Do you suppose that human beings are the only beings that have consciousness? 
Not at all...by we, I mean the ALL; even the rocks are points of consciousness...everything is alive...we agree here.  Per Liber LXV:II.6 --
Therein was this virtue, that the One became the all. 

And so yes, we agree on more than you seem to think: ALL is in ONE and ONE is in ALL.  Where we differ is that I then say, one ONE of ALL is wholly ONE and as infinite as the ONE that produced the ALL.  When I argue against the tone of the work, it is because it seems to present the 'ego-loser' ideology; that one must lose their identity and individuality to obtain enlightenment.  Rather, I see the destiny of the soul is to become so strong as to remain forever in incarnation; at least if and until the manifestation withdraws as is suggested in the Hindu story of Brahma as well as in the Secret Doctrine of HPB.  And I have no way to say whether or not this is actually so.  But if it is, ultimately we are ALL to return to the Ain Soph and so that is not where the spiritual effort should be.  The Spirit has this fixed destiny; the Soul has been relegated to our own making.
 

I certainly do not. Experience teaches me that all forms of life are conscious - and in this sense "life" includes what a materialist would consider to be inert matter. The famous Sufi parable says, "God sleeps in the rock, dreams in the plant, stirs in the animal, and awakens in man." (I understand the term "consciousness" to include various states of sleep, dream, and awareness; what is commonly called "unconscious" is one level of consciousness rather than the absence of consciousness.) 
This is a great analogy; it also alludes to the natural hierarchy of consciousness in the Universe.
 

I would go further and say that consciousness exists at the core of every atom of matter just as in "the core of every star" (AL II,6). But these statements are not to be taken on faith; neither can they be derived by rational deduction - they are empirically verifiable through the processes of Scientific Illuminism.
We are in complete agreement here.

Second, the statement that Universal Mind "in itself does not perceive" is logically questionable. If consciousness or "mind" is able to perceive in its manifestation as "points", why would its aggregate not also perceive? Is consciousness not still consciousness in its aggregate or universal state?
Because Brahma is the Tao; it has no qualities that can per atrributed to it, and to do so means that we are not talking about the Tao, but anthropomorphosizing it and giving it qualities the are derived from human understanding.  The same old mistake is being made here; making God in the image and likeness of Man.

Third, the term "personality" is ambiguous. It can be used to describe the qualities and characteristics that distinguish one "person" or conscious entity from another; in this sense, I would say that Universal Mind necessarily includes *all* personalities, since all conscious entities are component elements of its aggregate whole. The word "personality" may also be used to describe the self-awareness of being a "person" or conscious entity. In this sense, does Universal Mind know itself to be, in and as Itself? This, again, is a question that must be investigated by empirical means, i.e. tested by experiment and observation. Suppose it is asserted that Australia exists, and another denies this: no amount of rational debate can resolve this question; ultimately we must *go and see* whether it is there or not. Only by experientially uniting one's individual mind with the Universal Mind can real information on Its nature be obtained.
I would add to this that each of those personalities are the perception points and what they perceive belongs solely to them.  In the Qabalah; the Universal Mind concentrates a center and projects that out that it might make a reflection of itself, by which it may come to know itself.  And so therefore, it does not have self-awareness; it is only in the many stars that awareness as we may understand or perceive it is kept.  And in the deepest Samadhi, there is nothing, resultant of the mutual annihilation of subject and object.  Our memory of such a state, should it be attained, would not allow us to comprehend it on this plane.   But perhaps (so I'm not speaking authoritatively here) we still gain some Gnosis of the Tao from this and certainly we can say on this plane, that it can't hold any awareness as there is NOT there to hold it.

To go there, we must then anthropomorphosize the Universal Mind.  And to me, that is a superstition.
Superstition is a belief that has no basis in rational or empirical knowledge. Thus, again, its validity must be tested by the scientific method. 
Superstition is expressed in idolotry; whether we make material images in the form of statues or mental images with the visionary capacity of the mind, which comes about by anthrpomorphosization, we stray from anything that is of the Tao.
If the 'prodigal son' departs, then according to this parable, he is departing into a meaningless lie...the Maya.  Sri Aurobindo, Mother and the others assert that the Maya is not an illusion...and only describes our relation to this Universe, which is actual; and that we merely need to cleanse the lenses of our perception, which Crowley also agrees with.
I agree with Sri Aurobindo on this point. The use of the term "illusion" to describe Maya should not be interpreted as denying the actual existence of the phenomenal universe; as I have said, that would be madness. However, thinking of Maya as "illusion" is valid and useful if it is understood to be a relative term. 
For example, you fall asleep at night and dream. Relative to the waking world, your dream is an illusion. However, it is really happening; it is a real phenomenon that is occurring within your sleeping consciousness. Within the context of your dream, certain things do exist and certain events do happen. Only when you wake does the dream reality lose its validity. This universal human experience led the Vedantist philosophers to compare material reality to a dream of Brahma.
And I maintain that in order for this analogy to hold, we have to accept the idea that the Maya is indicating that this world is an illusion and that our interaction is false.  So I here disagree with the Vedantists in this case, though there are parts of their science that I have some respect for.

Consider another example: Thump on a table-top and it appears to be a solid object; but examine any part of it under an electron microscope and you will see that it is mostly empty space with rapidly moving atomic particles orbiting through it like stars through the galaxy. Increase the magnification, and each of these atoms is seen to be a world in itself, again composed mostly of empty space, with sub-atomic particles orbiting within it. From any of these microscopic perspectives, our common view of the table is clearly an illusion.
Our egoic-based ignorance is the illusion here.  Though we have the intellectual knowledge gained from the electron microscope we still can't put our hand through the table.  The lens of our perception in innately tied with our capacities as we insist on seeing the world in this blind, sleeping ignorance.  As Sri Aurobindo and company point out, once this lens is cleared, there can be no 'accidents' and no physical injury, as we will see the material Universe in its true nature.
It is when these ego-loser/nihilists get a hold of this that we are then served a dish filled with guilt and other self-abrogating ideologies that restrict (the word of sin is restriction) our perception of our own godhood with the teaching that we have to deny ourselves in order to find enlightenment.  I counter this with the Hermetic Axiom: Know thyself.
Therefore, it is not the table that is an illusion...but our perception of the table that is the illusion.  The derivative assertion you make here I feel denies the dignity of Man.

But if this is all a game, life is then devalued and there can be no meaning, no sanctity.  It merely is there for the pleasure of a Brahma/Pleroma that has a personality; and we're back to superstition.  The meaninglessness that can be deduced from this is the very nature of the meaning of nihilism.
This might be so, were it not for the fact that this Brahma/Pleroma is nothing else than your own truest Self - thus it (the universe) is merely there for *your* pleasure - or pleasure/pain, since the two are inseparable - whoever *you* happen to be at the moment. Is this idea superstitious? Come into the laboratory and find out. We must each put it to the test - or we are in danger of being "professional soldiers who dare not fight, but play". The path has been blazed for us - like the footprints of a camel across the desert sands.
This is the very description of the thing that HADIT hates the most; the presentation of the consoler god.  It is ultimately where the anthropomorphosization of the Tao ends up.  There's no god that exists for my pleasure or to heal me or absolve my sins.  There is no god providing a pleasureable universe or that loves me in any way.  There is no god but man.  How fascinating it is that the consoler gods offer this  beatified vision of 'paradise' as they attack our dignity and seek to enslave us in their blind egregores; build up from the worshippers who live in fear of that god.
The ego-losers can't stand this life and don't want to champion it...it's a gradiose, escapist them in my view.  I don't want to play...I want to grab life with both hands; my work is my play (my dance, my symphony, my poem) and the more ruthlessly serious I am about my life the more my genius shines and the more encompassing my Gnosis becomes.  I don't want to rest at Brahma's feet, nor at Buddha's feet, nor at Jesus, Mohammed or Krisna!  
Curse them!
Curse them!

In this statement, Atman is reduced to an "aspect of the Universal consciousness" and is obviously then, not identical with that Universal consciousness.
OK, what is an "aspect"? The word comes from the Latin "specere" = "to look", and in this context it means "a particular status or phase in which something appears or may be regarded" (Meriam-Webster). The statement then is that Atman is the particular phase or status of Universal Consciousness that can be viewed in relation to the five sheaths. It is a statement about perspective: looked at from within the five sheaths, consciousness appears as Atman, individual; looked at from without, it appears as Brahman, universal.
Your allusion says that the only difference is perspective; otherwise there is no difference at all.  From this we must then conclude that the perception of both are false and all is illusion.

But I am saying that Atman is 'different' from this; BECAUSE it has perspective, which the Universal Mind (Brahma) does not have.
Brahman has *all* perspectives simultaneously; Atman has a succession of particular perspectives. But, since Atman *is* Brahman (this is after all the whole point of the essay), Atman - my/your individual Self - potentially also has access to all perspectives. This potential, of course, can only be realized when the individual self achieves conscious unity with the universal self. Therefore, if an individual is experiencing the condition of identification with a finite location in space that is moving along a linear transit of time, that individual is limited to a particular perspective for the duration of that identification. The potential access to all perspectives, i.e. "cosmic consciousness", remains latent until the individual begins to expand hir identification of self.
The implication here reads as if the Brahma is somehow incomplete (less than infinite) until it is able to receieve that perspective; until the Atman unites and shares this perspective.  I say that Brahma is NOT and there is no-thing of which to give that perspective.

Implicit in this doctrine is the concept that identity is not absolute, but relative. You may choose to identify with your physical body, as a materialist does who supposes that consciousness is an "epiphenomenon" of the functions of the brain. This would be the first of the five sheaths. You may choose instead to identify with the astral body (linga sarira), the etheric double that separates from the physical during "out-of-body experiences"; this is the second sheath, which may endure and inhabit more than one physical body, but is not in itself permanent. Within this sheath you may discern and identify with the vital energy body (prana), the desire body (kama rupa), and the mental body (manas). Yet further, you may discover and choose to identify with a sixth body or sheath which Blavatsky calls the "spiritual soul" (Buddhi). The "you" that does the identifying, however, is the Atman, which is prior to all these vehicles and gives them what life they have. All of these sheaths or bodies had a beginning and will have an end, but Atman is an expression of pure energy and thus complies with the laws of conservation of matter and energy; it cannot be created or destroyed, though it can change form. There are of course other expressions of this theory, including the Leadbeater/Besant and Steiner variations, but the essential concepts are congruent.
Yes, the Atman lives in a relativistic existence; for Brahma there is no relation nothing for the Atman to relate to.


The nihilistic suggestion is this: "Therefore our knowledge of objects is negated by two factors, space and time, that is Maya."  This denies the very nature of each, our individual godhood and it says that space and time are illusions, which means that our individual perceptions are false and that even we ourselves are false...and there is only Brahma. 
Space and time ( = Maya) are illusions from the point of view of that element which exists apart from space and time (or is infinite and eternal). 
This is a reiteration of the supernatural god that lives outside nature and who as an anthropomorphic being, then works miracles that defy nature.  I say God is nature and all the natural laws have not been discovered (except by Occult Science as HPB clearly teaches), but all these laws describe the God that is NOT.
 

Yet, viewed from the point of view of an entity existing within space/time (that had a beginning, will have an end, and has distinct boundaries of identity), space and time are entirely real. 
I don't see space and time as having a beginning, nor an end.  As the Universe is curved, so the ancient symbol of the serpent eating its tail the Manifestation (Kether) is eternal.  After all, Kether is in Malkuth as Malkuth is in Kether, but after a different manner.
 

The statement "our individual perceptions are false" is a relative or conditional truth, depending on exactly what your definition of "our" is. If you choose to identify with one of the sheaths or vehicles that exist within space/time (Maya), then, from that perspective, space/time (Maya) is "real", and your "self" (as you choose to identify it) is limited (by your belief) to that realm. Viewed from the perspective of Atman, however, that which appears "real" to the belief-delimited entity is revealed to be transitory, conditional, and thus not "real" in an absolute sense.
There are no absolutes.

So, the statement "even we ourselves are false" is true only if we choose to identify with that which is false (where "false" = finite/temporal). And the statement "there is only Brahman" could be stated as "there is only everything, and I am That" - clearly a refutation of metaphysical nihilism.
I continue my disagreement with your idea of time as expressed above.
The author attributes omniscience to Brahma only and not to us.
Aside from Brahman there is no "us". Brahman is consciousness in itself. Where consciousness is, there is Brahman. Our individual selves (Atman) are conscious, and therefore are nothing else than Brahman. 
Again, this is the ego-loser, nihilist ideology as I've already asserted.  It sounds nice and feels nice...as most of the world's culture has been conditioned into this.  Liber AL comes to humanity to debunk this as with the curses in the third chapter.
We are not to give up our identities and become non-Human; turning our lives in for dissolution into Brahma.  That is the nihilism of this Buddhist fantasia.  
This dissolution is not to be feared; it is "eternal ecstasy in the kisses of Nu". Eternal ecstasy is not nihilism. When we "give up" our identity we lose nothing and gain everything, because identity is transitory and relative, and it is up to us to choose what we identify ourself as. Those who would make their identity permanent and absolute are depicted in the 10th Aethyr of Liber 418, who have shut themselves up, saying "I am I", withholding their blood from the cup of Babalon.
Some stars may seek this dissolution that the Spirit may then begin a new incarnation without Karma.  The old star is then reduced to pure energy that cannot be destroyed, and then begins to reformulate the Soul.  This happens to most; all the sleepers when they die.  The Mage is seeking more, which is why Crowley says Mysticism is not enough and the way of the Mystic without Magickal development leads only to error.  Magick is about congealing the soul for evolutionary pursuit and not for the decomposing pursuit of the Mystic.  The Mystic part then provides for that part that is the Mage, the insight into the nature of consciousness.


And throughout your apologies for the author, you have really clarified for yourself a uniquely different set of ideas from those of the author.  For that matter, in my criticism of the author, I have done the same.  :-)  And we have both approached Gnosis through this, as each Magickal Weapon must be refined...here, our Swords.
As unique individual Stars, we must each realize and radiate the truth in distinct terms. Yet all who walk the path marked by the footsteps of the Masters of the Inner Order should be able to find an essential harmony in the symbols and concepts that we choose to express our own attainments. This exercise in Dharma Combat may serve to assist us in identifying that golden thread of truth that may lead us toward the goal - if so it is worthy exercise and energy well spent.
:-)
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Hi All,
93

Very fruitful discussions.  Thanks!

Thought I would wish everyone a meaningful equinox.  Four days ago I could hear the return of Seagulls, and I could feel the on rush of light, fiery and sparkling sensation.  A great stirring into motion of the astral light.  

Yesterday I reflected on the importance of being aware of these astral/etheric tides, by learning to feel them.  Its as if one can stretch out with one's feelings and increase the sense of a flow whose nature and qualities differ according the different scales of the microcosmic and macrocosmic continuum and according to the cycles and patterns of movement.

As aspiring magi I feel it is of utter most importance to also study our physical movements, since movement is energy, and energy is an expression of will, being the nature of our initiation.  

A martial arts instructor once quoted a proverb: 'Life is movement: improve your movement and improve your life.'
93/93
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Hello Paul,

I am beginning to understand your position more clearly through these discussions. I will not belabor the points where we differ, trusting that we can agree to disagree on some matters while we each continue the work we have undertaken. I will focus instead on points where there appears to be a failure of logic or lack of clarity in your statements, using the sword of art to find those subtle gaps and chinks in your armor that may have escaped your attention and thereby may be opening you up to the possibility of error.

_____

Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote:

On my spiritual egroup list, the same approach is encouraged for all who submit ideas and comments.  It's the practice of what is called Dianoesis,. which requires that assertions be critically examined on their own merits and not on whether or not one desires to be emotionally pre-persuaded or pre-dissuaded regarding the work.

Dianoesis is essential, I agree. However, it must be balanced by noesis in order for full understanding to be achieved. Reason must be balanced by intuition. Noesis or intuition is a distinct power of the intellect defined by direct participatory cognition; dianoesis or reason is analysis of that which is noetically cognized. Care must be taken to defend oneself against contamination by emotional bias in the use of both intellectual modes. One way of thinking of the distinction between these two modes of mentation is that dianoesis or reason operates by cutting ideas up into their component parts or elements and analyzing them in relation (ratio) to one another, while noesis or intuition operates by grasping whole ideas and becoming one with them through direct participatory involvement. Another way of considering them might be that noesis involves tapping into innate knowledge while dianoesis is knowledge acquired by analysis. Western culture in general tends to be out of balance by favoring reason over intuition, while Eastern philosophy and theology might be said to have the opposite tendency. A middle way that avoids over-reliance and under-utilization of both powers is the best approach, which one might think of in connection with Atu VIII.



_____

I see the destiny of the soul is to become so strong as to remain forever in incarnation; at least if and until the manifestation withdraws as is suggested in the Hindu story of Brahma as well as in the Secret Doctrine of HPB.  And I have no way to say whether or not this is actually so.  But if it is, ultimately we are ALL to return to the Ain Soph and so that is not where the spiritual effort should be.  The Spirit has this fixed destiny; the Soul has been relegated to our own making.

Brahman is that state or condition of consciousness which exists outside of, yet includes, all of time and all of space. When the material universe is withdrawn at the end of a kalpa or "Day of Brahma" ( = 4,320,000,000 years), and the period of nothingness or "night of Brahma" begins, these events are still occurring in time. To think of that which is outside of time, we must invoke the idea of a consciousness that is simultaneously present at every point in time, at every nanosecond and throughout every kalpa. Every point in time, from the infinitely distant past to the infinitely distant future, is always exactly "now" to the state of consciousness known as Brahman. When we speak of uniting the individual consciousness with Brahman, we are not talking about the "Night of Brahma" when all of material existence dissolves into nothingness; for that is still an event that occurs within time. Rather, we are talking about adjusting one's focus of consciousness so that it is not locked onto a single moment in a moving time-stream, but is equidistant from all points along the past/future axis. 

As for remaining in incarnation forever, I think this is a matter of personal preference. One soul might choose to focus hir consciousness in realms outside of time/space while others choose incarnate adventures. With all of infinity and eternity at our disposal, there is no need to set arbitrary limits on our possible options. I see no reason why a soul couldn't dissolve into Brahman and precipitate again into incarnation any number of times. Indeed, once one has become "strong enough", as it is said of initiates of the grades of the S:.S:., one may be able to retain full memory between incarnations and manifest material vehicles at will.



_____

Because Brahma is the Tao; it has no qualities that can per atrributed to it, and to do so means that we are not talking about the Tao, but anthropomorphosizing it and giving it qualities the are derived from human understanding.  The same old mistake is being made here; making God in the image and likeness of Man.

Brahman/Tao/Pleroma may be said to have "no" qualities, or to have "all" qualities, since it is the source and origin of all things. Thus, full consciousness of any quality soever may be used as a link with Brahman. It would be anthropomorphizing if one were to believe that Brahman were definable by only certain qualities to the exclusion of other qualities. I understand the idea that Brahman has no qualities to mean that there are no qualities of which one can say, "Brahman is *only* this."


_____

In the Qabalah; the Universal Mind concentrates a center and projects that out that it might make a reflection of itself, by which it may come to know itself.  And so therefore, it does not have self-awareness; it is only in the many stars that awareness as we may understand or perceive it is kept.  

It seems contradictory to speak of "mind" without "awareness". Mind is another word for awareness or consciousness. The modifiers "universal" and "self-" do not change the nature of mind/awareness itself, but merely describe relationship between the idea of mind/awareness and other ideas, namely the ideas of universality and of selfhood. 



_____

And in the deepest Samadhi, there is nothing, resultant of the mutual annihilation of subject and object.  Our memory of such a state, should it be attained, would not allow us to comprehend it on this plane.   But perhaps (so I'm not speaking authoritatively here) we still gain some Gnosis of the Tao from this and certainly we can say on this plane, that it can't hold any awareness as there is NOT there to hold it.

I believe this may be a misunderstanding, although I am not speaking authoritatively either, but speculatively only. The "annihilation of subject and object" is, I believe, more precisely an annihilation of the *relation* between subject and object, where the subject achieves perfect realization or understanding of its oneness with the object, and of all things. Consciousness in itself is not changed; in fact it is the one factor which is absolutely changeless. What is dissolved into nothingness is the sense of separateness. 




_____

My comment was:

...looked at from within the five sheaths, consciousness appears as Atman, individual; looked at from without, it appears as Brahman, universal.

Your response was:

Your allusion says that the only difference is perspective; otherwise there is no difference at all.  From this we must then conclude that the perception of both are false and all is illusion.

I don't see how this follows. Looked at from the window of an airplane, fields of wheat and corn look like a tile floor; people and vehicles look like tiny insects. Yet these objects are still as they always were; our perspective changed nothing about the objects themselves. Our view of the objects from the airplane is just as "real" as would be our view of the same objects on the ground, although their appearance would be different. Neither view is illusion; they are just different aspects of the same objects.



_____

Yes, the Atman lives in a relativistic existence; for Brahma there is no relation nothing for the Atman to relate to.

This "nothing" is also "everything". Brahman/Atman is the pure essence of consciousness itself, expressed as One (Brahman) and as Many (Atman). "I have gone down, O my God, into the abyss of the all, and I have found Thee in the midst under the guise of No Thing." (LXV III,61) 



_____
I don't see space and time as having a beginning, nor an end.  As the Universe is curved, so the ancient symbol of the serpent eating its tail the Manifestation (Kether) is eternal.  After all, Kether is in Malkuth as Malkuth is in Kether, but after a different manner.

We agree fully on this point. However, all events within time have a beginning and an end, and all objects in space have boundaries and locations. My statement was: "...viewed from the point of view of an entity existing within space/time (that had a beginning, will have an end, and has distinct boundaries of identity), space and time are entirely real." The parenthetical phrase was intended to refer to "an entity existing within space/time", not to space/time itself. I apologize for the ambiguity.




_____

The author attributes omniscience to Brahma only and not to us.
Aside from Brahman there is no "us". Brahman is consciousness in itself. Where consciousness is, there is Brahman. Our individual selves (Atman) are conscious, and therefore are nothing else than Brahman. 
Again, this is the ego-loser, nihilist ideology as I've already asserted. 

My understanding of the idea of "ego loss" is not nihilist. The word "ego", when used in the sense of the ego-death experience, refers only to the *sense of separateness* and not to the living essence or consciousness of the experiencer. Nothing is truly lost in the experience of "ego loss" except the belief that one's essence is limited or existentially bound to a finite/temporal or conditional phenomenon. The living, conscious presence of the experiencer (Atman) cannot be created or destroyed, always has been and always will be. What I (mistakenly) believe myself to be is what "dies" or is lost; what I truly am remains unchanged.

It could also be noted that ego-death is not permanent except, perhaps, for the highest initiates. The ego pops into existence again as soon as it is "lost". It is a major attainment to "lose" it for more than a few seconds.



____

Magick is about congealing the soul for evolutionary pursuit and not for the decomposing pursuit of the Mystic.

The goal of Magick is, first, to know one's true self, in order that one may fulfill the Law and do one's true will. In this, the paths of the mystic and the magician have the same goal, though at some points along the path they may have different means. As for the congealing vs. the decomposing of the soul, these appear to me to be the two elements of the formula "solve et coagula".

Carry it on...
Dale R. Gowin

Hello Paul,

I am beginning to understand your position more clearly through these discussions. I will not belabor the points where we differ, trusting that we can agree to disagree on some matters while we each continue the work we have undertaken. I will focus instead on points where there appears to be a failure of logic or lack of clarity in your statements, using the sword of art to find those subtle gaps and chinks in your armor that may have escaped your attention and thereby may be opening you up to the possibility of error.

_____

Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote:

On my spiritual egroup list, the same approach is encouraged for all who submit ideas and comments.  It's the practice of what is called Dianoesis,. which requires that assertions be critically examined on their own merits and not on whether or not one desires to be emotionally pre-persuaded or pre-dissuaded regarding the work.

Dianoesis is essential, I agree. However, it must be balanced by noesis in order for full understanding to be achieved. Reason must be balanced by intuition. Noesis or intuition is a distinct power of the intellect defined by direct participatory cognition; dianoesis or reason is analysis of that which is noetically cognized. Care must be taken to defend oneself against contamination by emotional bias in the use of both intellectual modes. One way of thinking of the distinction between these two modes of mentation is that dianoesis or reason operates by cutting ideas up into their component parts or elements and analyzing them in relation (ratio) to one another, while noesis or intuition operates by grasping whole ideas and becoming one with them through direct participatory involvement. Another way of considering them might be that noesis involves tapping into innate knowledge while dianoesis is knowledge acquired by analysis. Western culture in general tends to be out of balance by favoring reason over intuition, while Eastern philosophy and theology might be said to have the opposite tendency. A middle way that avoids over-reliance and under-utilization of both powers is the best approach, which one might think of in connection with Atu VIII.



_____

I see the destiny of the soul is to become so strong as to remain forever in incarnation; at least if and until the manifestation withdraws as is suggested in the Hindu story of Brahma as well as in the Secret Doctrine of HPB.  And I have no way to say whether or not this is actually so.  But if it is, ultimately we are ALL to return to the Ain Soph and so that is not where the spiritual effort should be.  The Spirit has this fixed destiny; the Soul has been relegated to our own making.

Brahman is that state or condition of consciousness which exists outside of, yet includes, all of time and all of space. When the material universe is withdrawn at the end of a kalpa or "Day of Brahma" ( = 4,320,000,000 years), and the period of nothingness or "night of Brahma" begins, these events are still occurring in time. To think of that which is outside of time, we must invoke the idea of a consciousness that is simultaneously present at every point in time, at every nanosecond and throughout every kalpa. Every point in time, from the infinitely distant past to the infinitely distant future, is always exactly "now" to the state of consciousness known as Brahman. When we speak of uniting the individual consciousness with Brahman, we are not talking about the "Night of Brahma" when all of material existence dissolves into nothingness; for that is still an event that occurs within time. Rather, we are talking about adjusting one's focus of consciousness so that it is not locked onto a single moment in a moving time-stream, but is equidistant from all points along the past/future axis. 

As for remaining in incarnation forever, I think this is a matter of personal preference. One soul might choose to focus hir consciousness in realms outside of time/space while others choose incarnate adventures. With all of infinity and eternity at our disposal, there is no need to set arbitrary limits on our possible options. I see no reason why a soul couldn't dissolve into Brahman and precipitate again into incarnation any number of times. Indeed, once one has become "strong enough", as it is said of initiates of the grades of the S:.S:., one may be able to retain full memory between incarnations and manifest material vehicles at will.



_____

Because Brahma is the Tao; it has no qualities that can per atrributed to it, and to do so means that we are not talking about the Tao, but anthropomorphosizing it and giving it qualities the are derived from human understanding.  The same old mistake is being made here; making God in the image and likeness of Man.

Brahman/Tao/Pleroma may be said to have "no" qualities, or to have "all" qualities, since it is the source and origin of all things. Thus, full consciousness of any quality soever may be used as a link with Brahman. It would be anthropomorphizing if one were to believe that Brahman were definable by only certain qualities to the exclusion of other qualities. I understand the idea that Brahman has no qualities to mean that there are no qualities of which one can say, "Brahman is *only* this."


_____

In the Qabalah; the Universal Mind concentrates a center and projects that out that it might make a reflection of itself, by which it may come to know itself.  And so therefore, it does not have self-awareness; it is only in the many stars that awareness as we may understand or perceive it is kept.  

It seems contradictory to speak of "mind" without "awareness". Mind is another word for awareness or consciousness. The modifiers "universal" and "self-" do not change the nature of mind/awareness itself, but merely describe relationship between the idea of mind/awareness and other ideas, namely the ideas of universality and of selfhood. 



_____

And in the deepest Samadhi, there is nothing, resultant of the mutual annihilation of subject and object.  Our memory of such a state, should it be attained, would not allow us to comprehend it on this plane.   But perhaps (so I'm not speaking authoritatively here) we still gain some Gnosis of the Tao from this and certainly we can say on this plane, that it can't hold any awareness as there is NOT there to hold it.

I believe this may be a misunderstanding, although I am not speaking authoritatively either, but speculatively only. The "annihilation of subject and object" is, I believe, more precisely an annihilation of the *relation* between subject and object, where the subject achieves perfect realization or understanding of its oneness with the object, and of all things. Consciousness in itself is not changed; in fact it is the one factor which is absolutely changeless. What is dissolved into nothingness is the sense of separateness. 




_____

My comment was:

...looked at from within the five sheaths, consciousness appears as Atman, individual; looked at from without, it appears as Brahman, universal.

Your response was:

Your allusion says that the only difference is perspective; otherwise there is no difference at all.  From this we must then conclude that the perception of both are false and all is illusion.

I don't see how this follows. Looked at from the window of an airplane, fields of wheat and corn look like a tile floor; people and vehicles look like tiny insects. Yet these objects are still as they always were; our perspective changed nothing about the objects themselves. Our view of the objects from the airplane is just as "real" as would be our view of the same objects on the ground, although their appearance would be different. Neither view is illusion; they are just different aspects of the same objects.



_____

Yes, the Atman lives in a relativistic existence; for Brahma there is no relation nothing for the Atman to relate to.

This "nothing" is also "everything". Brahman/Atman is the pure essence of consciousness itself, expressed as One (Brahman) and as Many (Atman). "I have gone down, O my God, into the abyss of the all, and I have found Thee in the midst under the guise of No Thing." (LXV III,61) 



_____
I don't see space and time as having a beginning, nor an end.  As the Universe is curved, so the ancient symbol of the serpent eating its tail the Manifestation (Kether) is eternal.  After all, Kether is in Malkuth as Malkuth is in Kether, but after a different manner.

We agree fully on this point. However, all events within time have a beginning and an end, and all objects in space have boundaries and locations. My statement was: "...viewed from the point of view of an entity existing within space/time (that had a beginning, will have an end, and has distinct boundaries of identity), space and time are entirely real." The parenthetical phrase was intended to refer to "an entity existing within space/time", not to space/time itself. I apologize for the ambiguity.




_____

The author attributes omniscience to Brahma only and not to us.
Aside from Brahman there is no "us". Brahman is consciousness in itself. Where consciousness is, there is Brahman. Our individual selves (Atman) are conscious, and therefore are nothing else than Brahman. 
Again, this is the ego-loser, nihilist ideology as I've already asserted. 

My understanding of the idea of "ego loss" is not nihilist. The word "ego", when used in the sense of the ego-death experience, refers only to the *sense of separateness* and not to the living essence or consciousness of the experiencer. Nothing is truly lost in the experience of "ego loss" except the belief that one's essence is limited or existentially bound to a finite/temporal or conditional phenomenon. The living, conscious presence of the experiencer (Atman) cannot be created or destroyed, always has been and always will be. What I (mistakenly) believe myself to be is what "dies" or is lost; what I truly am remains unchanged.

It could also be noted that ego-death is not permanent except, perhaps, for the highest initiates. The ego pops into existence again as soon as it is "lost". It is a major attainment to "lose" it for more than a few seconds.



____

Magick is about congealing the soul for evolutionary pursuit and not for the decomposing pursuit of the Mystic.

The goal of Magick is, first, to know one's true self, in order that one may fulfill the Law and do one's true will. In this, the paths of the mystic and the magician have the same goal, though at some points along the path they may have different means. As for the congealing vs. the decomposing of the soul, these appear to me to be the two elements of the formula "solve et coagula".


Carry it on...



-- 

Dale R. Gowin

Hi Dale,
93
 

I am beginning to understand your position more clearly through these discussions. I will not belabor the points where we differ, trusting that we can agree to disagree on some matters while we each continue the work we have undertaken. I will focus instead on points where there appears to be a failure of logic or lack of clarity in your statements, using the sword of art to find those subtle gaps and chinks in your armor that may have escaped your attention and thereby may be opening you up to the possibility of error.

I like it...

Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote:

On my spiritual egroup list, the same approach is encouraged for all who submit ideas and comments.  It's the practice of what is called Dianoesis,. which requires that assertions be critically examined on their own merits and not on whether or not one desires to be emotionally pre-persuaded or pre-dissuaded regarding the work.
Dianoesis is essential, I agree. However, it must be balanced by noesis in order for full understanding to be achieved. Reason must be balanced by intuition. Noesis or intuition is a distinct power of the intellect defined by direct participatory cognition; dianoesis or reason is analysis of that which is noetically cognized. Care must be taken to defend oneself against contamination by emotional bias in the use of both intellectual modes. One way of thinking of the distinction between these two modes of mentation is that dianoesis or reason operates by cutting ideas up into their component parts or elements and analyzing them in relation (ratio) to one another, while noesis or intuition operates by grasping whole ideas and becoming one with them through direct participatory involvement. Another way of considering them might be that noesis involves tapping into innate knowledge while dianoesis is knowledge acquired by analysis. Western culture in general tends to be out of balance by favoring reason over intuition, while Eastern philosophy and theology might be said to have the opposite tendency. A middle way that avoids over-reliance and under-utilization of both powers is the best approach, which one might think of in connection with Atu VIII.

I agree with what you're saying here; but I would add that if what is intuited cannot survive the process of dianoesis, then one has incorporated one or more false notions in one's synthesis.  I understand that the West has leaned far more to the side of analysis.  But in the East we see many people with mental disease being viewed as great mystics when they are really exhibiting psychotic behavior.  The East has failed to make this distinction and finds that everyone who falls to the ground with the body undulating with epilepsy to be having a holy experience.
Per Atu VIII: First, Saturn is exalted in Libra and so the scales are balanced on the sword.  The scales themselves are said to be the "Judex and Testes of final judgment."  Dianoesis is clearly implied here.

_____

I see the destiny of the soul is to become so strong as to remain forever in incarnation; at least if and until the manifestation withdraws as is suggested in the Hindu story of Brahma as well as in the Secret Doctrine of HPB.  And I have no way to say whether or not this is actually so.  But if it is, ultimately we are ALL to return to the Ain Soph and so that is not where the spiritual effort should be.  The Spirit has this fixed destiny; the Soul has been relegated to our own making.

Brahman is that state or condition of consciousness which exists outside of, yet includes, all of time and all of space. When the material universe is withdrawn at the end of a kalpa or "Day of Brahma" ( = 4,320,000,000 years), and the period of nothingness or "night of Brahma" begins, these events are still occurring in time. To think of that which is outside of time, we must invoke the idea of a consciousness that is simultaneously present at every point in time, at every nanosecond and throughout every kalpa. Every point in time, from the infinitely distant past to the infinitely distant future, is always exactly "now" to the state of consciousness known as Brahman. When we speak of uniting the individual consciousness with Brahman, we are not talking about the "Night of Brahma" when all of material existence dissolves into nothingness; for that is still an event that occurs within time. Rather, we are talking about adjusting one's focus of consciousness so that it is not locked onto a single moment in a moving time-stream, but is equidistant from all points along the past/future axis. 
Yes, I understand how the Hindus calculate the kalpas; I simply don't see this as so as from my own intuitional base, the night of Brahma undulates simultaneously with the day; each manifested moment containing its unmanifested nature.  The many Platonic years that may fit into one Brahmanic manvantara still show the cycle of time as a circle (ancient symbol of god--whose center is everywhere and whose circumference is nowhere) and not a linear construct.  Cf. my articles: Starry Gnosis & Gnostic Cycles.
 

As for remaining in incarnation forever, I think this is a matter of personal preference. One soul might choose to focus hir consciousness in realms outside of time/space while others choose incarnate adventures. With all of infinity and eternity at our disposal, there is no need to set arbitrary limits on our possible options. I see no reason why a soul couldn't dissolve into Brahman and precipitate again into incarnation any number of times. Indeed, once one has become "strong enough", as it is said of initiates of the grades of the S:.S:., one may be able to retain full memory between incarnations and manifest material vehicles at will.

The timeless state is approachable with Samadhi, which is discovered in meditation and even in the creative process.  As this undulates in simultaneity with the weight of time and the destructive process, both become two sides of the same coin.  When Krsna gives Arjuna the transcendental knowledge on the battlefield of Kuruksetra, he tells him that he must participate in life; he must act.  There can be no "realms" (plural) outside time/space or we are then giving form and definition to the Ain Soph (the NOT).

_____

Because Brahma is the Tao; it has no qualities that can per atrributed to it, and to do so means that we are not talking about the Tao, but anthropomorphosizing it and giving it qualities the are derived from human understanding.  The same old mistake is being made here; making God in the image and likeness of Man.
Brahman/Tao/Pleroma may be said to have "no" qualities, or to have "all" qualities, since it is the source and origin of all things. Thus, full consciousness of any quality soever may be used as a link with Brahman. It would be anthropomorphizing if one were to believe that Brahman were definable by only certain qualities to the exclusion of other qualities. I understand the idea that Brahman has no qualities to mean that there are no qualities of which one can say, "Brahman is *only* this."

But we still would not then be talking about the Tao as it cannot be described in any way.  In the Thelemic artifice placed over the Tree, PAN (the ALL) is placed as a Guardian of the Abyss; the higher god (Kether) and above this, the Ain Soph (Tao), are yet well beyond this.
_____

In the Qabalah; the Universal Mind concentrates a center and projects that out that it might make a reflection of itself, by which it may come to know itself.  And so therefore, it does not have self-awareness; it is only in the many stars that awareness as we may understand or perceive it is kept.  
It seems contradictory to speak of "mind" without "awareness". Mind is another word for awareness or consciousness. The modifiers "universal" and "self-" do not change the nature of mind/awareness itself, but merely describe relationship between the idea of mind/awareness and other ideas, namely the ideas of universality and of selfhood. 

You are correct here; I really should have said the Ain-Soph concentrates a center.

_____

And in the deepest Samadhi, there is nothing, resultant of the mutual annihilation of subject and object.  Our memory of such a state, should it be attained, would not allow us to comprehend it on this plane.   But perhaps (so I'm not speaking authoritatively here) we still gain some Gnosis of the Tao from this and certainly we can say on this plane, that it can't hold any awareness as there is NOT there to hold it.
I believe this may be a misunderstanding, although I am not speaking authoritatively either, but speculatively only. The "annihilation of subject and object" is, I believe, more precisely an annihilation of the *relation* between subject and object, where the subject achieves perfect realization or understanding of its oneness with the object, and of all things. Consciousness in itself is not changed; in fact it is the one factor which is absolutely changeless. What is dissolved into nothingness is the sense of separateness. 

I would suspect here, that this is why there are so many philological systems; each having the same experience upon returning to the ordinary consciousness, must use these weak words and the weakness of reason to describe that experience, which is why Liber AL says that Reason is a lie.  Logic itself is but an aritifice, but it is the only measure we have.  That is why I adhere to Plato's teaching that there is no 'truth' and only 'correct opinion.'

_____

My comment was:

...looked at from within the five sheaths, consciousness appears as Atman, individual; looked at from without, it appears as Brahman, universal.

Your response was:

Your allusion says that the only difference is perspective; otherwise there is no difference at all.  From this we must then conclude that the perception of both are false and all is illusion.
I don't see how this follows. Looked at from the window of an airplane, fields of wheat and corn look like a tile floor; people and vehicles look like tiny insects. Yet these objects are still as they always were; our perspective changed nothing about the objects themselves. Our view of the objects from the airplane is just as "real" as would be our view of the same objects on the ground, although their appearance would be different. Neither view is illusion; they are just different aspects of the same objects.

Though I think I was drawing on a bit more from which to form my original assertion, even in this, you are drawing a sharp distinction between Brahman and Atman with the implication that Brahman is some distance from the Atman.  And so they are not mutually identifying.  This is what I have been saying and you have been contradicting.  And from this, Atman holds experience and consciousness; Brahman is but the fabric that holds the many Atmans.  At some point is this ALL, ONE?  Yes, I think so...in the heart of my intuition.  But that ONE has been made the ALL that the ALL might perceive conscoiusness.  The ONE is shut up beyond the Abyss, which for all practical purposes, remains outside the realm of human cognition.

_____

Yes, the Atman lives in a relativistic existence; for Brahma there is no relation nothing for the Atman to relate to.
This "nothing" is also "everything". Brahman/Atman is the pure essence of consciousness itself, expressed as One (Brahman) and as Many (Atman). "I have gone down, O my God, into the abyss of the all, and I have found Thee in the midst under the guise of No Thing." (LXV III,61) 

Per my intuition stated above, the Atman perceives the unity in ALL things; the ONE "under the guise of No Thing."  'Guise' would be the operative word here; it is the ONE that we percieve, and its only dictim is to become the ALL.

_____

The author attributes omniscience to Brahma only and not to us.
Aside from Brahman there is no "us". Brahman is consciousness in itself. Where consciousness is, there is Brahman. Our individual selves (Atman) are conscious, and therefore are nothing else than Brahman. 
Again, this is the ego-loser, nihilist ideology as I've already asserted. 
My understanding of the idea of "ego loss" is not nihilist. The word "ego", when used in the sense of the ego-death experience, refers only to the *sense of separateness* and not to the living essence or consciousness of the experiencer. Nothing is truly lost in the experience of "ego loss" except the belief that one's essence is limited or existentially bound to a finite/temporal or conditional phenomenon. The living, conscious presence of the experiencer (Atman) cannot be created or destroyed, always has been and always will be. What I (mistakenly) believe myself to be is what "dies" or is lost; what I truly am remains unchanged.
And that 'I' is the 'true' ego that must be what then survives this death.  And in so doing, must come to the point of its own omniscience; as infinite as the Brahma.  This points back to an earlier assertion that I believe I made.  Every atom of the body of Brahma (the infinite, transcendental) must be in itself infinite and transcendental.  There is no godhead to 'return' to...no heaven or nirvana...just now and each of us, our own godhood to realize.

It could also be noted that ego-death is not permanent except, perhaps, for the highest initiates. The ego pops into existence again as soon as it is "lost". It is a major attainment to "lose" it for more than a few seconds.
Obviously, with the Abyss scenario, there is a point where yes, the ego must be lost in the way you describe.  But the Eastern teachings have not first asserted that an ego must be formulated first.  It is this formulation as we talked about in our earlier conversation on the HGA that fully builds the Ruach (Soul) and that differentiation which is left behind when one's Spirit re-connects with the intimate fire, of which it is but a spark.  It is then cast back into the Ruach, which is why we have the line you quoted from Liber LXV...as much as it casts a star into the heavens (as it is said in Qabalistic lore).  And so the Atman, while having a certain identification with the Brahman (the Brahman having no identification at all...this being a quality of Atman), moves forward into its own divinity.

____

Magick is about congealing the soul for evolutionary pursuit and not for the decomposing pursuit of the Mystic.
The goal of Magick is, first, to know one's true self, in order that one may fulfill the Law and do one's true will. In this, the paths of the mystic and the magician have the same goal, though at some points along the path they may have different means. As for the congealing vs. the decomposing of the soul, these appear to me to be the two elements of the formula "solve et coagula".

I see the art of coming to know one's true self as being mystical in nature...and to study and learn to perceive that nature.  The Magick is in transforming the mortal part of that nature into something that is immortal (a loaded concept).
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Hello Paul,

You've given me much to think about, which I appreciate. I'll just 
mention a few things while I continue to contemplate others.



1
Per Atu VIII: First, Saturn is exalted in Libra and so the scales are 
balanced on the sword.  The scales themselves are said to be the "Judex 
and Testes of final judgment."  Dianoesis is clearly implied here.

A good point. It would have been better for me to suggest a comparison 
of Atu VIII and Atu 0 in relation to a comparison of dianoesis and noesis.



2
There can be no "realms" (plural) outside time/space or we are then 
giving form and definition to the Ain Soph (the NOT).

Yes, "realms" is a clumsy word to use in this connection. More 
precisely, we are talking about a state or states of consciousness. 
However, it should be noted that Liber 777 (Column XXIV) aligns the 
conscious union of Atman and Brahman, or Atma Darshana, with 1 (Kether) 
rather than with 0, so in talking about this conscious union we are not 
necessarily talking about the Ain Soph, at least as Crowley understood 
the terms. Kether may relate to the vision or realization of absolute 
unity, the oneness of Self and Other, of I and Thou.

3
In the Thelemic artifice placed over the Tree, PAN (the ALL) is placed 
as a Guardian of the Abyss; the higher god (Kether) and above this, the 
Ain Soph (Tao), are yet well beyond this.

777 places both Pan (Column XXXIV) and Nirvikalpa-samadhi (Column XXIV) 
with Tao (Column LXVI) at Key Scale 0, above Kether and above Atma 
Darshana. In Chapter XVII of "The Psychology of Hashish" (a brilliant 
example of dianoesis), Crowley discusses the nature of Samadhi, noting 
that in the Hindu conception "There are higher and lower forms. That 
called Nirvikalpa-Samadhi, when the trance results from banishing 
thought altogether, instead of concentrating on one thought, is the 
highest kind."  <www.luminist.org/archives/psychology_of_hashish.htm> 
Perhaps, then, the Atma/Brahma identification or Atma Darshana is more 
aligned with Savikalpa-samadhi, in which the mind is concentrated on one 
thought.

Is your note about Pan as Guardian of the Abyss a reference to Liber VII?



4
The ONE is shut up beyond the Abyss, which for all practical purposes, 
remains outside the realm of human cognition.

This depends on how you define "human cognition". In "One Star In Sight" 
it is said that "The Magister Templi is pre-eminently the Master of 
Mysticism, that is, His Understanding is entirely free from internal 
contradiction or external obscurity; His word is to comprehend the 
existing Universe in accordance with His own Mind." He then still has a 
mind and is able to comprehend and to understand. One might say, 
however, that, as she is free from all internal contradiction, hir 
cognition is no longer "human" - if internal contradiction is considered 
an integral element of human thought. Perhaps, after transcending human 
thought, the MT uses only "divine thought". Nevertheless, some form of 
cognition is evidently still occurring.


Onward...

-- 
Dale R. Gowin
Hi Dale,
93

>1
> Per Atu VIII: First, Saturn is exalted in Libra and so the scales are
> balanced on the sword.  The scales themselves are said to be the "Judex
> and Testes of final judgment."  Dianoesis is clearly implied here.
>
> A good point. It would have been better for me to suggest a comparison of
> Atu VIII and Atu 0 in relation to a comparison of dianoesis and noesis.

I do understand your point about noesis; but by dianoesis we have the chance 
to rule out any falsity that would be generated by noesis; the latter 
bringing balance to the former.  Of course, without the original inspiration 
of noesis, there's nothing to contemplate.


> 2
> There can be no "realms" (plural) outside time/space or we are then giving
> form and definition to the Ain Soph (the NOT).
>
> Yes, "realms" is a clumsy word to use in this connection. More precisely,
> we are talking about a state or states of consciousness. However, it
> should be noted that Liber 777 (Column XXIV) aligns the conscious union of
> Atman and Brahman, or Atma Darshana, with 1 (Kether) rather than with 0,
> so in talking about this conscious union we are not necessarily talking
> about the Ain Soph, at least as Crowley understood the terms. Kether may
> relate to the vision or realization of absolute unity, the oneness of Self
> and Other, of I and Thou.

It is interesting to see this in 777 and I daresay, my research and 
experience contradicts this (per my as yet unpublished document on 
Samapatti...attached) Atma Darshana would be complete identification or 
samadhi with the Atman; that core of the being that is in the Ruach.  And as 
I am not yet of sufficient grade to authenticate this at the level of 
Adeptus Minor, you'll have to take my objection with a grain of salt.  He 
does put Atmandarshana at line 1 and calls it "Unity with Brahma".  He may 
then be referring the Brahma as the same genius as Buddha or Christ; though 
that still would force him to put this on line 6.  And at line 6 he has 
Vishvaupadarshana, which I can assume is equivocated to a vision of Vishnu 
or the H.G.A.
Certainly, from my viewpoint, it does not necessarily follow that the Atman 
then has a Brahmadarshana (assuming this is even an actual Buddhis term). 
As a matter of fact, I put the Atmandharshana at the Adeptus Minor level, as 
detailed in my article.  Most significant here is the fact that the 
Darshanas are a part of the Jhanas (Dhyanas and not Samadis) that are a part 
of the "Vision of the Higher Self" that he has listed on line 10.  There are 
other lines that also make no sense and there's no explanation for this 
column in the latter part of the book and where other columns are explained. 
So I can't even be certain that this column was carefully assembled or 
simply remains in draft after all these years; with no one questioning the 
draft.
Oops!  There goes that tendency to dianoesis again.  :-)

> 3
> In the Thelemic artifice placed over the Tree, PAN (the ALL) is placed as
> a Guardian of the Abyss; the higher god (Kether) and above this, the Ain
> Soph (Tao), are yet well beyond this.
>
> 777 places both Pan (Column XXXIV) and Nirvikalpa-samadhi (Column XXIV)
> with Tao (Column LXVI) at Key Scale 0, above Kether and above Atma
> Darshana. In Chapter XVII of "The Psychology of Hashish" (a brilliant
> example of dianoesis), Crowley discusses the nature of Samadhi, noting
> that in the Hindu conception "There are higher and lower forms. That
> called Nirvikalpa-Samadhi, when the trance results from banishing thought
> altogether, instead of concentrating on one thought, is the highest kind."
> <www.luminist.org/archives/psychology_of_hashish.htm> Perhaps, then, the
> Atma/Brahma identification or Atma Darshana is more aligned with
> Savikalpa-samadhi, in which the mind is concentrated on one thought.
>
> Is your note about Pan as Guardian of the Abyss a reference to Liber VII?

Per above, I can't be certain of Crowley's expertise in this area.  Rather, 
I think there's much more to be gained from reading Jung's psychological 
commentary to the Tibetan Book of the Dead.
Per Pan and the Abyss, I don't draw this from Liber VII specifically; but to 
various teachings of the A.'.A.'. and also a strong study of Liber 418, 
which draws the complete outline of Thelemic Doctrine.

> 4
> The ONE is shut up beyond the Abyss, which for all practical purposes,
> remains outside the realm of human cognition.
>
> This depends on how you define "human cognition". In "One Star In Sight"
> it is said that "The Magister Templi is pre-eminently the Master of
> Mysticism, that is, His Understanding is entirely free from internal
> contradiction or external obscurity; His word is to comprehend the
> existing Universe in accordance with His own Mind." He then still has a
> mind and is able to comprehend and to understand. One might say, however,
> that, as she is free from all internal contradiction, hir cognition is no
> longer "human" - if internal contradiction is considered an integral
> element of human thought. Perhaps, after transcending human thought, the
> MT uses only "divine thought". Nevertheless, some form of cognition is
> evidently still occurring.

Of course, I would say that the office of Master of the Temple is meta-human 
and that level of consciousness simply does not transate into the Ruach as 
it is beyond the Abyss.
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Hello again Paul,

Here are a few more thoughts on this most interesting subject.

___

It is interesting to see this in 777 and I daresay, my research and experience contradicts this (per my as yet unpublished document on Samapatti...attached) 
Atma Darshana would be complete identification or samadhi with the Atman; that core of the being that is in the Ruach.  And as I am not yet of sufficient grade to authenticate this at the level of Adeptus Minor, you'll have to take my objection with a grain of salt.
___

Fair enough. I'll take the salt and perhaps add a pinch of sulfur into the mix in the form of a slightly different perspective. I think it might be a mistake to think of Atman as "in the Ruach" if the word "in" is understood to imply a fundamental or essential connection between the two. The Atman would appear to correspond more directly with the Jechidah, defined by Crowley in "Little Essays Towards Truth" as "the quintessential principle of the soul". Jechidah, corresponding with Kether, influences the Ruach (Tiphereth) through the media of Chia (Chokmah) and Neschama (Binah). These spiritual principles, Crowley suggests, create the Ruach as a "machine for investigating the universe", a vehicle with which to navigate the intellectual spheres. Ruach in turn precipitates the Nephesch as a vehicle to operate in the material plane. Crowley writes in the "Confessions" (p. 468):
"The Neschamah is that aspiration which in most men is no more than a void and voiceless longing. It becomes articulate only when it compels the Ruach to interpret it. The Nephesch, or animal soul, is not the body itself; the body is excremental, of the Qliphoth or shells. The Nephesch is that coherent brute which animates it, from the reflexes to the highest forms of conscious activity. These again are only cognizable when they translate themselves to the Ruach.The Ruach lastly is the machine of the mind converging on a central consciousness, which appears to be the ego. The true ego is, however, above Neschamah, whose occasional messages to the Ruach warn the human ego of the existence of his superior. Such communications may be welcomed or resented, encouraged or stifled. Initiation consists in identifying the human self with the divine, and the man who does not strain constantly to this end is simply a brute made wretched and ashamed by the fact of selfconsciousness."
It is this "true ego" dwelling above Neschama that appears to correspond most directly with Atman. This true ego is reflected in the "human ego" of Ruach like a hologram image; the true ego (macroprosopus) is perfectly reflected into the microcosmic domain of Ruach but is not really "there" any more than the sun is actually present in the morning dew-drops that contain its image. The true ego or real self is always above the abyss among the supernals.


___

He does put Atmandarshana at line 1 and calls it "Unity with Brahma".  He may then be referring the Brahma as the same genius as Buddha or Christ; though that still would force him to put this on line 6.  And at line 6 he has Vishvaupadarshana, which I can assume is equivocated to a vision of Vishnu or the H.G.A. 
Most significant here is the fact that the Darshanas are a part of the Jhanas (Dhyanas and not Samadis) that are a part of the "Vision of the Higher Self" that he has listed on line 10.
___

Visvarupa-darshana is the title of Chapter 11 of the Bhagavad-gita, in which Krishna reveals his true form to Arjuna, bright as the sun, with an infinite number of arms and faces, etc. In this vision the universal, trans-spatiotemporal nature of the true ego is glimpsed, but the human ego is not fully united with it and falls back into the Ruach, as Arjuna is shocked and blinded by the vision and must turn his face away. In Visvarupa-darshana, as in the attainment of the KCHGA (Tiphereth), there is still duality, a dialog between guru and chela, an "I and Thou" relationship; but in Atma-darshana (Kether) the two are united fully and there is only One. The "vision of the higher self" occurs at the beginning of the path, in Malkuth; this may be seen as the initial inspiration that prompts the aspirant to undertake the path of initiation - and this is classed as Dhyana. 777 does not specify whether Visvarupa-darshana (Tiphereth) is classed as Dhyana or Samadhi. But Crowley notes in Book 4, Part I, that these terms may relate to a spectrum of visionary trances rather than clear-cut categories: 
"It will have been understood that Dharana, Dhyana, and Samadhi form a continuous process, and exactly when the climax comes does not matter... Dhyana resembles Samadhi in many respects. There is a union of the ego and the non-ego, and a loss of the senses of time and space and causality. Duality in any form is abolished. The idea of time involves that of two consecutive things, that of space two noncoincident things, that of causality two connected things. These Dhyanic conditions contradict those of normal thought; but in Samadhi they are very much more marked than in Dhyana. And while in the latter it seems like a simple union of two things, in the former it appears as if all things rushed together and united. One might say that in Dhyana there was still this quality latent, that the One existing was opposed to the Many non-existing; in Samadhi the Many and the One are united in a union of Existence with non-Existence."
Atma-darshana is superseded by Shiva-darshana, at key scale 0, or Ain Soph. 777 links this with the highest form of Samadhi. This stage is where the One is resolved into None. In "The Psychology of Hashish" Crowley writes:
"Of this vision what can one say, save that the Universe, as previously known through Atmadarshana, is annihilated? Yet the negation of this phrase is only apparent... it is only an illusion that goes. Yet there is indeed Nothing in its place - and the only way to express the matter is to spell that Nothing with a capital N." 

I persist in thinking that this "Nothing" is not a Nihilist conception - as confusing as that triple-negative sentence sounds. It is instead "the consciousness of the continuity of existence, the omnipresence of my body". It is beyond the capacity of the human ego, rooted in Ruach, to comprehend - except through the angelic link forged in Tiphereth.


___

Of course, I would say that the office of Master of the Temple is meta-human and that level of consciousness simply does not translate into the Ruach as it is beyond the Abyss. 
___

Yet the true ego or real self of every human exists always there among the supernals. In Malkuth we are able to catch hints and glimpses of this fact, which may prompt us to undertake the work of forging a link between the human ego and the meta-human true ego. An equilibrium between the two may then be attained in Tiphereth where the human may enjoy knowledge of and conversation with the meta-human. Yet, all along, only one was ever truly real.

Or, at least, that's how it seems from here, as of now....

Fiat Lux....



-- 

Dale R. Gowin

Hi Dale,
93
Yes, I'm glad to continue with this and am learning a bit myself...so as long as we're both enjoying this, let's keep at it.
 

It is interesting to see this in 777 and I daresay, my research and experience contradicts this (per my as yet unpublished document on Samapatti...attached) 
Atma Darshana would be complete identification or samadhi with the Atman; that core of the being that is in the Ruach.  And as I am not yet of sufficient grade to authenticate this at the level of Adeptus Minor, you'll have to take my objection with a grain of salt.
___

Fair enough. I'll take the salt and perhaps add a pinch of sulfur into the mix in the form of a slightly different perspective. I think it might be a mistake to think of Atman as "in the Ruach" if the word "in" is understood to imply a fundamental or essential connection between the two. The Atman would appear to correspond more directly with the Jechidah, defined by Crowley in "Little Essays Towards Truth" as "the quintessential principle of the soul". Jechidah, corresponding with Kether, influences the Ruach (Tiphereth) through the media of Chia (Chokmah) and Neschama (Binah). These spiritual principles, Crowley suggests, create the Ruach as a "machine for investigating the universe", a vehicle with which to navigate the intellectual spheres. Ruach in turn precipitates the Nephesch as a vehicle to operate in the material plane. Crowley writes in the "Confessions" (p. 468):
"The Neschamah is that aspiration which in most men is no more than a void and voiceless longing. It becomes articulate only when it compels the Ruach to interpret it. The Nephesch, or animal soul, is not the body itself; the body is excremental, of the Qliphoth or shells. The Nephesch is that coherent brute which animates it, from the reflexes to the highest forms of conscious activity. These again are only cognizable when they translate themselves to the Ruach.The Ruach lastly is the machine of the mind converging on a central consciousness, which appears to be the ego. The true ego is, however, above Neschamah, whose occasional messages to the Ruach warn the human ego of the existence of his superior. Such communications may be welcomed or resented, encouraged or stifled. Initiation consists in identifying the human self with the divine, and the man who does not strain constantly to this end is simply a brute made wretched and ashamed by the fact of selfconsciousness."
 

It is this "true ego" dwelling above Neschama that appears to correspond most directly with Atman. This true ego is reflected in the "human ego" of Ruach like a hologram image; the true ego (macroprosopus) is perfectly reflected into the microcosmic domain of Ruach but is not really "there" any more than the sun is actually present in the morning dew-drops that contain its image. The true ego or real self is always above the abyss among the supernals.

Well, it seems I'm inclined to agree with you here...the force of your argument is quite persuasive.  Before I got this message, this morning, I was thinking...perhaps the Atmandarshana remains equivalent to the H.G.A. experience, but the H.G.A. is still of Kether; where and at such a point, the Angel acting without the lower ego that remains affixed to the physical body, does itself commit to some form of Brahmadarshana.  What I'm attempting to connect is the notion of the lower ego and its responsibility to turn itself around and become affixed with the influx of the divine descent.
This is the solar-phallic archetypal force that creates the various avatars/egregores that have reigned as saviors over various cultures.  In us as individuals, it perfects our humanity by infusing the highest with the lowest and with the four quarters.  The Angel alone has the awesome task of connecting with and operating through the mystery of Kether, wherein it is said: Seflessness is Self.
The idea of immortality includes a certain congealing of the soul (the blue ascending force) that prevents the disintegration of the Ruach at some point after death.  This very grand and central secret is as much subtly as it is overtly detailed in both the Egyptian and Tibetan Book of the Dead.  As a formula for living, it is a method for getting to the true Material & Elemental Universe (spoken of by Sri Aurobindo and clan) and no longer be caught up in this world of shells that is often mistaken as being represented by Malkuth on the Tree.  Malkuth is actually the true Material & Elemental Universe, most of us are asleep in this world of shells that we mistake for Malkuth.  And yet there is nothing certain here, which is why Sri Aurobindo says that in the true Material Universe, accidents are not possible.
___

He does put Atmandarshana at line 1 and calls it "Unity with Brahma".  He may then be referring the Brahma as the same genius as Buddha or Christ; though that still would force him to put this on line 6.  And at line 6 he has Vishvaupadarshana, which I can assume is equivocated to a vision of Vishnu or the H.G.A. 
Most significant here is the fact that the Darshanas are a part of the Jhanas (Dhyanas and not Samadis) that are a part of the "Vision of the Higher Self" that he has listed on line 10.
___

Visvarupa-darshana is the title of Chapter 11 of the Bhagavad-gita, in which Krishna reveals his true form to Arjuna, bright as the sun, with an infinite number of arms and faces, etc. In this vision the universal, trans-spatiotemporal nature of the true ego is glimpsed, but the human ego is not fully united with it and falls back into the Ruach, as Arjuna is shocked and blinded by the vision and must turn his face away. In Visvarupa-darshana, as in the attainment of the KCHGA (Tiphereth), there is still duality, a dialog between guru and chela, an "I and Thou" relationship; but in Atma-darshana (Kether) the two are united fully and there is only One. The "vision of the higher self" occurs at the beginning of the path, in Malkuth; this may be seen as the initial inspiration that prompts the aspirant to undertake the path of initiation - and this is classed as Dhyana. 777 does not specify whether Visvarupa-darshana (Tiphereth) is classed as Dhyana or Samadhi. But Crowley notes in Book 4, Part I, that these terms may relate to a spectrum of visionary trances rather than clear-cut categories: 

"It will have been understood that Dharana, Dhyana, and Samadhi form a continuous process, and exactly when the climax comes does not matter... Dhyana resembles Samadhi in many respects. There is a union of the ego and the non-ego, and a loss of the senses of time and space and causality. Duality in any form is abolished. The idea of time involves that of two consecutive things, that of space two noncoincident things, that of causality two connected things. These Dhyanic conditions contradict those of normal thought; but in Samadhi they are very much more marked than in Dhyana. And while in the latter it seems like a simple union of two things, in the former it appears as if all things rushed together and united. One might say that in Dhyana there was still this quality latent, that the One existing was opposed to the Many non-existing; in Samadhi the Many and the One are united in a union of Existence with non-Existence."
 

Visionary experience is the key to Dyana in contrast with Samadhi, which is a projection of consciousness from subject to object.  It is these that both inaugurate initiation and confirm one along the path; as NUIT says: "certainty, not faith, while in life..."  All the observed symptoms are consistent with the creative experience of the artist and musical improvisor; the sense of being outside time or time moving in a non-linear fashion and the single-minded concentration that is Dharana.  To quote Crowley from his Adeptus Major tome: Magick:
 

THIS word has two quite distinct and mutually exclusive meanings. The first refers to the result itself. Dhyana is the same word as the Pali "Jhana." The Buddha counted eight Jhanas, which are evidently different degrees and kinds of trance. The Hindu also speaks of Dhyana as a lesser form of Samadhi. Others, however, treat it as if it were merely an intensification of Dharana. Patanjali says: "Dhrana is holding the mind on to some particular object. An unbroken flow of knowledge in that subject is Dhyana. When that, giving up all forms, reflects only the meaning, it is Samadhi." He combines these three into Samyama.
 

Per my earlier assertion, these trances are of the Jhanas, which again, are described as being of the four realms below Nirodha-Samapatti.  If I may be so bold as to quote myself from the unpublished document I gave you:
 

The final Jhana is the perfection of one’s journey through the samsara, the perfection of one’s relation with the present incarnation.  The ‘I am’ of the preceding Jhana gives way or yields to the higher self, initially beset with this new corrected relation with the world.  It is the stage of the Adeptus Minor (Without) that comes with Sasmita-samapatti.  The eighth and final stage of meditation, Nirasmita-samapatti corrects all the erroneous self-identifications and is that stage of Atmandharshana that corresponds with the Adeptus Minor (Within).’

 

Note that I say "that stage of Atmandharshana" that is consistent with the Adeptus Minor (Within) part of the Tiphareth experience.  The Adept sees clearly the divine spark within and gains the perspective of this spark as captured into the Ruach.  There is something of a cycle that then starts as this is where the Magister Templi will ultimately find him or herself returned, while simultaneously casting a star into the heavens.  This flowery-seeming description is highly technical and yet has not really been explained.  I believe Thelemic Doctrine offers us the opportunity to get a clear insight into this.
 

Atma-darshana is superseded by Shiva-darshana, at key scale 0, or Ain Soph. 777 links this with the highest form of Samadhi. This stage is where the One is resolved into None. In "The Psychology of Hashish" Crowley writes:
"Of this vision what can one say, save that the Universe, as previously known through Atmadarshana, is annihilated? Yet the negation of this phrase is only apparent... it is only an illusion that goes. Yet there is indeed Nothing in its place - and the only way to express the matter is to spell that Nothing with a capital N." 
 

There is certainly a clear inference to suggest that Atmadarshana is not that highest of trances that is the experience of Kether as it is said to be something less than the highest of the Samadhi trances.  Further, it is worth noting that Crowley is speaking here from his observations from the point of view of the Ruach; having smoked hashish, which is not the negative or passive state of Eastern meditation, but the positive and proactive approach of the Western dance.
 

I persist in thinking that this "Nothing" is not a Nihilist conception - as confusing as that triple-negative sentence sounds. It is instead "the consciousness of the continuity of existence, the omnipresence of my body". It is beyond the capacity of the human ego, rooted in Ruach, to comprehend - except through the angelic link forged in Tiphereth.

The "consciousness of the continuity of extistence" is certainly the NOT and yes, I it is not the nihilistic conception.  This is not what I'm arguing against, but in the application of the doctrine that has been built upon this and installed into the conditioning of the dead religions cursed in AL.  To list this as the sole or the highest aspiration of the spiritual journeyman creates the ego-loser mentality that is so easily and consistently exploited by the various gurus and priests of these religions.  They create the slave-mind that holds one more deeply into the herd-consciousness that is the nature of the deep sleep we are actually dwelling.
___

Of course, I would say that the office of Master of the Temple is meta-human and that level of consciousness simply does not translate into the Ruach as it is beyond the Abyss. 
___

Yet the true ego or real self of every human exists always there among the supernals. In Malkuth we are able to catch hints and glimpses of this fact, which may prompt us to undertake the work of forging a link between the human ego and the meta-human true ego. An equilibrium between the two may then be attained in Tiphereth where the human may enjoy knowledge of and conversation with the meta-human. Yet, all along, only one was ever truly real.

Or, at least, that's how it seems from here, as of now....

This is just that application that I complain of and argue against.  To say that this spark that is Kether is the only real ego and that all these lower expressions are illusory makes even this conversation a false interaction and simply a solipsistic projection of my own attachment to Maya.
This makes any attempt to walk the path of Initiation just as illusory as aught else and denies us responsibility for our actions.  This is the nihilism.
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Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote:

Yes, I'm glad to continue with this and am learning a bit myself...so as long as we're both enjoying this, let's keep at it.

Onward, then.


Before I got this message, this morning, I was thinking...perhaps the Atmandarshana remains equivalent to the H.G.A. experience, but the H.G.A. is still of Kether; where and at such a point, the Angel acting without the lower ego that remains affixed to the physical body, does itself commit to some form of Brahmadarshana.  What I'm attempting to connect is the notion of the lower ego and its responsibility to turn itself around and become affixed with the influx of the divine descent. This is the solar-phallic archetypal force that creates the various avatars/egregores that have reigned as saviors over various cultures.  In us as individuals, it perfects our humanity by infusing the highest with the lowest and with the four quarters.  The Angel alone has the awesome task of connecting with and operating through the mystery of Kether, wherein it is said: Seflessness is Self.

I would have to say - in keeping with our original premise which I supported and you challenged - that Atma-darshana and Brahma-darshana would be two words for the same experience, because it is at this point (Kether) that Atman and Brahman are fully wedded and become one. (This wedding is subsequently consummated in Shiva-darshana, when One is realized as "None - and two" [AL I,28].) In my understanding, the KCHGA attainment (Visvarupa-darshana) marks the point where the initiate gets the first real experience of cosmic unity, but at this stage it is not fully realized. The metaphor of conversation with the Angel describes a state of duality where the human ego arising from Ruach becomes aware of the true ego descending from Neschama, and an equilibrium is established between the two. Again, it is important to remind ourselves often that what we are talking about is a process of change in our state of consciousness, and that the language of symbols we use to facilitate this process must not be taken literally (as Crowley reminds us in his note in "Book Four" about Abramelin's conception of the Angel being "patently absurd"). The HGA is a symbolic personification of a channel linking us to a part of our consciousness that is already in full Samadhi, i.e. fully cognizant of absolute unity with "all that is, was, will be or might have been..." - this is the "higher ego" or "true self". At the mid-point of the path, Tiphereth, this cosmic consciousness is made known to the initiate but is not yet fully integrated into the waking life of the "lower" or "human" ego; the Angel is formulated as a "messenger" capable of transmitting a vision of that supernal consciousness (appearing as a solar-phallic archetypal force) to the human ego. This "force" - or what I would call a revelation of cosmic unity - is that which  has initiated the avatars and is the original inspiration for the egregores or spiritual memes that have emerged into human history and shaped our various spiritual cultures. The nature of this vision or force is traditionally characterized as a brilliant light - characteristic of the Dhyana trance state - as is suggested by the tales of the revelation of the Tetragrammaton to Moses on Mount Horeb (Exodus 3:2 - "There the angel of the LORD appeared to him in flames of fire from within a bush"), and of the Transfiguration of Christ (Matthew 17:1 - "His face shone like the sun, and his clothes became as white as the light.") This "light" is also that "flame that burns in every heart of man, and in the core of every star"(AL II,6). Your expression that lower ego "turns itself around" is an interesting one, evocative of the "conversion" experience of Saul on the road to Damascus in the presence of "a brilliant light" (Acts of the Apostles, 22:6). Crowley identifies Tiphereth with the "office" of "redemption" (Liber Samekh, Point II), an idea associated with the formula of VITRIOL and Atu XIV. Another reflection of this idea is given by Rev. Steven Marshall of Ecclesia Gnostica in his article "The Nativity of the Divine Light":  "The Christ energy shines down and reaches the heart of the planet where it concentrates in the form of a six-rayed star. This is also an inner process within each of us, an inner conjunction of the sun and the earth. As the Logos descends into the earth to bring Light to the world, so we can see in ourselves the light, life, and hope of the world descended into the darkness of matter to redeem the fragmented sparks of divinity scattered throughout the universe."




The idea of immortality includes a certain congealing of the soul (the blue ascending force) that prevents the disintegration of the Ruach at some point after death.  This very grand and central secret is as much subtly as it is overtly detailed in both the Egyptian and Tibetan Book of the Dead.  As a formula for living, it is a method for getting to the true Material & Elemental Universe (spoken of by Sri Aurobindo and clan) and no longer be caught up in this world of shells that is often mistaken as being represented by Malkuth on the Tree.  Malkuth is actually the true Material & Elemental Universe, most of us are asleep in this world of shells that we mistake for Malkuth.  And yet there is nothing certain here, which is why Sri Aurobindo says that in the true Material Universe, accidents are not possible.

Fundamental to my understanding of these matters is the principle that consciousness cannot be created or destroyed (i.e. is immortal), but can change form (i.e. reincarnate). Therefore immortality is the least of our worries. Push it down, life just pops right up again. The disintegration of the Ruach is just a matter of changing out of a worn-out pair of jeans in preparation for donning a new one. Would it be possible to magically sustain the Ruach and prevent its disintegration? Perhaps so - just as medical technology may develop ways to prolong the life of the material body indefinitely - but pursuit of this path might be missing the point of the true teachings of occult science, taking something literally that is intended to be figurative or metaphorical. What needs to be strengthened, as I see it, is the link between the Ruach and the Neschama; and if building up the strength and permanence of the Ruach serves to further this end, then indeed it is a worthy pursuit.  Certainly building and strengthening the "astral body" through development of controlled attention (Dharana) is a valuable practice. But it is a means to an end and not the end itself. There is a danger implicit in the idea of seeking to artificially prolong the existence of the lower vehicles of the self - the danger of being distracted from the initiate path and side-tracked into the pursuit of the sorcery of "the dark side of the force", which can have the result of actually weakening rather than strengthening the link with the Neschama and the true ego that dwells among the supernal triad. (As Crowley says in a footnote to Chapter XX of MITAP: "To go counter to the course of natural Change is to approximate perilously to the error of the 'Black Brothers'." Also recall these lines from Chapter XXI: "...the Single Supreme Ritual is the attainment of the Knowledge and Conversation of the Holy Guardian Angel. It is the raising of the complete man in a vertical straight line. Any deviation from this line tends to become black magic. Any other operation is black magic.")

But on the other hand, it is entirely possible that I have missed the point of your comments about the disintegration of the Ruach; perhaps you could elaborate on this a bit...?




There is certainly a clear inference to suggest that Atmadarshana is not that highest of trances that is the experience of Kether as it is said to be something less than the highest of the Samadhi trances.

The experience of Kether, absolute unity, can be considered the "highest of trances" in comparison with the lower 9 Sephiroth; but Kether is a precipitation of a single unity from the absolute limitless light of Ain Soph Aur, correlating with Shiva-darshana and Nirvikalpa-samadhi. These concepts are of course beyond the understanding of we who cling to the lower spheres; but the footsteps of those who have attained liberation have been left for us to trace, appearing to us as the esoteric core of the world's many spiritual traditions. It is up to us to test these matters for ourselves in the crucible of our own experience.




Further, it is worth noting that Crowley is speaking here from his observations from the point of view of the Ruach; having smoked hashish, which is not the negative or passive state of Eastern meditation, but the positive and proactive approach of the Western dance.

It should be noted that Crowley's experiments with hashish did not involve smoking the drug, but eating it, which can result (I can attest from personal experience) in a much more powerful psychedelic experience, comparable with that which can be obtained from LSD, mescaline or psilocybin. Crowley makes this point clear in Chapter VI of his essay, where he references "the eater of hashish". Were it legally permissible, the best approach to determining the legitimacy of his claim that this can produce a Samadhi-like experience would be to follow in his footsteps and compare one's own results with those he reports. (Changing this legal proscription is, of course, one of the goals of the Church of Gnostic Luminism.) Crowley's use of hashish was not a replacement or alternative for the Eastern techniques; rather it was an attempt to expedite the process, pursuing the precise and disciplined practices of yoga with the aid of the medicine. It should be noted that Crowley lists Hashish with key scale 2, Chokmah, in 777. 




The "consciousness of the continuity of extistence" is certainly the NOT and yes, it is not the nihilistic conception.  This is not what I'm arguing against, but in the application of the doctrine that has been built upon this and installed into the conditioning of the dead religions cursed in AL.  To list this as the sole or the highest aspiration of the spiritual journeyman creates the ego-loser mentality that is so easily and consistently exploited by the various gurus and priests of these religions.  They create the slave-mind that holds one more deeply into the herd-consciousness that is the nature of the deep sleep we are actually dwelling.

The ego that can be lost is not the true ego. The sole ultimately "real" element of the self, beyond all layers of appearance, cannot be harmed or diminished in any way. This is referenced in AL II,9: "...there is that which remains." And again in II,44: "...there is the dissolution, and eternal ecstasy in the kisses of Nu." After the dissolution, there is that which remains: this is the reality of the Self. It always has been and always will be - which is to say that it exists apart from time, equidistant from all points in time. In Bhagavad-gita Krishna tells Arjuna (II,9): "Never was there a time that I did not exist, nor you, nor these kings of men; and never shall there be a time when we cease to be." 

Your point about the exploitation of this doctrine by the slave religions is a valid one, and well taken. Thus has it always been; the esoteric truths are corrupted and coopted by exoteric shells. The initiate must verify every step of the path by direct experience, rightly discerning the golden thread of truth from the fabric of illusion. We must take nothing on faith, but put every point to the most strenuous of tests.





To say that this spark that is Kether is the only real ego and that all these lower expressions are illusory makes even this conversation a false interaction and simply a solipsistic projection of my own attachment to Maya.  

This makes any attempt to walk the path of Initiation just as illusory as aught else and denies us responsibility for our actions.  This is the nihilism.

"Reality" and "illusion" are relative terms. We must not fall into the error of mixing the planes. Each of the vehicles of the self are real on their own plane and must obey the rules of that plane. Realizing that the true self is imperishable does not grant you the power to walk in front of a moving bus unscathed. Before transcending each of the planes, we must fully grasp and master the reality of each. The second footnote to Liber ThIShARB states, "One must destroy one's false notions about who and what one is before one can find the truth of the matter. One must therefore understand those false notions before giving them up. Unless this be done perfectly, one will get the True mixed up with the remains of the False." As Crowley notes in Point II of Liber Samekh: "The Angel, as the adept knows him, is a being of Tiphereth, which obscures Kether. The adept is not officially aware of the higher Sephiroth. He cannot perceive, like the Ipsissimus, that all things soever are equally illusion and equally Absolute."

Once more, resolution of these questions can only ultimately be obtained through direct experience. The theoretical and practical sides of the curriculum must be worked in tandem for any of it to truly make sense. If you feel it is appropriate, perhaps we could turn our discussion toward the practical side and see what clues may be obtained thereby.


Over and out....
-- 

Dale R. Gowin

Hi Dale,
93
Thanks for the continued conversation...sorry to take so long to reply...life's been hectic lately.
I would have to say - in keeping with our original premise which I supported and you challenged - that Atma-darshana and Brahma-darshana would be two words for the same experience, because it is at this point (Kether) that Atman and Brahman are fully wedded and become one. (This wedding is subsequently consummated in Shiva-darshana, when One is realized as "None - and two" [AL I,28].) In my understanding, the KCHGA attainment (Visvarupa-darshana) marks the point where the initiate gets the first real experience of cosmic unity, but at this stage it is not fully realized. 
The description you give is quite appropriate for the work that one's inner star/Spirit has to attain past the Abyss.  Yet, I've been focusing on the nature of the descendant being; that praeter-natural intelligence that is our higher self or HGA.  And I've been maintaining that this being is potentially immortal and that the Brahma never really gives up the "dream".  Manifestation is an eternal reality and not a temporary dream; there is no 'Mavantara' no matter whether the anicent Hindus or the ancient Chinese have calculated these billions of years accurately or not.  Rather, the number of years calculated probably has some other symbolic import encoded into them and the mavantara is a simultaneous event of both creation and destruction.  Modern physics hints at this when it tells us that past, present and future are all in one place.  There is only the NOW; the realms outside of time, holding a relation to time and time being intimately connected with space.  (Oh Nuit; queen of infinite space!)
To find the immortality in oneself is to find one's intimate connection with the Universe and to deeply know the self at the same time; again, immortality being a loaded term.  Yet, the self must truly be created as it is not the dream of all these sleepers in the 'normal' state of human consciousness that most people live in throughout their entire lives.  And when it is created, there is then a 'self' to have 'destroyed' at the Abyss.  The annihilation of the Abyss is not the destruction that the word denotates.  But connotatively, the Spirit abandons this sheath that is the higher intelligence as it re-connects with the godhead; its original incarnation having been fully realized and consummated.  And a dynamic is built in two directions as the symbolism of the Star being cast into the heavens and the Magister Templi being projected down into the Ruach.  The polarity is now established in both working directions.
 

The metaphor of conversation with the Angel describes a state of duality where the human ego arising from Ruach becomes aware of the true ego descending from Neschama, and an equilibrium is established between the two. Again, it is important to remind ourselves often that what we are talking about is a process of change in our state of consciousness, and that the language of symbols we use to facilitate this process must not be taken literally (as Crowley reminds us in his note in "Book Four" about Abramelin's conception of the Angel being "patently absurd"). 
Yes, change in consciousness; but only brought about through real interaction.  In other words, if the lower ego is considered an unreal or illusory entity, its interaction with the higher ego is falsely conceived; the same going for the higher ego with the Atman and the Atman in its relation to Brahmin.  And if the lower ego is of the body, and apparently temporal, this represents as equally eternal though evolutionary force; the Brahmin into Atman into the egoic structure (to hold to your schematic) would be the involutionary factor.  The transformation is both physical and aethyric when they merge; producing this for want of a better phrase, Magickal Childe...the praeter-human intelligence that becomes extended to both the cosmic and the infinitessimal degrees.  These are respectively the opposite ends of the paths these two forces are travelling; the infinitessimal for the Spirit and the cosmic for the Soul, which emerges from the Nepesch.  To quote the Gospel of Thomas (with my own commentary from the document I'm working on):
 

29. Jesus said, "If the flesh came into being because of spirit, that is a marvel, but if spirit came into being because of the body, that is a marvel of marvels. Yet I marvel at how this great wealth has come to dwell in this poverty."
Indeed, the ONE emanates from the highest spiritual source and from the lowest material source; as they are both of the ONE.  And so both a marvel and a marvel of marvels IT is.  That the material can be seen as a “poverty” is the perspective from the spiritual heights.  And one such as Jesus may be of these heights.  But also, the Great Wild Beast is of the ONE and shows the opulence of this world as well; teaching us that we are ALL the ONE.

 

Taking this a step further, I comment in an earlier verse:
 

11 Jesus said, "This heaven will pass away, and the one above it will pass away. The dead are not alive, and the living will not die. During the days when you ate what is dead, you made it come alive. When you are in the light, what will you do? On the day when you were one, you became two. But when you become two, what will you do?"
Those who are of full consciousness; having attained Gnosis are truly alive.  They cannot die what is called the ‘Second Death’.  That death is the destruction of the soul that goes through time.  Those who live this life in the unconscious state and cling to that, they will not have the capacity to hold their soul together, when the physical body undergoes its inevitable change, death.  And their soul will disperse into its many aethyric components upon death.

The physical body can be brought into the Aethyr as well; as it’s true constituents are aethyric substance, crystallized to a more dense level.  Only the densest of its components remain in the physical manifestation.  But as each living cell gives off its life force that composes the soul that is then that which is dead made to come alive.  The light of the Aethyr is a pliable source that can be manipulated.

And so on the day of our birth, we as one, became two; we took on a living soul.  We must then strive to nurture this soul and to flex its muscles and help it to vitality.  Virtue is the key to this.  Consider the fact that an accomplished musician is called a ‘Virtuoso.’

Next then is to become two and Liber AL seems to address this with two verses:

AL I.29:  "For I am divided for love's sake, for the chance of union."

AL I.45:  "The Perfect and the Perfect are one Perfect and not two; nay, are none!"

An Alchemical inference is easy to draw; the one divided and reunited as in the process: Solve et Coagula.

 

The HGA is a symbolic personification of a channel linking us to a part of our consciousness that is already in full Samadhi, i.e. fully cognizant of absolute unity with "all that is, was, will be or might have been..." - this is the "higher ego" or "true self". At the mid-point of the path, Tiphereth, this cosmic consciousness is made known to the initiate but is not yet fully integrated into the waking life of the "lower" or "human" ego; the Angel is formulated as a "messenger" capable of transmitting a vision of that supernal consciousness (appearing as a solar-phallic archetypal force) to the human ego. 
I maintain that the H.G.A. as a created consciousness; a by-product of aethyric manipulation represents the third emanation of the union between the Atman and descended or incarnated into the Ruach and the soul of the Nephesch that requires a congealing, which produces the symptom called Transfiguration.  The Transfiguration is the result of the transformation that comes when the Atman and Nephesch have their intercourse in full ecstatic rapture.  The Atman here is expressed in Thelema by the symbol of the BEAST as the Nephesch becomes symbolized by BABALON; and from these the Magickal Childe or praeter-human intelligence is birthed.  This is the egregore (Augoeiades) that is the third point in the Trinity (not to be confused with the Roman trinity, but on the much more ancient knowledge).
All of this must be real, or the Brahmin when instituting the so-called dream that generates manifestation, is given supernatural powers in that the lowest densist material comes not from Brahmin but is generated through 'his' miraculous fiat.  If this were true, Kether would not be in Malkuth; nor would Malkuth be in Kether.  Yes, as I speculated in my last post, it seems that to some degree I originally misunderstood the Atman, placing it entirely in Tiphareth, when I can see two expressions of it in both Kether and Tiphareth.  But it is in Tiphareth that it is perfected and becomes HADIT.  And only HADIT perceives the Universal consciousness that is NUIT; per Liber AL: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."
 

This "force" - or what I would call a revelation of cosmic unity - is that which  has initiated the avatars and is the original inspiration for the egregores or spiritual memes that have emerged into human history and shaped our various spiritual cultures. The nature of this vision or force is traditionally characterized as a brilliant light - characteristic of the Dhyana trance state - as is suggested by the tales of the revelation of the Tetragrammaton to Moses on Mount Horeb (Exodus 3:2 - "There the angel of the LORD appeared to him in flames of fire from within a bush"), and of the Transfiguration of Christ (Matthew 17:1 - "His face shone like the sun, and his clothes became as white as the light.") This "light" is also that "flame that burns in every heart of man, and in the core of every star"(AL II,6). 
Yes, this force is the Aethyr itself; also called the Son of God or the Logos, which has a Qabalistic association with Tiphareth.  The very transformation of conscoiusness that I have been talking about in this post, happens at Tiphareth and is consistent alleghorically with the crucifixion and even the subsequent descent of Jesus into Hell.  This is told as well in Crowley's Wake World:
The Sixth house is called the Treasure house of Gold; it's a most mysterious place as ever you were in. 
First there's a tiny, tiny, tiny doorway, you must crawl through on your hands and knees; and even then I scraped ever such a lot of skin off my back; then you have to be nailed on a red board with four arms, with a great gold circle in the middle, and that hurts you dreadfully. Then they make you swear the most solemn things you ever heard of, how you would be faithful to the Fairy Prince, and live for nothing but to know him better and better. So the nails stopped hurting, because, of course, I saw that I was really being married, and this was part of it, and I was as glad as glad; and at that moment my Fairy Prince put his hand on my head, and I tell you, honour bright, it was more wake up than ever before, even than when he used to kiss me.
After that they said I could go into the Bride-chamber, but it was only the most curious room that ever was with seven sides. There was a dreadful red dragon on the floor, and all the sides were pointed every colour you can think of, with curious figures and pictures. The light was not like dream light at all; it was wake light, and it came through a beautiful rose in the ceiling. In the middle was a table all covered with beautiful pictures and texts, and there were ever such strange things on it. There was a little crucifix in the middle, all of diamonds and emeralds and rubies, and other precious stones, and there was a dagger with a golden handle, and a cup full of the most delicious wine, and there was a curious coin with the strangest writing on it, and as funny little stick that was covered with flames, like a rose tree is with roses. Beside the strange coin was a heavy iron chain, and I took it and put it round my neck because I was bound to my Fairy Prince, and I would never go about like other people till I found him again. And they took the dagger and dipped it in the cup, and stabbed me all over to show that I was not afraid to be hurt, if only I could find my Fairy Prince. Then I took the crucifix and held it up to make more light in case he was somewhere in the dark corners, bot no!
Yet I knew he was there somewhere, so I thought he must be in the box, for under the table was a great chest; and I was terribly sad because I felt something dreadful was going to happen. And sure enough, when I had the courage, I asked them to open the box, and the same people that made me crawl though the horrid hole, and lost my Fairy prince, and nailed me to the read board, took away the table and opened the box, and there was my Fairy Prince, quite, quite dead. If you only knew how sorry I felt!
But I had with me a walking-stick with wings, and a shining sun at the top that had been his, and I touched him on the breast to try and wake him; but it was no good. Only I seemed to hear his voice saying wonderful things, and it was quite certain he wasn't really dead. So I put the walking-stick on his breast, and another little thing he had which I had forgotten to tell you about.

It was a kind of cross with an oval handle that he had been very fond of.

But I couldn't go away without something of his, so I took a shepherd's staff, and a little whip with blood on it, and jewels oozing from the blood, if you know what I mean, that they had put in his hands when they buried him. Then I went away, and cried, and cried, and cried. But before I had got very far they called me back; and the people who had been so stern were smiling, and I saw they had taken the coffin out of the little room with seven sides.

And the coffin was quite, quite empty. Then they began to tell us all about it, and I hear my Fairy Prince within the little room saying holy exalted things, such as the stars trace in the sky as they travel in the Car called "Millions of Years." Then they took me into the little room, and there was my Fairy Prince standing in the middle. So I knelt down and we all kissed his beautiful feet, and the myriads of eyes like diamonds that were hidden in his feet laughed joy at us. One couldn't life one's head, for he was too glorious to behold; but he spoke wonderful words like dying nightingales that have sorrowed for the fading of the roses, and pressed themselves to death upon the thorns; and one's whole body became a single eye, so that one saw as if the unborn thought of light brooded over an eternal sea.

Then was light as the lightning flaming out of the east, even unto the west, and it was fashioned as the swiftness of a sword.

By and by one rose up, then one seemed to be quite, quite dead, and buried in the centre of a pyramid of the most brilliant light it is possible to think of. And it was wake-light too; and everybody knows that even wake-darkness is really brighter tan the dream-light. So you must just guess what it was like. There was more than that too; I can't possibly tell you. I know too what I.N.R.I. on the Ring meant: and I can't tell you that either, because the dream-language has such a lot of important words missing. It's a very silly language, I think.

By and by I came to myself a little, and now I was really and truly married to the Fairy Prince, so I suppose we shall always be near each other now.

There was the way out of the little room with millions of changing colours, ever so beautiful, and it was lined with armed men, waving their swords for joy like flashes of lightning; and all about us glittering serpents danced and sang for joy. There was a winged horse ready for us when we came out on the slopes of the mountain.

You see the Sixth house is really in a mountain called Mount Abiegnus, only one doesn't see it because one goes through indoors all the way. There's one House you have to go outdoors to get to, because no passage has ever been made; but I'll tell you about that afterwards; it's the Third house. So we got on the horse and went away for our honeymoon. I shan't tell you a single word about the honeymoon.

The idea of immortality includes a certain congealing of the soul (the blue ascending force) that prevents the disintegration of the Ruach at some point after death.  This very grand and central secret is as much subtly as it is overtly detailed in both the Egyptian and Tibetan Book of the Dead.  As a formula for living, it is a method for getting to the true Material & Elemental Universe (spoken of by Sri Aurobindo and clan) and no longer be caught up in this world of shells that is often mistaken as being represented by Malkuth on the Tree.  Malkuth is actually the true Material & Elemental Universe, most of us are asleep in this world of shells that we mistake for Malkuth.  And yet there is nothing certain here, which is why Sri Aurobindo says that in the true Material Universe, accidents are not possible.
Fundamental to my understanding of these matters is the principle that consciousness cannot be created or destroyed (i.e. is immortal), but can change form (i.e. reincarnate). Therefore immortality is the least of our worries. Push it down, life just pops right up again. The disintegration of the Ruach is just a matter of changing out of a worn-out pair of jeans in preparation for donning a new one. Would it be possible to magically sustain the Ruach and prevent its disintegration? Perhaps so - just as medical technology may develop ways to prolong the life of the material body indefinitely - but pursuit of this path might be missing the point of the true teachings of occult science, taking something literally that is intended to be figurative or metaphorical. What needs to be strengthened, as I see it, is the link between the Ruach and the Neschama; and if building up the strength and permanence of the Ruach serves to further this end, then indeed it is a worthy pursuit.  Certainly building and strengthening the "astral body" through development of controlled attention (Dharana) is a valuable practice. But it is a means to an end and not the end itself. There is a danger implicit in the idea of seeking to artificially prolong the existence of the lower vehicles of the self - the danger of being distracted from the initiate path and side-tracked into the pursuit of the sorcery of "the dark side of the force", which can have the result of actually weakening rather than strengthening the link with the Neschama and the true ego that dwells among the supernal triad. (As Crowley says in a footnote to Chapter XX of MITAP: "To go counter to the course of natural Change is to approximate perilously to the error of the 'Black Brothers'." Also recall these lines from Chapter XXI: "...the Single Supreme Ritual is the attainment of the Knowledge and Conversation of the Holy Guardian Angel. It is the raising of the complete man in a vertical straight line. Any deviation from this line tends to become black magic. Any other operation is black magic.")
But on the other hand, it is entirely possible that I have missed the point of your comments about the disintegration of the Ruach; perhaps you could elaborate on this a bit...?
The consciousness that is indestructible is Spirit; the undifferentiated...but it has no"I" as it is undifferentiated and perhaps can be said to be the Atman that is of Kether.  But the Atman in this undifferentiation takes on differentiation as it  births itself into the Ruach; as symbolically described by the Sons of God mating with the Daughters of Men.  The being that emanates in this manner is HADIT, the "I" that is in the heart of every star.  Kether and all that is above the Abyss is in an undifferentiated realm wherein the archetypes are emanated through the Abyss and attributed to PAN in the Thelemic Qabalah.  But the "I" is the golden Sun that is Tiphareth, again, with HADIT at its heart of hearts.  But unless this be congealed as the Ruach the animating quality of the undifferentiated consciousness will withdraw back into NOT (Brahmin) and that which had attained differentiation will not hold; the other elements dispersing.
I said Immortality is a loaded figure; it is not the absolute immortality of the material body as the 'Dark Side' forces seek after; but that incorporation into the 'ideal' body of the etheric/material plane, wherein we see represented by Yoda and company taking on this body after their deaths.  The physical body must die as there is no 'outside' to nature.  So I agree with your defiance of this.  Yet, ultimately, the two sides of the Force had to be reunited and even as we saw in the movie, the Light side of the force also had its blindness.  Neither could be whole without the other and in separation, there was much that the Emporer could see that Yoda could not.
Per Crowley's quote, which you tendered above, note this conversation takes place in Tiphareth.

There is certainly a clear inference to suggest that Atmadarshana is not that highest of trances that is the experience of Kether as it is said to be something less than the highest of the Samadhi trances.
The experience of Kether, absolute unity, can be considered the "highest of trances" in comparison with the lower 9 Sephiroth; but Kether is a precipitation of a single unity from the absolute limitless light of Ain Soph Aur, correlating with Shiva-darshana and Nirvikalpa-samadhi. These concepts are of course beyond the understanding of we who cling to the lower spheres; but the footsteps of those who have attained liberation have been left for us to trace, appearing to us as the esoteric core of the world's many spiritual traditions. It is up to us to test these matters for ourselves in the crucible of our own experience.
The mystery of Kether seems to me to be more of Shivadarshana.


The "consciousness of the continuity of extistence" is certainly the NOT and yes, it is not the nihilistic conception.  This is not what I'm arguing against, but in the application of the doctrine that has been built upon this and installed into the conditioning of the dead religions cursed in AL.  To list this as the sole or the highest aspiration of the spiritual journeyman creates the ego-loser mentality that is so easily and consistently exploited by the various gurus and priests of these religions.  They create the slave-mind that holds one more deeply into the herd-consciousness that is the nature of the deep sleep we are actually dwelling.
The ego that can be lost is not the true ego. The sole ultimately "real" element of the self, beyond all layers of appearance, cannot be harmed or diminished in any way. This is referenced in AL II,9: "...there is that which remains." And again in II,44: "...there is the dissolution, and eternal ecstasy in the kisses of Nu." After the dissolution, there is that which remains: this is the reality of the Self. It always has been and always will be - which is to say that it exists apart from time, equidistant from all points in time. In Bhagavad-gita Krishna tells Arjuna (II,9): "Never was there a time that I did not exist, nor you, nor these kings of men; and never shall there be a time when we cease to be." 
Yes, this is the immortal "I" that is differentiated from Brahma (the immortal Not-I).  The ego-loser philosophy teach that this must be surrendered to the God, which is impossible...as you say, it cannot be lost, destroyed nor given-up.


To say that this spark that is Kether is the only real ego and that all these lower expressions are illusory makes even this conversation a false interaction and simply a solipsistic projection of my own attachment to Maya.  

This makes any attempt to walk the path of Initiation just as illusory as aught else and denies us responsibility for our actions.  This is the nihilism.
"Reality" and "illusion" are relative terms. We must not fall into the error of mixing the planes. Each of the vehicles of the self are real on their own plane and must obey the rules of that plane. Realizing that the true self is imperishable does not grant you the power to walk in front of a moving bus unscathed. Before transcending each of the planes, we must fully grasp and master the reality of each. 
You seem to imply here that these planes are each false to each other; with which, I disagree.  I am not mixing the planes here; they are each with their own 'physical' laws.  Illusion and reality are perceptions of the mind.  That which is actual is objective and directly perceivable through the Gnostic exercise.
 

The second footnote to Liber ThIShARB states, "One must destroy one's false notions about who and what one is before one can find the truth of the matter. One must therefore understand those false notions before giving them up. Unless this be done perfectly, one will get the True mixed up with the remains of the False." 
Yes, the "ralse notions" of oneself, generated by the lower ego in its efforts to classify its limited perception as the actual universal consciousness; the usurping of the throne of the higher self; an analogy I've often used.  But that is not to say the ego itself isn't real...just its misinformed and solipsistic (and narcissistic) state, which must be educated.
 

As Crowley notes in Point II of Liber Samekh: "The Angel, as the adept knows him, is a being of Tiphereth, which obscures Kether. The adept is not officially aware of the higher Sephiroth. He cannot perceive, like the Ipsissimus, that all things soever are equally illusion and equally Absolute."
Yes, this is the trance of Kether and the mystery stated there: Not-Self is Self.  But we cannot build any philosophy on this at all.  It is beyond the logical conjectures of Occult Science and that we can offer in any dialogue.  To build a philosophy on this sets up the ego-loser mindset with all its abusive dangers.

Once more, resolution of these questions can only ultimately be obtained through direct experience. The theoretical and practical sides of the curriculum must be worked in tandem for any of it to truly make sense. If you feel it is appropriate, perhaps we could turn our discussion toward the practical side and see what clues may be obtained thereby.
I think this would be fabulous.  If you would, please start.
Thanks,
93/93
pj
Greetings once again...

I also offer apologies for the time-lapse in these communications. This is turning out to be quite an educational project which requires some creative time-budgeting to pursue. We are getting into some deep matters here, so it is necessary to take sufficient time for contemplation of the ideas involved. I look forward to your response when you have had time to examine and consider the thoughts I will offer here, and I would also invite those who have been following the Cc list to offer any ideas or questions that may seem appropriate.


___

Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote:
The description you give is quite appropriate for the work that one's inner star/Spirit has to attain past the Abyss.  Yet, I've been focusing on the nature of the descendant being; that praeter-natural intelligence that is our higher self or HGA. 

I am curious about your choice of the word "praeter-natural" in this connection, which would literally mean beyond, above,  or more than "natural". Crowley uses the term "praeterhuman" in MITAP in reference to "...a Conscious Intelligence independent of brain and nerve as we know them". Perhaps "praeternatural" would then imply something independent of "nature" (as we know it), which then leads to the question of what is understood as the meaning of the word "nature". I don't mean to be splitting semantical hairs here, but we are dealing with concepts on the cutting edge of effability, which makes the choice of terminology all the more important. Sometimes the words we choose can provide important clues to unconscious or unexamined areas in our thoughts (chinks in our armor as it were) and shining a light on them can be revealing. If the HGA is equated with our "higher self" as you say, and is understood as being above or distinct from nature or phenomenological reality, does this not lead to a fundamental metaphysical dualism? In the case of a "praeterhuman" intelligence, such a being could be independent of human brain and nerve and yet be a "natural" phenomenon - as, for example, the archetypes of the collective unconscious are in Jungian psychology.


___

And I've been maintaining that this being is potentially immortal

My point here (sorry if I'm being redundant) is that no conscious entity can ever be other than immortal, because immortality is an inherent characteristic of consciousness itself. This is a concept that is initially hard to grasp because of a strong tendency of our minds (rooted in Ruach) to shy away from it, much as the opposing poles of magnets push each other apart; but once it is fully grasped and verified by direct experience, it is absolutely clear and certain. In a universe of unending change, consciousness is the sole unchanging element. When we speak of changing our level of consciousness, it is not consciousness that changes; the "levels" referred to are merely degrees to which consciousness is accessed in the context of a specific spatiotemporal manifestation.

Take a moment, if you will, to view this animated gif as an example of this concept: 

http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/archive/8/8c/20060126123656%21Standing_wave.gif

In this illustration the red dots may be taken as a representation of the unchanging Self, or consciousness in itself, appearing in our domain of perceptibility as discrete points (Atman). Due to the perspective from which we are viewing them, we cannot see that these points are connected in a unity (Brahman); that unity exists in a dimension that cannot be represented in the illustration, just as 3-D space cannot be represented in a Cartesian coordinate grid of x and y axes. This hidden unity pertains (let us say) to the higher Sephiroth above the abyss, veiled to us as we approach Tiphereth from below. The ever-moving line represents the numberless sentient beings that exist (have existed, will exist) in the space/time dimensions. At any instant of time the line has a different configuration, but the red dots remain unalterably fixed in position. They represent the "immortal" element within every possible entity - the stability upon which all change rests. 

Once this idea is grasped and understood experientially, there is no longer any doubt about these matters we have been discussing. The lack of cognitive clarity arises from the imprecise nature of the words we must use to discuss these concepts. Once more, from the 5th Aethyr of liber 418: "And this is the great Mystery of the Supernals that are beyond the Abyss. For below the Abyss, contradiction is division; but above the Abyss, contradiction is Unity. And there could be nothing true except by virtue of the contradiction that is contained in itself." The words self, ego, I, etc., appear to have definite meaning from the perspective of the human intellect of Ruach; but the closer one's analysis of them becomes, the more elusive is their meaning. The harder we try to pin them down, the more they squirm out of our grasp. The intellectual struggle must be infused with intuitional inspiration (the influence of the higher self from Neschama) for true meaning to be expressed. Crowley's "Little Essays Toward Truth" is a valuable resource in this connection. <http://www.hermetic.com/crowley/littleessays/index.html>




___

and that the Brahma never really gives up the "dream".  Manifestation is an eternal reality and not a temporary dream; there is no 'Mavantara' no matter whether the anicent Hindus or the ancient Chinese have calculated these billions of years accurately or not.  Rather, the number of years calculated probably has some other symbolic import encoded into them and the mavantara is a simultaneous event of both creation and destruction. 

An excellent point. There is no way we can attribute any end or beginning to time, or any absolute boundaries to space. The "night of Brahman" is merely one pulse in an endless heartbeat of days and nights. When we speak of awakening from the dream of Brahman, this is not an event that takes place in time, but rather an alteration of the perspective by which consciousness observes space/time. The "dream" of material existence does not cease to be within its own domain. There is a spectrum of possible perspectives from which consciousness may perceive material reality, ranging from totally embedded (the perigee of involution) to totally liberated (the apogee of evolution). The metaphorical "awakening" from the "dream" is a description of the shifting of the focus of consciousness along this spectrum. All points on the continuum, like all the Sephiroth, exist simultaneously in their fullness.



___

To find the immortality in oneself is to find one's intimate connection with the Universe and to deeply know the self at the same time; again, immortality being a loaded term. 

I'm not sure what you mean by "a loaded term" here... do you suggest that the word is being used in a sense that carries an extra load of meaning, like a barge heavily burdened with cargo? I understand that it can take some time and effort to unload such a densely packed cognitive vessel.

I do like the phrasing of "finding" immortality in oneself better than that of "creating" or "obtaining" immortality, and the "intimate connection with the universe" is also an excellent phrase, reminiscent of the "fourth ordeal" of AL III,67.




___

Yet, the self must truly be created as it is not the dream of all these sleepers in the 'normal' state of human consciousness that most people live in throughout their entire lives. 

Here again we come up against the elusive and slippery nature of the word "self" that can have a multitude of implications. I'm looking for clues that will help me understand the sense in which you are using it. What does it mean to "create the self"? Perhaps you are suggesting a process of tuning or focusing the attention, which tends to wander randomly in the somnambulistic trance of "normal" human consciousness; of developing a sense of will or intentionality and using this as a tool to restrain and channel the attention. The work of yoking (yoga) the attention to the will might be seen as a means of developing or "creating" a coherent understanding of one's nature and essence - capturing the wild horses of the senses and the thought-stream and breaking them to the bridle and the reins. In this sense one could say that one is using the raw materials of one's innate mental potentiality and "creating" the self as a potter creates a vessel out of raw clay. 

The distinction to be made is that in this usage the word "self" would refer to a form imposed upon a pre-existing essence, where my prior use of the word "self" was intended to refer to that essence itself. The pre-existing essence (referred to in Theravada Buddhism by the Pali word "citta") includes the unchanneled winds of the mind, and the potential will which is able to do the work of channeling and shaping it. This primordial essence or proto-self is that which is also called spirit; it is consciousness in itself; it is that which cannot be created or destroyed but which can change form. It is that which looks out through every pair of eyes. It is the Knower. It is the seed, source, and substance of sentience. It is "I am that I am" - the only element capable of being "I" and the inmost core of every "I". It is that core of one's own being that may be discovered through the process of unrelenting and ruthless introspective analysis (one method of which is given in Liber ThIShARB). It is the pure gold that must be alchemically refined from the "dark matter" of the world of appearances.




___

And when it is created, there is then a 'self' to have 'destroyed' at the Abyss.

The "created" self, then, is an artifact (from the Latin, "ars" = "skill" + "facere" = "to do") or fabrication (Sanskrit: samskara) formed by an act of will by the "creator" self; and the "creator" self is the pre-existent, indestructible/uncreatable core element of pure consciousness, which is referred to by the word "Atman" in the context of manifestation within the time/space dimensions, and is referred to as "Brahman" in the context of its unmanifested totality.




___

The annihilation of the Abyss is not the destruction that the word denotates.  But connotatively, the Spirit abandons this sheath that is the higher intelligence as it re-connects with the godhead; its original incarnation having been fully realized and consummated.  And a dynamic is built in two directions as the symbolism of the Star being cast into the heavens and the Magister Templi being projected down into the Ruach.  The polarity is now established in both working directions.

The mystery of the adventure of the Abyss is particularly difficult (some would say impossible) to discuss accurately from the vantage point of the lower Sephiroth; all that we can say about it at this stage is necessarily suggestive rather than definitive.  Needless to say, my suggestions are offered without any pretensions of "authority". That which is authoritative would at any rate be self-evident to anyone capable of recognizing it. That said, here are some thoughts for what they are worth. 

The "annihilation" does not represent a destruction, I agree; the idea seems to be more of a voluntary surrender of all that one knows as one's self in a sacrifice inspired by a passionate love for the All, or universal life. This universal life is not an impersonal energy, but a passionately felt presence that is recognized intimately.  The initiate who has attained the KCHGA and won the obedience of "all spirits" (as in Liber Samekh) is inspired by love to voluntarily abandon all these hard-won powers as if laying them as a gift before the feet of the beloved. There seems to be a close parallel with the idea of the Bodhisattva in Mahayana Buddhism, who voluntarily forsakes the supreme reward of Nirvana in order to aid all sentient beings to attain liberation. Compare these lines from Liber 418, the 12th Aethyr: 
"And the Angel sayeth: Blessed are the saints, that their blood is mingled in the cup, and can never be separate any more. For Babylon the Beautiful, the Mother of abominations, hath sworn by her holy cteis, whereof every point is a pang, that she will not rest from her adulteries until the blood of everything that liveth is gathered therein, and the wine thereof laid up and matured and consecrated, and worthy to gladden the  heart of my Father."
It may be suggested that the 5=6 attainment represents a "betrothal" of Atman, the individual self, with Brahman, the universal self, in which the initiate "falls in love" (Visvarupa-darshana) with the All while yet maintaining a "single" status - the "marriage" following in which the two formally become One (Atma-darshana), and the final "consumation" (Shiva-darshana) culminating in full realization of one's self as Hadit, the "heart and tongue" of Nuit.




___

if the lower ego is considered an unreal or illusory entity, its interaction with the higher ego is falsely conceived; the same going for the higher ego with the Atman and the Atman in its relation to Brahmin.  

The reality of each stage of existence must be judged by direct cognitive experience at each level. At the mundane level of ordinary incarnate life, the human ego is perceived as a real phenomenon. So, also, within your dream at night, your dream persona perceives itself as real. Each are valid experiences. When you wake from your dream, your consciousness shifts from one level of reality to another. The dream dimension remains just as valid and authentic after you wake as it ever was; you are just viewing it from a different perspective. When we move into the trance states of Dhyana and Samadhi, our perspective changes again. Material reality does not become less real; it is just seen in a different light.




___

Those who are of full consciousness; having attained Gnosis are truly alive.  They cannot die what is called the ‘Second Death’.  That death is the destruction of the soul that goes through time.  Those who live this life in the unconscious state and cling to that, they will not have the capacity to hold their soul together, when the physical body undergoes its inevitable change, death.  And their soul will disperse into its many aethyric components upon death.

I do not disagree with this; but the point I would make is that nothing is truly lost when the soul dissolves into its aetheric essence. All the events of one's life, all the thoughts of one's mind and all the feelings of one's heart, are indelibly imprinted into the living "akashic records" of the sentient universe, and nothing can ever erase them. The life that is the vital essence of the soul still exists in the dissolved state just as it does when it assumes form and substance. The sense of being that you know as *you* can never cease to be; even when every atom of matter is withdrawn into the primal point before the Big Bang in the Night of Brahma, that essence will remain; for it is rooted in a dimension that is beyond time. So, if by the "second death" you mean an end of the flame of consciousness that is your inmost self, I say such cannot happen; that would be a false and superstitious doctrine. The initiate can, I believe, build up and strengthen the soul in such manner that the work done in one incarnation can be retained and continued in the next, and this could indeed be seen as surviving the "second death" - but in the case of those who sleep-walk through life and dissolve their souls in death, a new soul will automatically emerge to take its place, in obedience to the inexorable law of cause and effect.




___

The consciousness that is indestructible is Spirit; the undifferentiated...but it has no"I" as it is undifferentiated

Here is where the core of our debate is focused. Ultimately this point must be resolved by direct experience once and for all by each initiate, and without this experience words are powerless to convey accurate comprehension. However, one of the variations of the Vow of the Bodhisattva proclaims, "True knowledge of the Self is ineffable; yet I vow to expound it all"  - and in that spirit I will give it one more try. I will say that the experience of "I" is inherent in consciousness itself regardless of its degree of differentiation. You can no more separate the "I" experience from consciousness than you could separate wetness from water. Altogether, in its unmanifest infinite/eternal totality, the universal consciousness has the exact same sense of being "I" as does each and every differentiated being within it. Your body is made up of living cells, and each one of them, in its own way and at its own level, has a sense of "I", of being itself, of conscious presence; each molecule that makes up each of those cells also knows itself as "I"; and each atom that comprises each of those molecules does as well. Within the environment we share on planet Earth, all beings - animal, vegetable and mineral - know themselves to be in their own way. Further, the planet Herself does as well, and the Star around which She orbits. The stars themselves are like cell nuclei in the flesh of the galaxy, which knows itself to be; and the galaxies are cells of greater beings, each of which has its own kind of conscious self. Our entire infinite material universe knows itself to be, and it is one of an infinite number of such universes which join together in a multiversal community of consciousness. Yet all of these are One in essence, for each shares the same single central supreme Identity - which you can find by turning your attention inward to focus upon itself. And the essential nature of that Identity is bliss (ananda), or "pure joy" (AL II,9).




___

Once more, resolution of these questions can only ultimately be obtained through direct experience. The theoretical and practical sides of the curriculum must be worked in tandem for any of it to truly make sense. If you feel it is appropriate, perhaps we could turn our discussion toward the practical side and see what clues may be obtained thereby. 

I think this would be fabulous.  If you would, please start.

OK, I'll take a break and then throw out some ideas under a separate subject line in a few days.


Blessings to all....
-- 

Dale R. Gowin

Hi Dale,
93
I continue to enjoy this and look forward to the next phase in this discussion.
The limits of Reason and Logic, though drawing from Universal archeyptes (Plato's ideals) in order to validate these disciplines, are easily reached and we can say then that the sword is sharp.  But it is only one of the weapons in the arsenal of a Mage to find Gnosis, and from there, it seems we move onto the Disk to explore those impressions that we can say, may have colored our logic.  There being no facts with the only hope, to arrive at Correct Opinion, we move to the realm of experience.
But with sort of a last word on Reason & Logic, there are multiple conclusions (as Correct Opinions) that can be derived in any critical evaluation of ideas presented in the arguments presented for debate.  What causes a contestant to choose one over the other has both to do with experience, but also with certain factors that may be given preeminance over other factors.  This also alludes back to the evaluation of experience.
Per AL:III.47 -
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."
Logic and Reason (mathematics) have their ends as they can only square the circle but so much before failing.  Gnostic experience gets beyond these ends and gains a greater potency with the widening of the horizons of the mind and the clarity of mind that comes from the exercise of Logic and Reason.  But also, still, the Occult Science needs always, its own ontological theorems and postulates as much derived from the Scientific Method as from the philosophical paradigms that we develop in a mix that has each feeding off the other.
 

Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote:
The description you give is quite appropriate for the work that one's inner star/Spirit has to attain past the Abyss.  Yet, I've been focusing on the nature of the descendant being; that praeter-natural intelligence that is our higher self or HGA. 

I am curious about your choice of the word "praeter-natural" in this connection, which would literally mean beyond, above,  or more than "natural". Crowley uses the term "praeterhuman" in MITAP in reference to "...a Conscious Intelligence independent of brain and nerve as we know them". Perhaps "praeternatural" would then imply something independent of "nature" (as we know it), which then leads to the question of what is understood as the meaning of the word "nature". I don't mean to be splitting semantical hairs here, but we are dealing with concepts on the cutting edge of effability, which makes the choice of terminology all the more important. Sometimes the words we choose can provide important clues to unconscious or unexamined areas in our thoughts (chinks in our armor as it were) and shining a light on them can be revealing. If the HGA is equated with our "higher self" as you say, and is understood as being above or distinct from nature or phenomenological reality, does this not lead to a fundamental metaphysical dualism? In the case of a "praeterhuman" intelligence, such a being could be independent of human brain and nerve and yet be a "natural" phenomenon - as, for example, the archetypes of the collective unconscious are in Jungian psychology.

This was more a brain-fart in my case; I meant to write Praeter-human.
___

And I've been maintaining that this being is potentially immortal

My point here (sorry if I'm being redundant) is that no conscious entity can ever be other than immortal, because immortality is an inherent characteristic of consciousness itself. This is a concept that is initially hard to grasp because of a strong tendency of our minds (rooted in Ruach) to shy away from it, much as the opposing poles of magnets push each other apart; but once it is fully grasped and verified by direct experience, it is absolutely clear and certain. In a universe of unending change, consciousness is the sole unchanging element. When we speak of changing our level of consciousness, it is not consciousness that changes; the "levels" referred to are merely degrees to which consciousness is accessed in the context of a specific spatiotemporal manifestation.
 

Indeed, every particle of matter is consciousness; and as we've already discussed two types of consciousness (differentiated and undifferentiated), we have shown consciousness to be qualitative.  Certainly, there is a different type of consciousness between a rock and a human being.  And in the human, there is that part of the consciousness, the personality, that will die.  Considering the Aethyr as all these sub-atomic particles that move in and out of that Fifth Dimension, Light, they become assembled in various forms and densities to create all things; cf. my article: Scientific Proof of Levi's Aethyr.
The practice of Magick shows us that this Aethyric substance can be manipulated and built up to house one's projection of consciousness.  It is this same Aethyric substance that comprises the human Soul in which the Spirit is seated.  And it is the Soul that is the source of personality.  The integrity of the structure of the Soul is not innately strong and for most, this astral body disintegrates after death and all elements of the individuated conscoiusness are destroyed with only the Spirit in its undifferentiated nature, to remain; though departed from the structure and probably returning to the plane of Light.
And so it is also the task of Magick to strengthen the animated Soul that it can of its own volition hold onto both its nature, despite the disintegration of the material body, and the Spirit-spark that it has housed in conjunction with the physical body that was capable of fixing it into the material plane.
But without this effort as the ancient mystery schools once taught openly, one will then die that second death and any Gnosis gained in this incarnation is lost with the undifferentiated Spirit returning only to perchance, re-travel or re-created the proverbial wheel.  The Soul needs to be moved and exercised; strengthened that it might congeal and bind to the Spirit.  But innately, most of us as we are born, work at uniting the Soul to the temporal body; causing its disintegration upon death.  In the latter, the Soul is not congealed and not exercised and one lives a life, satiated with a false sensuality interpreted in the exoteric religions as sin.

Take a moment, if you will, to view this animated gif as an example of this concept: 

http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/archive/8/8c/20060126123656%21Standing_wave.gif

In this illustration the red dots may be taken as a representation of the unchanging Self, or consciousness in itself, appearing in our domain of perceptibility as discrete points (Atman). Due to the perspective from which we are viewing them, we cannot see that these points are connected in a unity (Brahman); that unity exists in a dimension that cannot be represented in the illustration, just as 3-D space cannot be represented in a Cartesian coordinate grid of x and y axes. This hidden unity pertains (let us say) to the higher Sephiroth above the abyss, veiled to us as we approach Tiphereth from below. The ever-moving line represents the numberless sentient beings that exist (have existed, will exist) in the space/time dimensions. At any instant of time the line has a different configuration, but the red dots remain unalterably fixed in position. They represent the "immortal" element within every possible entity - the stability upon which all change rests. 
A graphic can be created to represent any idea; true or false.  The graphic in itself, with your explanation conveys meaning.  But I don't find anything convincing in it.
Once this idea is grasped and understood experientially, there is no longer any doubt about these matters we have been discussing. The lack of cognitive clarity arises from the imprecise nature of the words we must use to discuss these concepts. Once more, from the 5th Aethyr of liber 418: "And this is the great Mystery of the Supernals that are beyond the Abyss. For below the Abyss, contradiction is division; but above the Abyss, contradiction is Unity. And there could be nothing true except by virtue of the contradiction that is contained in itself." The words self, ego, I, etc., appear to have definite meaning from the perspective of the human intellect of Ruach; but the closer one's analysis of them becomes, the more elusive is their meaning. The harder we try to pin them down, the more they squirm out of our grasp. The intellectual struggle must be infused with intuitional inspiration (the influence of the higher self from Neschama) for true meaning to be expressed. Crowley's "Little Essays Toward Truth" is a valuable resource in this connection. <http://www.hermetic.com/crowley/littleessays/index.html>

This is certainly true and readily implies that we cannot pretend to understand that which is above the Abyss.  Should one even be able to get one's consiousness to manifest above the Abyss in that glimpse that is the glimpse of the Magister Templi, once re-established in the Ruach, the memory of such an experience is even imperfect.  It would be quite unwise for us to build a doctrine based on anything that might be on that plane.  And it is why even this conversation can merely be a subjective exercise; though I will daresay that we can yet arrive at 'Correct Opinion.'  Still, even that would not be THE truth.


___

and that the Brahma never really gives up the "dream".  Manifestation is an eternal reality and not a temporary dream; there is no 'Mavantara' no matter whether the anicent Hindus or the ancient Chinese have calculated these billions of years accurately or not.  Rather, the number of years calculated probably has some other symbolic import encoded into them and the mavantara is a simultaneous event of both creation and destruction. 

An excellent point. There is no way we can attribute any end or beginning to time, or any absolute boundaries to space. The "night of Brahman" is merely one pulse in an endless heartbeat of days and nights. When we speak of awakening from the dream of Brahman, this is not an event that takes place in time, but rather an alteration of the perspective by which consciousness observes space/time. The "dream" of material existence does not cease to be within its own domain. There is a spectrum of possible perspectives from which consciousness may perceive material reality, ranging from totally embedded (the perigee of involution) to totally liberated (the apogee of evolution). The metaphorical "awakening" from the "dream" is a description of the shifting of the focus of consciousness along this spectrum. All points on the continuum, like all the Sephiroth, exist simultaneously in their fullness.

In examining the ancient myths that relate the involutionary story, even this process is met with contending forces; there was the proverbial 'War in Heaven' that resulted in the expelling of angels.  And so does the evolutionary impetus have its meet with contending forces.  There can be no evolution if the personality cannot survive the death.  In such a state, one simply lives meaningless lives over and over again with the unchanging Spirit unaffected by these.  But to hold the Ruach together and to consciously choose one's next incarnation and avoid that 'return' to the 'Intimate Fire' of which the Spirit is but a spark is the immortality sought after by the ancients and again, taught in such texts as the Tibetan and Egyptian books of the dead.

___

To find the immortality in oneself is to find one's intimate connection with the Universe and to deeply know the self at the same time; again, immortality being a loaded term. 

I'm not sure what you mean by "a loaded term" here... do you suggest that the word is being used in a sense that carries an extra load of meaning, like a barge heavily burdened with cargo? I understand that it can take some time and effort to unload such a densely packed cognitive vessel.
On the one hand, immortality is not meant to imply that one will defy natural law and create a body that will then exist outside the law of change.  But to congeal the Ruach (the 'I') and meet with Universal Consciouness in ecstatic union (the 'Not-I') allows one a conscoius projection into successively evolving incarnations. 



I do like the phrasing of "finding" immortality in oneself better than that of "creating" or "obtaining" immortality, and the "intimate connection with the universe" is also an excellent phrase, reminiscent of the "fourth ordeal" of AL III,67.

I'm not certain that Liber AL presents these as Ordeals; rather, it prophecies what one will find in AL as one's consciousness shall we say, rises to the occaission (pun intended...hehe).


___

Yet, the self must truly be created as it is not the dream of all these sleepers in the 'normal' state of human consciousness that most people live in throughout their entire lives. 

Here again we come up against the elusive and slippery nature of the word "self" that can have a multitude of implications. I'm looking for clues that will help me understand the sense in which you are using it. What does it mean to "create the self"? Perhaps you are suggesting a process of tuning or focusing the attention, which tends to wander randomly in the somnambulistic trance of "normal" human consciousness; of developing a sense of will or intentionality and using this as a tool to restrain and channel the attention. The work of yoking (yoga) the attention to the will might be seen as a means of developing or "creating" a coherent understanding of one's nature and essence - capturing the wild horses of the senses and the thought-stream and breaking them to the bridle and the reins. In this sense one could say that one is using the raw materials of one's innate mental potentiality and "creating" the self as a potter creates a vessel out of raw clay. 
Certainly, this is one way in which to use it.  And once that consciousness is yoked, it is then congealed and can be direcgted and controlled.  It's elements, those sub-atomic particles that emanate from the plane of light (Fifth Dimension) are then fused into a permanent collective that gives consciousness its own volition and not the blind volition of the sleepers. 



The distinction to be made is that in this usage the word "self" would refer to a form imposed upon a pre-existing essence, where my prior use of the word "self" was intended to refer to that essence itself. The pre-existing essence (referred to in Theravada Buddhism by the Pali word "citta") includes the unchanneled winds of the mind, and the potential will which is able to do the work of channeling and shaping it. This primordial essence or proto-self is that which is also called spirit; it is consciousness in itself; it is that which cannot be created or destroyed but which can change form. It is that which looks out through every pair of eyes. It is the Knower. It is the seed, source, and substance of sentience. It is "I am that I am" - the only element capable of being "I" and the inmost core of every "I". It is that core of one's own being that may be discovered through the process of unrelenting and ruthless introspective analysis (one method of which is given in Liber ThIShARB). It is the pure gold that must be alchemically refined from the "dark matter" of the world of appearances.

I maintain that this Spirit-Self is undifferentiated in nature and cannot hold the quality that is "I".  And I think my opinion is quite similar to what HPB quotes in the following extract:
Even if there were to be a personal God with anything like a material upadhi (physical basis of whatever form), from the standpoint of an Adwaitee there will be as much reason to doubt his noumenal existence, as there would be in the case of any other object. In their opinion, a conscious God cannot be the origin of the Universe, as his Ego would be the effect of a previous cause, if the word conscious conveys but its ordinary meaning. They cannot admit that the grand total of all the states of consciousness in the Universe is their deity, as these states are constantly changing, and as cosmic ideation ceases during Pralaya. There is only one permanent condition in the Universe, which is the state of perfect unconsciousness, bare Chidakasam (the field of consciousness) in fact. When my readers once realize the fact that this grand universe is in reality but a huge aggregation of various states of consciousness, they will not be surprised to find that the ultimate state of unconsciousness is considered as Parabrahmam by the Adwaitees.

___

And when it is created, there is then a 'self' to have 'destroyed' at the Abyss.

The "created" self, then, is an artifact (from the Latin, "ars" = "skill" + "facere" = "to do") or fabrication (Sanskrit: samskara) formed by an act of will by the "creator" self; and the "creator" self is the pre-existent, indestructible/uncreatable core element of pure consciousness, which is referred to by the word "Atman" in the context of manifestation within the time/space dimensions, and is referred to as "Brahman" in the context of its unmanifested totality.

Per our prior discussion, it seems that Atman has an extended nature that on one hand, belongs to Kether, but on the other is connected with Tiphareth.  To that end you've been arguing for that part of its nature that belongs to Kether and I had originally argued for that part that belongs to Tiphareth; only later coming to see this extension and altering my opinion.  And I thought we had settled this; why do you want to re-argue this?

___


The consciousness that is indestructible is Spirit; the undifferentiated...but it has no"I" as it is undifferentiated

Here is where the core of our debate is focused. Ultimately this point must be resolved by direct experience once and for all by each initiate, and without this experience words are powerless to convey accurate comprehension. However, one of the variations of the Vow of the Bodhisattva proclaims, "True knowledge of the Self is ineffable; yet I vow to expound it all"  - and in that spirit I will give it one more try. I will say that the experience of "I" is inherent in consciousness itself regardless of its degree of differentiation. You can no more separate the "I" experience from consciousness than you could separate wetness from water. Altogether, in its unmanifest infinite/eternal totality, the universal consciousness has the exact same sense of being "I" as does each and every differentiated being within it. Your body is made up of living cells, and each one of them, in its own way and at its own level, has a sense of "I", of being itself, of conscious presence; each molecule that makes up each of those cells also knows itself as "I"; and each atom that comprises each of those molecules does as well. Within the environment we share on planet Earth, all beings - animal, vegetable and mineral - know themselves to be in their own way. Further, the planet Herself does as well, and the Star around which She orbits. The stars themselves are like cell nuclei in the flesh of the galaxy, which knows itself to be; and the galaxies are cells of greater beings, each of which has its own kind of conscious self. Our entire infinite material universe knows itself to be, and it is one of an infinite number of such universes which join together in a multiversal community of consciousness. Yet all of these are One in essence, for each shares the same single central supreme Identity - which you can find by turning your attention inward to focus upon itself. And the essential nature of that Identity is bliss (ananda), or "pure joy" (AL II,9).

And so I look forward to the next phase in this discussion!
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Once again I offer some thoughts and reflections for your consideration:

Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote:

Certainly, there is a different type of consciousness between a rock and a human being.  

There is of course a difference (although certain people tend more toward the rock end of the spectrum, "blockheads" as it were - those whose full human potential is yet to be awakened). One interesting and educational exercise I am fond of is to attempt to gain empathic or telepathic communion with other forms of consciousness, entering into and partaking of the subjective awareness of other forms of being. This can be very revealing when working with crystals and gemstones. (Cp. the song "Help! I'm a Rock" by Frank Zappa.) My practice with this technique has included work with various animals and plants as well. (I have had very enlightening long conversations with trees, during which I learned that their primary focus of awareness is beneath the ground, in the roots.) I can elaborate on this type of exercise if it is of any interest to you.

The point of clarity I wish to focus on is the sense in which there are different "types" or "forms" of consciousness. To my understanding a more accurate way of expressing this would be to speak of different "degrees" or "levels" of consciousness, thus avoiding the possible error of obscuring the unitary nature of consciousness itself. This error can lead to thinking of ourselves as fundamentally separate from nature and from other living beings, or thinking of ourselves as a different and special "kind" of being - a tendency that in the extreme case can develop into attitudes of racism and chauvinism, as in the Conquistadors who viewed "inferior races" as non-human and therefore expendable. I think it is more helpful to view consciousness as all of one "kind" but expressed in different degrees or manners in various manifestations - as water is of one nature whether it appears in wine, milk or coca-cola (or ice, or vapor). There is no being that is essentially alien to our own nature, in my view - this thought is expressed in the adage, "We are all made by the same company."

In discussing consciousness, an ambiguity arises because we are using the word "consciousness" to refer to an event or process, on the one hand, and also to describe an entity or essence that exists in and as itself, as expressed by the Sanskrit "chit" and the Pali "citta". In the first sense, when you are aware of being conscious, you can note that "consciousness is happening", or "I am conscious". The second usage arises when you attempt to analyze or locate the source or cause of the experience of being conscious, and through a process of increasingly precise introspective observation, like stripping away the layers of an onion, you eventually arrive at the fundamental essence from which the experience of awareness arises; you then discover that "I am consciousness"  - that is to say, the essence from which the experience of awareness emanates is also found to be the fundamental source-point of the sense of selfhood.




___

And in the human, there is that part of the consciousness, the personality, that will die.  

In my view the personality which can die is not "part of the consciousness" but is merely an accretion of impressions and identifications that consciousness accumulates during its adventures in incarnation - like the costumes and props an actor uses on the stage. When the curtain drops and the actor removes the costume, nothing has changed in the actor's essential being, except for the experience gained through the process. The character the actor has portrayed in the play does not "die" at the end of the play because there was no life in it to lose except for the sense in which the actor imaginatively brought the character to life. Similarly, our human personalities are roles we are playing on the world-stage, and when they "die" we lose no part of ourselves.

Further, the "death" of the personality occurs only in terms of a linear time-line. There is another perspective from which all time is perceived as simultaneous, i.e. past, present and future are all always happening "now". This relates to the idea that the true Self exists beyond the dimensions of time and space. From this perspective, the events of birth and death and all points between, before, and after them may be experienced in their fullness at will. Therefore, ultimately, nothing is ever completely lost, even in the death of the human personality. This is another way of expressing the idea of the "akashic records" in which all impressions are indelibly imprinted.




___

The practice of Magick shows us that this Aethyric substance can be manipulated and built up to house one's projection of consciousness.  It is this same Aethyric substance that comprises the human Soul in which the Spirit is seated.  And it is the Soul that is the source of personality.  The integrity of the structure of the Soul is not innately strong and for most, this astral body disintegrates after death and all elements of the individuated conscoiusness are destroyed with only the Spirit in its undifferentiated nature, to remain; though departed from the structure and probably returning to the plane of Light.

I see what you are saying here. Where we disagree is on the question of whether the phenomenon of consciousness is a product of the individuation that occurs within the soul, or whether, as I would suggest, it is retained unchanged in the undifferentiated spirit. On this point, it is interesting and educational to compare the views of various authorities; but ultimately, each initiate must obtain the answer by direct experience. This must be done by thoroughly working the eight limbs of yoga, or their equivalent as described by other systems. Thelemites may take advantage of the technologies alluded to in AL II,22 to expedite this process, if it be their will; but we must each pursue the work in order to obtain the answer. Therefore, let us agree to disagree while we cooperate however we may on the task of Scientific Illumination.




___

A graphic can be created to represent any idea; true or false.  The graphic in itself, with your explanation conveys meaning.  But I don't find anything convincing in it.

Well, it was worth a try.   ;~>   My idea in using the graphic illustration was not to convince you of the truth of my opinion, but to suggest a way of looking at the concept of the Self which could prove to be helpful as an aid to meditation, as I found it to be for myself. My experience leads me to believe that there is a part of our Self that is already in full Samadhi, dwelling above the abyss in a state of perfect and total Realization. This "higher self" is not essentially different from our "normal self", nor is there any real separation between the two. All it takes for a connection between the two to occur is for the "normal self" to *remember* Who it really is. (To "re-member" is the reverse process of "dis-membering".) Sometimes little things like an aphorism, a parable, or a graphic illustration can serve to jog the memory momentarily awake, sparking a sense of intuitive recognition of "the bigger picture". Then again, what works for one may not necessarily work for another.




___

There can be no evolution if the personality cannot survive the death.  In such a state, one simply lives meaningless lives over and over again with the unchanging Spirit unaffected by these.  But to hold the Ruach together and to consciously choose one's next incarnation and avoid that 'return' to the 'Intimate Fire' of which the Spirit is but a spark is the immortality sought after by the ancients and again, taught in such texts as the Tibetan and Egyptian books of the dead.

You are portraying two extreme cases, one in which the Ruach is totally dissolved, and another in which it is retained to such a degree that the initiate is able to consciously control the process of reincarnation which usually occurs on an unconscious level. Perhaps there are various degrees between these two extremes. Even in the most mundane human who sleepwalks through life, there may be moments of clarity and brief experiences of transcendence which make lasting impressions on the subtle bodies that may outlast the physical vehicle and bridge incarnations. Many who walk the path of spiritual evolution may make incremental gains over many lifetimes, gradually attaining greater self-coherence while occasionally slipping back toward dissolution. Many, it may be, will retain enough "soul-substance" to pick up from where they left off in a previous existence. Between incarnations, they may learn by trial and error to navigate the Bardo worlds with gradually increasing skill, gaining incrementally more control in the shaping of the next phase of material life. Initiates of various grades may gain this power to a degree corresponding with their level of attainment. The Magus, it is said,  is able to retain complete memory between lifetimes and to incarnate with full conscious intent; and the Ipsissimus is said to be able to manifest a material vehicle and dissolve it again at will.

In the case of those whose Ruach is so weak that it quickly dissolves, again, nothing essential is lost. When a bubble is popped, what happens to the air within it? It is all still there, exactly as it was; the membrane of the bubble is the only thing that disappears. The momentum ( = karma) of the individual's actions and thoughts during a lifetime soon cause another bubble to form.




___

I maintain that this Spirit-Self is undifferentiated in nature and cannot hold the quality that is "I".

This is again the core of our debate. The one way I can think of to settle this question once and for all is to actually enter into the undifferentiated spirit state and see whether or not the quality of "I" still exists. My researches so far indicate in the affirmative. However, words of any configuration can offer only a vague shadow of this order of experience. This is one reason that the "Class A" texts appear in a form closer to epic poetry than to rational prose, and their information is conveyed by exalted imaginative suggestion rather than sober discourse. I'd recommend once again that enigmatic mystical text, "Life Eternal And Its Work", in this connection - evidently the work of one of the veiled Masters of the Inner Order, as is indicated by internal evidence.  <http://www.luminist.org/archives/life_eternal.htm>




___

Quoting HPB:
Even if there were to be a personal God with anything like a material upadhi (physical basis of whatever form), from the standpoint of an Adwaitee there will be as much reason to doubt his noumenal existence, as there would be in the case of any other object. In their opinion, a conscious God cannot be the origin of the Universe, as his Ego would be the effect of a previous cause, if the word conscious conveys but its ordinary meaning. They cannot admit that the grand total of all the states of consciousness in the Universe is their deity, as these states are constantly changing, and as cosmic ideation ceases during Pralaya. There is only one permanent condition in the Universe, which is the state of perfect unconsciousness, bare Chidakasam (the field of consciousness) in fact. When my readers once realize the fact that this grand universe is in reality but a huge aggregation of various states of consciousness, they will not be surprised to find that the ultimate state of unconsciousness is considered as Parabrahmam by the Adwaitees.

The idea here of the "grand total of all the states of consciousness of the universe" is similar to my attempt to express the vision of "the gestalt consciousness of all being". HPB is noting here that this idea is not the same as the concept of a personal god, where the word "personal" refers to a divine "ego" distinct from other conscious beings. If this idea of a distinct and separate "personal" entity is what you mean by "the quality that is 'I'", then we are in agreement after all; this does not exist in the undifferentiated spirit. However, what I am trying to convey by the term "the sense of 'I'" is something different. What I am talking about is the essential experience of conscious presence itself which manifests in each of us as our own sense of being and knowing, but which is not rooted in our separateness from other beings - although it appears to be so in the context of ordinary life. In reality, though we tend to be unaware of the fact, the "sense of 'I'" is a shared experience that is common to all beings. It is the common root from which our individual egos draw their validity and vitality. To postulate that this quality of primal awareness did not exist as an essential element of pure spirit would indeed be nihilism. Without it there could be no individual sense of self, for each individual self is in fact a manifestation of the universal self, and our individual self-awareness draws its life and its existence from its universal counterpart.

HPB describes the Sanskrit term Chidakasam as both "perfect unconsciousness" and "the field of consciousness", and says that it is "a huge aggregation of various states of consciousness". How can these assertions be equilibrated? How can an aggregation of states of consciousness result in unconsciousness? How can an aggregation of presences become an absence? Clearly we are dealing with a concept that eludes the rational capacity of the Ruach to comprehend. A comparable situation exists with the Buddhist conception of Nirvana. In Narjuna's "Seventy Verses On Emptiness" we find this statement: "Nirvana is neither being nor non-being. It neither originates, nor ceases." A similar summation of the nature of Chidakasam or the essence of pure spirit might be: it is neither consciousness nor unconsciousness - but something that eludes description by either of these terms. Another way it is described is "pure consciousness without an object" or "subject-less/object-less consciousness". It is hard for the mind oriented in Ruach to conceive of consciousness without an object, because all of our experience (except that which occurs in deep meditation) involves both subject and object; thus the imperfect term "unconsciousness" is used in an attempt to obtain a referent for this singular state - an attempt to express the inexpressible. Consciousness without an object, one might say, is like pure light shining in an absolute vacuum with nothing to reflect upon. Yet this comparison, too, is imperfect, because the idea of "light" automatically evokes the idea of "darkness" or the absence of light - as the unitary idea falls from the supernal realm through the lens of the abyss and is divided by the mind of Ruach into polar opposites. We must then try to conceive of that which includes both light and darkness, consciousness and unconsciousness. This paradoxical enigma is perhaps the closest we can come to a comprehensible representation of the essence of spirit that manifests in us as "I".




___

Per our prior discussion, it seems that Atman has an extended nature that on one hand, belongs to Kether, but on the other is connected with Tiphareth.  To that end you've been arguing for that part of its nature that belongs to Kether and I had originally argued for that part that belongs to Tiphareth; only later coming to see this extension and altering my opinion.  And I thought we had settled this; why do you want to re-argue this?

I don't want to re-argue it, but rather to try to shed additional light on the ideas. I apologize if I appeared to be implying that your interpretation is incorrect. 

There is a sense in which Atman is present in all the Sephiroth; as it is said that "Kether is in Malkuth..." One might say that Atman is present though veiled or concealed from the human ego in Malkuth; is dimly perceived in dream-like images in Yesod; is consciously recognized in the "knowledge and conversation" of Tiphereth; and is fully realized in Kether.


Onward and upward.....



-- 

Dale R. Gowin
Hi Dale,
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I'm going to let you have the last word on things with just a small response on an item or two.  I'm eager at this point to get to the next stage in this discussion; thinking we've talked through pretty much what we need to and are just starting to return to and repeat our original assertions.


And in the human, there is that part of the consciousness, the personality, that will die.  

In my view the personality which can die is not "part of the consciousness" but is merely an accretion of impressions and identifications that consciousness accumulates during its adventures in incarnation - like the costumes and props an actor uses on the stage. When the curtain drops and the actor removes the costume, nothing has changed in the actor's essential being, except for the experience gained through the process. The character the actor has portrayed in the play does not "die" at the end of the play because there was no life in it to lose except for the sense in which the actor imaginatively brought the character to life. Similarly, our human personalities are roles we are playing on the world-stage, and when they "die" we lose no part of ourselves.

Further, the "death" of the personality occurs only in terms of a linear time-line. There is another perspective from which all time is perceived as simultaneous, i.e. past, present and future are all always happening "now". This relates to the idea that the true Self exists beyond the dimensions of time and space. From this perspective, the events of birth and death and all points between, before, and after them may be experienced in their fullness at will. Therefore, ultimately, nothing is ever completely lost, even in the death of the human personality. This is another way of expressing the idea of the "akashic records" in which all impressions are indelibly imprinted.

Again, with an eye towards the next phase of this conversation, I'll simply say there are more than several types of consciousness, such as those "acretions" you refer to.  I don't see them as props, but as energy, which is consciousness.
___

The practice of Magick shows us that this Aethyric substance can be manipulated and built up to house one's projection of consciousness.  It is this same Aethyric substance that comprises the human Soul in which the Spirit is seated.  And it is the Soul that is the source of personality.  The integrity of the structure of the Soul is not innately strong and for most, this astral body disintegrates after death and all elements of the individuated conscoiusness are destroyed with only the Spirit in its undifferentiated nature, to remain; though departed from the structure and probably returning to the plane of Light.

I see what you are saying here. Where we disagree is on the question of whether the phenomenon of consciousness is a product of the individuation that occurs within the soul, or whether, as I would suggest, it is retained unchanged in the undifferentiated spirit. On this point, it is interesting and educational to compare the views of various authorities; but ultimately, each initiate must obtain the answer by direct experience. This must be done by thoroughly working the eight limbs of yoga, or their equivalent as described by other systems. Thelemites may take advantage of the technologies alluded to in AL II,22 to expedite this process, if it be their will; but we must each pursue the work in order to obtain the answer. Therefore, let us agree to disagree while we cooperate however we may on the task of Scientific Illumination.

In your paradigm, the soul is one single 'atomic' entity.  In Magick theory, the Soul is an agregate of lesser elements; demi-consciousnesses if you will.  The work of Magick is to congeal this Soul so that one personality can willfully and consciously reincarnate and continue to refine and evolve this aggregate.
And so again, I'm eager to talk about your Gnostic methods and how this leads to the direct and confirmational experience that you have brought up.
___


There can be no evolution if the personality cannot survive the death.  In such a state, one simply lives meaningless lives over and over again with the unchanging Spirit unaffected by these.  But to hold the Ruach together and to consciously choose one's next incarnation and avoid that 'return' to the 'Intimate Fire' of which the Spirit is but a spark is the immortality sought after by the ancients and again, taught in such texts as the Tibetan and Egyptian books of the dead.

You are portraying two extreme cases, one in which the Ruach is totally dissolved, and another in which it is retained to such a degree that the initiate is able to consciously control the process of reincarnation which usually occurs on an unconscious level. Perhaps there are various degrees between these two extremes. Even in the most mundane human who sleepwalks through life, there may be moments of clarity and brief experiences of transcendence which make lasting impressions on the subtle bodies that may outlast the physical vehicle and bridge incarnations. Many who walk the path of spiritual evolution may make incremental gains over many lifetimes, gradually attaining greater self-coherence while occasionally slipping back toward dissolution. Many, it may be, will retain enough "soul-substance" to pick up from where they left off in a previous existence. Between incarnations, they may learn by trial and error to navigate the Bardo worlds with gradually increasing skill, gaining incrementally more control in the shaping of the next phase of material life. Initiates of various grades may gain this power to a degree corresponding with their level of attainment. The Magus, it is said,  is able to retain complete memory between lifetimes and to incarnate with full conscious intent; and the Ipsissimus is said to be able to manifest a material vehicle and dissolve it again at will.

In the case of those whose Ruach is so weak that it quickly dissolves, again, nothing essential is lost. When a bubble is popped, what happens to the air within it? It is all still there, exactly as it was; the membrane of the bubble is the only thing that disappears. The momentum ( = karma) of the individual's actions and thoughts during a lifetime soon cause another bubble to form.

So in other words, the air stays right where it is, without dispersing and then builds another shell/bubble?
What Gnostic experience could verify this?
___

I maintain that this Spirit-Self is undifferentiated in nature and cannot hold the quality that is "I".

This is again the core of our debate. The one way I can think of to settle this question once and for all is to actually enter into the undifferentiated spirit state and see whether or not the quality of "I" still exists. My researches so far indicate in the affirmative. However, words of any configuration can offer only a vague shadow of this order of experience. This is one reason that the "Class A" texts appear in a form closer to epic poetry than to rational prose, and their information is conveyed by exalted imaginative suggestion rather than sober discourse. I'd recommend once again that enigmatic mystical text, "Life Eternal And Its Work", in this connection - evidently the work of one of the veiled Masters of the Inner Order, as is indicated by internal evidence.  <http://www.luminist.org/archives/life_eternal.htm>

First, if there is no "I", it would take an "I" to discover this "I" in the pure conscoiusness state; so that when you say, that you can go into this state and empirically ascertain this, you are stating the impossible.  You would still be in a state that represents the individuated ego.  And there are plenty, HPB and Crowley being excellent examples, that have written about the nature of Occult Science in such a rational way as to support the ecstatic poetry of the Holy Books.
So, what was the nature of your experiment that would show the error in my reasoning?
___

Quoting HPB:
Even if there were to be a personal God with anything like a material upadhi (physical basis of whatever form), from the standpoint of an Adwaitee there will be as much reason to doubt his noumenal existence, as there would be in the case of any other object. In their opinion, a conscious God cannot be the origin of the Universe, as his Ego would be the effect of a previous cause, if the word conscious conveys but its ordinary meaning. They cannot admit that the grand total of all the states of consciousness in the Universe is their deity, as these states are constantly changing, and as cosmic ideation ceases during Pralaya. There is only one permanent condition in the Universe, which is the state of perfect unconsciousness, bare Chidakasam (the field of consciousness) in fact. When my readers once realize the fact that this grand universe is in reality but a huge aggregation of various states of consciousness, they will not be surprised to find that the ultimate state of unconsciousness is considered as Parabrahmam by the Adwaitees.

The idea here of the "grand total of all the states of consciousness of the universe" is similar to my attempt to express the vision of "the gestalt consciousness of all being". HPB is noting here that this idea is not the same as the concept of a personal god, where the word "personal" refers to a divine "ego" distinct from other conscious beings. If this idea of a distinct and separate "personal" entity is what you mean by "the quality that is 'I'", then we are in agreement after all; this does not exist in the undifferentiated spirit. However, what I am trying to convey by the term "the sense of 'I'" is something different. What I am talking about is the essential experience of conscious presence itself which manifests in each of us as our own sense of being and knowing, but which is not rooted in our separateness from other beings - although it appears to be so in the context of ordinary life. In reality, though we tend to be unaware of the fact, the "sense of 'I'" is a shared experience that is common to all beings. It is the common root from which our individual egos draw their validity and vitality. To postulate that this quality of primal awareness did not exist as an essential element of pure spirit would indeed be nihilism. Without it there could be no individual sense of self, for each individual self is in fact a manifestation of the universal self, and our individual self-awareness draws its life and its existence from its universal counterpart.
Yes, our difference is that you will not acknowledge that that which the eternal spark goes into is also self-conscoius and a part of the field of consciousness; but separate and with its own specific coordinates.

HPB describes the Sanskrit term Chidakasam as both "perfect unconsciousness" and "the field of consciousness", and says that it is "a huge aggregation of various states of consciousness". How can these assertions be equilibrated? How can an aggregation of states of consciousness result in unconsciousness? 

HPB is not asserting that the aggregate states of consciousness culminate in unconsciousness, but that unconsciousness is the source of consciousness.
How can an aggregation of presences become an absence? Clearly we are dealing with a concept that eludes the rational capacity of the Ruach to comprehend. A comparable situation exists with the Buddhist conception of Nirvana. In Narjuna's "Seventy Verses On Emptiness" we find this statement: "Nirvana is neither being nor non-being. It neither originates, nor ceases." A similar summation of the nature of Chidakasam or the essence of pure spirit might be: it is neither consciousness nor unconsciousness - but something that eludes description by either of these terms. Another way it is described is "pure consciousness without an object" or "subject-less/object-less consciousness". It is hard for the mind oriented in Ruach to conceive of consciousness without an object, because all of our experience (except that which occurs in deep meditation) involves both subject and object; thus the imperfect term "unconsciousness" is used in an attempt to obtain a referent for this singular state - an attempt to express the inexpressible. Consciousness without an object, one might say, is like pure light shining in an absolute vacuum with nothing to reflect upon. Yet this comparison, too, is imperfect, because the idea of "light" automatically evokes the idea of "darkness" or the absence of light - as the unitary idea falls from the supernal realm through the lens of the abyss and is divided by the mind of Ruach into polar opposites. We must then try to conceive of that which includes both light and darkness, consciousness and unconsciousness. This paradoxical enigma is perhaps the closest we can come to a comprehensible representation of the essence of spirit that manifests in us as "I".

Ultimately, speculating on the nature of anything above the Abyss can be nothing more than speculation and a reasoning that can only produce untruths as Liber AL teaches.  A more practical discussion would involve the nature of the Angel and the College of the Rose Cross...or Veil of Paroketh.
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Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote:

I'm going to let you have the last word on things with just a small response on an item or two.  I'm eager at this point to get to the next stage in this discussion; thinking we've talked through pretty much what we need to and are just starting to return to and repeat our original assertions.

Right. Again I appreciate your patience in sticking with this thus far - it has been helpful to me in clarifying my thoughts about these matters. I'm not concerned with converting you to my point of view - rather I hope to understand all sides of these issues more clearly through the process of examination and comparison, and in the process perhaps sharing some insights that may be helpful or at least entertaining to you.

___

In your paradigm, the soul is one single 'atomic' entity.  In Magick theory, the Soul is an agregate of lesser elements; demi-consciousnesses if you will.  

What I'm trying to get at is a perspective that includes both of these positions - as an atom is made up of sub-atomic particles yet still has its own distinct and precise atomic nature. The fundamental realization that I feel is of primary importance involves a phenomenon which I am referring to by the word "consciousness" that appears to exist equally in each of the component elements and also in the aggregate "whole" - and every component element may in turn be analyzed as an aggregate of lesser elements, as every "whole" may be seen as an element of a larger aggregate. I referred to this idea in "The Luminist Manifesto" in these terms: "There is a commonality of consciousness between all living beings, great and small. At its esoteric core, every entity shares a common identity with the Self of All Life." In trying to shift the focus of attention to this conscious element that occurs at every level, I am by no means denying the validity of what you are saying about congealing the soul - we are talking about two different things that are not mutually exclusive. Yet, as I understand it, conscious recognition of this underlying principle (referred to as Atman in Vedic philosophy) is the true meaning of the 5=6 initiation.

___
And so again, I'm eager to talk about your Gnostic methods and how this leads to the direct and confirmational experience that you have brought up.

I am  working on a way of talking about these methods, and this will be the topic of my next transmission.

___ 

When a bubble is popped, what happens to the air within it? It is all still there, exactly as it was; the membrane of the bubble is the only thing that disappears. The momentum ( = karma) of the individual's actions and thoughts during a lifetime soon cause another bubble to form.


So in other words, the air stays right where it is, without dispersing and then builds another shell/bubble?

No, obviously the air that was within the bubble will blend and merge with the air that was outside of it when the bubble is popped. When a new bubble forms, the atoms of air within it might not be exactly the same ones that were in the previous bubble. In a similar way, our bodies are constantly shedding and replacing cells. Every seven years, it is said, all of the cells of the human body have been completely replaced with new ones. Your body today is made of completely different matter than your body of seven years ago - yet "you" are still "you". Thus, your identity is not inherent in the cells of your body. Similarly, the identity of the soul is not inherent in the particular elements of subtle matter (skandhas) from which it was composed. The identity of the soul is a particular pattern in which energy (spirit) and subtle matter are woven together. When your body needs to replace cells, it draws in matter and energy from the environment - food, water, sunlight. When the identity-pattern that is your soul needs to replace its various levels, it likewise draws in the necessary elements of etheric substance. Your body retains a memory of its form and nature - for instance, when new muscle and skin cells form, an old scar will be perfectly replicated as it was when it was formed by old cells. Similarly, the soul "remembers" its necessary form and nature when it is re-formed, and there is a continuity between the old and new forms. As DNA determines the form of the body, karma or the law of causation shapes the formation of the soul (every action has an equal and opposite reaction). This law of causation is as inescapable for the soul as the law of gravity is for the body. In our illustration, the air within the bubble represents Spirit, the conscious element, that which is alive and without which there can be no life; a precise quantity of Spirit is drawn into manifestation within the soul. The point being made is that Spirit can never "die" or be lost - the net amount of existent Spirit remains constant. The experience of Atman-darshana involves shifting one's focus of identification from the transitory forms in which Spirit manifests, to the Spirit itself.

___

This is again the core of our debate. The one way I can think of to settle this question once and for all is to actually enter into the undifferentiated spirit state and see whether or not the quality of "I" still exists.

First, if there is no "I", it would take an "I" to discover this "I" in the pure conscoiusness state; so that when you say, that you can go into this state and empirically ascertain this, you are stating the impossible.  You would still be in a state that represents the individuated ego.  

The problem here is that the experience I am attempting to refer to is exceedingly difficult to pin down in words, and my attempts so far have been less than perfect - for which I apologize. I am trying to note a distinction between (1) the experience of conscious presence as it manifests within each and every conscious being, and (2) the idea of a separate, discrete or individuated entity within which this experience manifests. Both of these concepts may be referred to by the word "I", and this is where the confusion enters. The question is whether (1) may exist apart from (2), as I am suggesting (the Advaitist theory), or whether (2) is a necessary precondition for any experience of (1) (the Dvaitist theory). When I speak of "entering into the undifferentiated state", this could be described as allowing the individuated ego to merge and dissolve into the totality - the theory being that the individuated ego will subsequently re-form exactly as it was, except that the memory of such merging will be retained, and the individuated ego will have access to this memory and will be able to use it as a source of empirical data. This is an experiment that can be repeated under controlled conditions and thus may be considered a legitimate exercise of the scientific method. 

The experiment may be made by an individual, and it may also be made by two or more persons working together in a shared experience. But I am getting ahead of myself here, as this pertains more directly to the topic of our discussion of practical methods.

___

In reality, though we tend to be unaware of the fact, the "sense of 'I'" is a shared experience that is common to all beings. It is the common root from which our individual egos draw their validity and vitality. To postulate that this quality of primal awareness did not exist as an essential element of pure spirit would indeed be nihilism. Without it there could be no individual sense of self, for each individual self is in fact a manifestation of the universal self, and our individual self-awareness draws its life and its existence from its universal counterpart.

Yes, our difference is that you will not acknowledge that that which the eternal spark goes into is also self-conscoius and a part of the field of consciousness; but separate and with its own specific coordinates.

On the contrary, I am in full agreement with you about this. It is not either/or, but both/and. Our consciousness is both universal and particular. The Advaitist may err by denying the reality of the unique individual consciousness, while the Dvaitist may err by ignoring the reality of the universal shared consciousness. I am striving for a holistic view that encompasses both perspectives. It is also undeniable that these views appear incompatible to the "human ego" based in Ruach. As Crowley says in the Commentaries: "This can only be understood by the initiate; one must acquire certain high states of consciousness to appreciate it." 

___

HPB is not asserting that the aggregate states of consciousness culminate in unconsciousness, but that unconsciousness is the source of consciousness.

These two statements are equivalent; they are just stating the same idea in forward/reverse order: consciousness arises from / returns to unconsciousness. I am not saying that HPB is "wrong" about this - I am not qualified to make such an assertion. What I am saying is that we should not jump to a hasty conclusion about what she means by using the word "unconsciousness" in this context.

___

Ultimately, speculating on the nature of anything above the Abyss can be nothing more than speculation and a reasoning that can only produce untruths as Liber AL teaches.  A more practical discussion would involve the nature of the Angel and the College of the Rose Cross...or Veil of Paroketh. 

A good point. Yet my primary interest is in anchoring speculation to experiential data. Thus, I will continue my preparation of some notes on ways to put all of this to a scientific test, and get back to you with it shortly.

Namaste...
Dale R. Gowin

Hi Dale,
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I'm happy to continue this to some degree...but really looking forward to your notes for scientific testing.
Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote:

In your paradigm, the soul is one single 'atomic' entity.  In Magick theory, the Soul is an agregate of lesser elements; demi-consciousnesses if you will.  

What I'm trying to get at is a perspective that includes both of these positions - as an atom is made up of sub-atomic particles yet still has its own distinct and precise atomic nature. The fundamental realization that I feel is of primary importance involves a phenomenon which I am referring to by the word "consciousness" that appears to exist equally in each of the component elements and also in the aggregate "whole" - and every component element may in turn be analyzed as an aggregate of lesser elements, as every "whole" may be seen as an element of a larger aggregate. I referred to this idea in "The Luminist Manifesto" in these terms: "There is a commonality of consciousness between all living beings, great and small. At its esoteric core, every entity shares a common identity with the Self of All Life." In trying to shift the focus of attention to this conscious element that occurs at every level, I am by no means denying the validity of what you are saying about congealing the soul - we are talking about two different things that are not mutually exclusive. Yet, as I understand it, conscious recognition of this underlying principle (referred to as Atman in Vedic philosophy) is the true meaning of the 5=6 initiation.

Ryan would be as close as we come to a Vedic expert on this list.  And in talking to him, it seems even the Hindus had several differing ideas on the nature of Atman and Brahman.  It seems some of the Orientalists over-simplified things on the one hand and misunderstood on another; Max Muller being one and one that Blavatsky relied on heavily in her own research.
In my own research, I have started at the biological level and in particular, my examination of the cellular structure of the human being.  The discovery that each cell is controlled energetically, by the Mitochondria and that the Mitochondria are a set of two symbiant life-forms in and of themselves was profoundly numinous for me.  Imagine millions upon millions of these life-forms in one's body; each with their own individual consciousness, and then forming an energetic aggregate that functions on the sub-atomic level.
I'm working on an article to probably be called: Liber Eugenia: The Physics of Consciousness.  The research bibliography includes:
The Physics of Consciousness by Piero Scaruffi
Biophotons: We Are Temples of Living Light by Iona Miller

The End of Quantum Theory by Jack Sarfatti

Natural Selection Acts on the Quantum World by Philip Ball

Sri Aurobindo & Hyperspace by Garry Jacobs

Toward the Physics of “Death” by David M. Keirsey

Why Classical Mechanics Cannot Naturally Accommodate Consciousness but Quantum Mechanics Can by Henry P. Stapp

Consciousness and the New Physics from WilliamJames.com

Being, Mind and the Absolute by Anil Mitra, Ph.D.

Aubrey D.N.J. de Grey; various papers including:


Mitochondrial gene therapy: an arean for the biomedical use of inteins


The reductive hotspot hypothesis of mammalian aging: membrane metabolism 

magnifies mutant mitochondial mischief


A proposed refinement of the mitochondrial free radical theory of aging


Falsifying falsifications: the most crucial task of theoreticians in biology


An Engineer’s Approach to the Development of Real Anti-Aging Medicine


Noncorrelation between Maximum Life Span and Antioxidant Enzyme Levels 

Among Homeotherms: Implications for Retarding Human Aging


A Mechanism Proposed to Explain the Rise in Oxidative Stress During Aging


A hypothesis for the minimal overall structure of the mammalian plasma 

membrane redox system


Incorporation of trasmembrane hydroxide transport int the chemiosomatic theory


Challenging but essential targets for genuine anti-aging drugs


The Reductive Hotspot Hypothesis: An Update


Total deletion of in vivo telomere elongation capacity: an ambitious but ossbly 

ultimate cure for all age-related human cancers


Mechanisms underlying the age-related accumulation of mutant mitochondrial 

DNA: a critical review


A proposed mechanism for the lowering of mitochondrial electron leak by caloric 

restriction


Time to Talk SENS: Critiquing the Immutability of Human Aging


This energetic aggregate needs to be turned into one whole and complete consciousness; that is the evolution that we are after.  Right now, though stem cells do differentiate into the various organs of the body, they do not fully function in tandem with each other (something Sri Aurobindo discusses quite eloquently) and even the bodies defense mechanisms can actually cause death as the body may deliberately shut down a vital organ to protect against, say an infection.  We see this reflected in our refracted natures, so eloquently outlined by Gurdjieff; one part of our body wants to do one thing and another contradicts this and moment to moment, we are as if, many different people and quite fractured in our personalities.
 

The sub-atomic particles of the consciousness of all these Mitochondria then go to form one large aethyric mass that muset be congealed in order to create a truly whole human personality.  This is the perfection of the ego that must be attained before any ego can be surrendered to an Angel, the Abyss or ought else.  And until then, one really has not one ego, but many lesser egos in a chaotic state; the 'higher' ego then being this wholistic aggregate.
___

When a bubble is popped, what happens to the air within it? It is all still there, exactly as it was; the membrane of the bubble is the only thing that disappears. The momentum ( = karma) of the individual's actions and thoughts during a lifetime soon cause another bubble to form.
So in other words, the air stays right where it is, without dispersing and then builds another shell/bubble?

No, obviously the air that was within the bubble will blend and merge with the air that was outside of it when the bubble is popped. When a new bubble forms, the atoms of air within it might not be exactly the same ones that were in the previous bubble. In a similar way, our bodies are constantly shedding and replacing cells. Every seven years, it is said, all of the cells of the human body have been completely replaced with new ones. Your body today is made of completely different matter than your body of seven years ago - yet "you" are still "you". Thus, your identity is not inherent in the cells of your body. Similarly, the identity of the soul is not inherent in the particular elements of subtle matter (skandhas) from which it was composed. The identity of the soul is a particular pattern in which energy (spirit) and subtle matter are woven together. When your body needs to replace cells, it draws in matter and energy from the environment - food, water, sunlight. When the identity-pattern that is your soul needs to replace its various levels, it likewise draws in the necessary elements of etheric substance. Your body retains a memory of its form and nature - for instance, when new muscle and skin cells form, an old scar will be perfectly replicated as it was when it was formed by old cells. Similarly, the soul "remembers" its necessary form and nature when it is re-formed, and there is a continuity between the old and new forms. As DNA determines the form of the body, karma or the law of causation shapes the formation of the soul (every action has an equal and opposite reaction). This law of causation is as inescapable for the soul as the law of gravity is for the body. In our illustration, the air within the bubble represents Spirit, the conscious element, that which is alive and without which there can be no life; a precise quantity of Spirit is drawn into manifestation within the soul. The point being made is that Spirit can never "die" or be lost - the net amount of existent Spirit remains constant. The experience of Atman-darshana involves shifting one's focus of identification from the transitory forms in which Spirit manifests, to the Spirit itself.

I would say that Atmandarshana is the moving of one's focus (Castaneda's Assemblage Point) not to the Spiritual spark, but to the full nature of the Soul; that aethyric and sub-atomic quanta of energy that infuses the body.  Spirit cannot be comprehended with an 'I' present, and from this perspective, Spirit is altogether incomprehensible...ineffable.
___

This is again the core of our debate. The one way I can think of to settle this question once and for all is to actually enter into the undifferentiated spirit state and see whether or not the quality of "I" still exists.

First, if there is no "I", it would take an "I" to discover this "I" in the pure conscoiusness state; so that when you say, that you can go into this state and empirically ascertain this, you are stating the impossible.  You would still be in a state that represents the individuated ego.  

The problem here is that the experience I am attempting to refer to is exceedingly difficult to pin down in words, and my attempts so far have been less than perfect - for which I apologize. I am trying to note a distinction between (1) the experience of conscious presence as it manifests within each and every conscious being, and (2) the idea of a separate, discrete or individuated entity within which this experience manifests. Both of these concepts may be referred to by the word "I", and this is where the confusion enters. The question is whether (1) may exist apart from (2), as I am suggesting (the Advaitist theory), or whether (2) is a necessary precondition for any experience of (1) (the Dvaitist theory). When I speak of "entering into the undifferentiated state", this could be described as allowing the individuated ego to merge and dissolve into the totality - the theory being that the individuated ego will subsequently re-form exactly as it was, except that the memory of such merging will be retained, and the individuated ego will have access to this memory and will be able to use it as a source of empirical data. This is an experiment that can be repeated under controlled conditions and thus may be considered a legitimate exercise of the scientific method. 
I am inclined to agree with you here, excepting that the memory itself is distorted by the Ego; as it is said in Liber B vel Magi:
 

Let Him beware of abstinence from action. For the curse of His grade is that he must speak Truth, that the Falsehood thereof may enslave the souls of men. Let Him then utter that without Fear, that the Law may be fulfilled. And according to His Original Nature will that law be shapen, so that one may declare gentleness and quietness, being an Hindu; and another fierceness and servility, being a Jew; and yet another ardour and manliness, being an Arab. Yet this matter toucheth the mystery of Incarnation, and is not here to be declared.
 

Though I can't find the quote for it, Crowley also has an interesting comment on this in MITP, wherein he notes that though several historical Mages have moved to this 'Not-I' realm, they've all come back to Earth with differing doctrines.  And why?  Because thought the experience may have been identical for each of them, the culture they came back into was different as they re-assumed the 'I' portion of their beings.

The experiment may be made by an individual, and it may also be made by two or more persons working together in a shared experience. But I am getting ahead of myself here, as this pertains more directly to the topic of our discussion of practical methods.
This again, I'm quite eager to get to.
___

In reality, though we tend to be unaware of the fact, the "sense of 'I'" is a shared experience that is common to all beings. It is the common root from which our individual egos draw their validity and vitality. To postulate that this quality of primal awareness did not exist as an essential element of pure spirit would indeed be nihilism. Without it there could be no individual sense of self, for each individual self is in fact a manifestation of the universal self, and our individual self-awareness draws its life and its existence from its universal counterpart.

Yes, our difference is that you will not acknowledge that that which the eternal spark goes into is also self-conscoius and a part of the field of consciousness; but separate and with its own specific coordinates.

On the contrary, I am in full agreement with you about this. It is not either/or, but both/and. Our consciousness is both universal and particular. The Advaitist may err by denying the reality of the unique individual consciousness, while the Dvaitist may err by ignoring the reality of the universal shared consciousness. I am striving for a holistic view that encompasses both perspectives. It is also undeniable that these views appear incompatible to the "human ego" based in Ruach. As Crowley says in the Commentaries: "This can only be understood by the initiate; one must acquire certain high states of consciousness to appreciate it." 

So it seems we do agree with "both/and", though your initial rhetoric seemed to imply otherwise and provoking this dialogue.  Though again, I would put the Atman, more in the Ruach, yet with a seeming dual manifestation in the Supernal Triad (and I'm alluding to the A.'.A.'. teaching of the MT both casting his or her star in the heavens while simultaneously projecting back down into the Ruach).  And the Brahman remains as ineffable as the Tao; indeed the teachings on the Tao seem far more prolific than the mythological discourses on the Brahman.
And so as singular points of consciousness, each of us (being gods) still holds that infinite number:
"Every number is infinite; there is no difference."  AL I.4 

The Brahman being the ONE that becomes the ALL with EACH of the ALL being the ONE is brilliantly described by Achad; particularly with his Snowflake renderings of the Tree.  Cf. my article: http://www.astronargon.us/Achad's%20Physics.html.
___

HPB is not asserting that the aggregate states of consciousness culminate in unconsciousness, but that unconsciousness is the source of consciousness.

These two statements are equivalent; they are just stating the same idea in forward/reverse order: consciousness arises from / returns to unconsciousness. I am not saying that HPB is "wrong" about this - I am not qualified to make such an assertion. What I am saying is that we should not jump to a hasty conclusion about what she means by using the word "unconsciousness" in this context.
I don't see this as so...there is no return to godhead as most religions teach...there is no final resting place...there is no rest...we remain in a perpetual state of manifestation.  I had said several times earlier in this dialogue that immortality is a loaded term.  If we are already immortal, what is its import?  And why then even bother with spiritual practices when we can simply watch tv and participate in the human hunt for sensorial gratification?  Well, because though immortality is already a part of our nature...it is only in the unconscious that it is established.  And thus, the aggregate of consciousness produced by these Mitochondria without the proper work, will dissipate and disperse with the death of the body that had held the cells to a unity.  In becoming conscious and gaining a unity of purpose in the cells; making them consciously aware of the larger organism, we congeal or fuse the Ruach that we might conscoiusly pursue reincarnation.  This is so aptly described in Sri Aurobindo's Supramental Yoga.
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