Hi everyone,
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Here is a statement I made this morning to a colleague in response to my view on subjectivity and religious experience.  I thought my articulation of this subject may interest some of you here since my explanation really touches upon the relevance of magickal theory, and if it has any validity it may be useful for understanding our own practices. 

Hi T--------. My statement that: "Everything that has been created by people and is 'objectively' visible is the result of subjective processes, such as the desire to build things." Is entirely different from your paraphrase: "everything that is objectively visible is the result of subjective processes?". This is not my statement. "Everything created by people" that is "objectively verifiable" is the result of subjective processes. The operative word being 'people' makes the distinction here. For instance, my typing this message is an objectively visible effect of my subjective experience of thinking about certain subjects. Even more importantly my subjective experience of motivation, and interest, is greatly responsible for the fact that I am still alive and able to write at all, and it effects what I choose to say, since what I choose to say is subjectively important to me. Now the subjective inner experience produces the 'objectively' visible effect. The spiritual world in which we re-live the creation of the world occurs in this place and the desire to go beyond what already is comes from this place, it is here within the human that realities of the ultimate dimension and the vision of ultimate reality are encountered. They are just as real as the 'objectively visible' things since this realm effects them and these externalized objects are equally real since we can observe their effect on the subjective. Thus reality has a hidden internal dimension that is directly accessible to all, yet ignored by many modern thinkers and an externalized dimension that can be objectified to a certain degree. Religion provides the language and tools to manage this inner reality which is then reflected in the visible world that we live in. In a way the visible world we see is the result of the various subjective realities clashing and converging together. What is left is a sort of consensus reality as far the things we see and agree on are concerned. While this may be very abstract in one sense I believe that it provides a powerful tool to understand the why people can never agree on anything, even the details of so called 'real', 'objective' phenomenon, and why belief systems continue to captivate our imaginations over the ages. 
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Hi Ryan, 
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This is certainly worth a few thoughts...
My statement that: "Everything that has been created by people and is 'objectively' visible is the result of subjective processes, such as the desire to build things." Is entirely different from your paraphrase: "everything that is objectively visible is the result of subjective processes?". This is not my statement. "Everything created by people" that is "objectively verifiable" is the result of subjective processes. The operative word being 'people' makes the distinction here. For instance, my typing this message is an objectively visible effect of my subjective experience of thinking about certain subjects. Even more importantly my subjective experience of motivation, and interest, is greatly responsible for the fact that I am still alive and able to write at all, and it effects what I choose to say, since what I choose to say is subjectively important to me. Now the subjective inner experience produces the 'objectively' visible effect.

Taking the first two postulates, first yours: I would clarify this to say that everything made by people and is also visible is the end result of what began as a subjective process.  Your postulate leaves room for the assumption that only subjective processes (and not physical, et al) create things visible by humans.  T's postulate actually coincides with Kant's epistemology.  Everything that is visible means to the human eye, which is then fed to the brain to quantify, define and catalogue.  Your next statement differs from your postulate and is again, akin to Kant's epistemology.  Even what we might call "objectively verifiable" would be the result of the brain's effort to quantify, et al. and is therefore truly a subjective experience.  The objectivity comes from shared, consensus experience, which physics addresses.  Thomas Nagel is the first that I know of to find a way to apriori 'objective' apprehension as found in his book: The View from Nowhere.  But it was too heady for me to be able to explain here.  And so as you say, it's about people, I agree, and I believe, so would Kant.
 

 The spiritual world in which we re-live the creation of the world occurs in this place and the desire to go beyond what already is comes from this place, it is here within the human that realities of the ultimate dimension and the vision of ultimate reality are encountered. They are just as real as the 'objectively visible' things since this realm effects them and these externalized objects are equally real since we can observe their effect on the subjective. Thus reality has a hidden internal dimension that is directly accessible to all, yet ignored by many modern thinkers and an externalized dimension that can be objectified to a certain degree. 

Do we "re-live the creation [of the Universe?]" in the so-called spiritual world?  Is it the astral or higher world's you're referring to?  Do all humans seek to go beyond the material Universe?  Certainly intellectuals, artists, mystics and mages do.  And I guess we can say that perhaps the mystic is looking for an "ultimate reality."  And putting all that aside, it would have been better that you clarified your argument when you seem to assert that 'objects' in the 'spiritual world' are just as real as objects in the material.  Just be careful of going down a solipsistic line of reasoning.
 

Religion provides the language and tools to manage this inner reality which is then reflected in the visible world that we live in. 

I think religion once did this; but from Christianity forward, religion hasn't been about myth that help us to map the material and spiritual planes.  Rather, it devolved to morality and law enforcement.  The myths behind the rituals in modern religion have been forgotten and religious rites and practices have devolved to managed insanity; to the point that even moralizing has become lip-service as society gets meaner and meaner with each succeeding generation.
 

In a way the visible world we see is the result of the various subjective realities clashing and converging together. What is left is a sort of consensus reality as far the things we see and agree on are concerned. While this may be very abstract in one sense I believe that it provides a powerful tool to understand the why people can never agree on anything, even the details of so called 'real', 'objective' phenomenon, and why belief systems continue to captivate our imaginations over the ages. 
As all people fight for each their own power, clashes are a fact of life.  The Book of the Law addresses this; especially in Crowley's commentary.  However, modern physics has proven that all humans see colors in the same way and all objects in the material world come from a quantum stream that connects all are minds and provides the same visualizations (and I assume other sensual responses) in all of us.  In other words, we each together decide what the color red looks like.
Disagreements over intellectual abstractions I have found usually comes from the many different sets of priorities we each, individually have.  I have found this to be keenly so in the many political debates I've had with some of my friends.  And so I at least disagree with you a bit on this last part of your argument.
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This is certainly worth a few thoughts...
My statement that: "Everything that has been created by people and is 'objectively' visible is the result of subjective processes, such as the desire to build things." Is entirely different from your paraphrase: "everything that is objectively visible is the result of subjective processes?". This is not my statement. "Everything created by people" that is "objectively verifiable" is the result of subjective processes. The operative word being 'people' makes the distinction here. For instance, my typing this message is an objectively visible effect of my subjective experience of thinking about certain subjects. Even more importantly my subjective experience of motivation, and interest, is greatly responsible for the fact that I am still alive and able to write at all, and it effects what I choose to say, since what I choose to say is subjectively important to me. Now the subjective inner experience produces the 'objectively' visible effect.

Taking the first two postulates, first yours: I would clarify this to say that everything made by people and is also visible is the end result of what began as a subjective process.  Your postulate leaves room for the assumption that only subjective processes (and not physical, et al) create things visible by humans.  
Yes I left this out in the same way that a doctor will refrain from stating that we breath since the necessity of physical objects is so obvious.  Yet I am forgetting how dim whitted many spiritual seekers can be especially the one's who think they are enlightened, so I see the validity of your point here.  I just met a British fellow who talks with Dolphins and in which ascended masters have incarnated... He claims that A.C. never attained Samadhi and that he can see A.C. and blah blah blah... This is a prime example of the lunacy that can happen when people abandon the objective for the subjective.  
T's postulate actually coincides with Kant's epistemology.  Everything that is visible means to the human eye, which is then fed to the brain to quantify, define and catalogue.  Your next statement differs from your postulate and is again, akin to Kant's epistemology.  Even what we might call "objectively verifiable" would be the result of the brain's effort to quantify, et al. and is therefore truly a subjective experience.
If we push these premises to their conclusions we arrive at the awareness that even the concept of the brain, body, and sensory organs as 'such' are also perceptions, categories of consciousness by which we impose in order to comprehend our awareness.  If we then ask, well what are we then?  we are forced to see that we are simply a point of consciousness apprehending infinite space, this apphrehension produces a brilliance of violent awareness as the archetypal forms of body, mind, sense organs, personality and objects are broken out in a constant state of flux as this primal awareness creates it's interpretation of infinity.  These forms that allow us to interpret infinity are real since they create us, the lower egos and personalities and emerge spontaneously as the infinite subjectivity apprehends infinite objectivity.    
  The objectivity comes from shared, consensus experience, which physics addresses.  Thomas Nagel is the first that I know of to find a way to apriori 'objective' apprehension as found in his book: The View from Nowhere.  But it was too heady for me to be able to explain here.  And so as you say, it's about people, I agree, and I believe, so would Kant.  In one sense objective reality as we commonly understand it is a social phenomenon.  Change the belief system through the use of mixture of authority, charisma, etc and what people understand to be objective will also change.  Personally this is not the true objective reality, true objective reality can only be apprehended through the use of the intuition, and apriori reasoning.  The two combined give us Levi's Divine reason which allows us to see.  This objectivity cannot be properly conveyed in language, though I prefer the description given in Liber Al of Hadit, Nuit, and Ra-Hoor-Khuit.  Which my earlier statement is but an interpretation.  Hadit being the infinit subject, Nuit the infinit Object, RHK, the violent brilliance of perception in which the forms of awarness emerge.  
 

 The spiritual world in which we re-live the creation of the world occurs in this place and the desire to go beyond what already is comes from this place, it is here within the human that realities of the ultimate dimension and the vision of ultimate reality are encountered. They are just as real as the 'objectively visible' things since this realm effects them and these externalized objects are equally real since we can observe their effect on the subjective. Thus reality has a hidden internal dimension that is directly accessible to all, yet ignored by many modern thinkers and an externalized dimension that can be objectified to a certain degree. 

Do we "re-live the creation [of the Universe?]" in the so-called spiritual world?  Is it the astral or higher world's you're referring to?  Do all humans seek to go beyond the material Universe?  Certainly intellectuals, artists, mystics and mages do.  And I guess we can say that perhaps the mystic is looking for an "ultimate reality."  And putting all that aside, it would have been better that you clarified your argument when you seem to assert that 'objects' in the 'spiritual world' are just as real as objects in the material.  Just be careful of going down a solipsistic line of reasoning.
 There's nothing to be careful of since I affirmed the reality of both experiences.  This discussion was also taken out of a context in which the modern emphasis of objectivity in exclusion to subjectivity was the default position.  The solipsist reduces the whole world to his or her personal subjectivity.  Solipsism and Nihilsim are such powerful words, and much like the word 'communist' in American politics can be over used.  If we support the hard objectivity of early modernity we no longer have any business doing astral work, psychology, magick et al.    
Religion provides the language and tools to manage this inner reality which is then reflected in the visible world that we live in. 

I think religion once did this; but from Christianity forward, religion hasn't been about myth that help us to map the material and spiritual planes.  Rather, it devolved to morality and law enforcement.  The myths behind the rituals in modern religion have been forgotten and religious rites and practices have devolved to managed insanity; to the point that even moralizing has become lip-service as society gets meaner and meaner with each succeeding generation.
Well it depends on which society you choose to live in! [image: image1.png]


 Morality and law enforcement have a place like anything.  Right now I am enforcing myself to type these sentences, if I didn't have this control over myself I would not be able to do anything.  I think the real problem is that the morality and laws of the religions is blindly adhered to and is outdated.  The other problem, like you pointed out is that these mythes have de-evolved into being instruments designed purely for these ends which leaves the other dimensions of the 'soul' unfulfilled.  
 
In a way the visible world we see is the result of the various subjective realities clashing and converging together. What is left is a sort of consensus reality as far the things we see and agree on are concerned. While this may be very abstract in one sense I believe that it provides a powerful tool to understand the why people can never agree on anything, even the details of so called 'real', 'objective' phenomenon, and why belief systems continue to captivate our imaginations over the ages. 
As all people fight for each their own power, clashes are a fact of life.  The Book of the Law addresses this; especially in Crowley's commentary.  However, modern physics has proven that all humans see colors in the same way and all objects in the material world come from a quantum stream that connects all are minds and provides the same visualizations (and I assume other sensual responses) in all of us.  In other words, we each together decide what the color red looks like.
Yes, which means that the color red is objective, but the nature of its' objectivity depends on intersubjectivity.  This intersubjectivity seems to be a key component to the 'creation' of the 'red' expereince, yet 'red' is then an idea.  Where did the idea come from?  This leads us back to Plato and his universal forms and may put a whole new spin on how we view this old and often suspect approach to metaphysics.  
Disagreements over intellectual abstractions I have found usually comes from the many different sets of priorities we each, individually have.  I have found this to be keenly so in the many political debates I've had with some of my friends.  And so I at least disagree with you a bit on this last part of your argument.
But you had to work hard to dis-agree here, because I think, if you are like me you love to disagree, which in a way supports my thesis! [image: image2.png]
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Taking the first two postulates, first yours: I would clarify this to say that everything made by people and is also visible is the end result of what began as a subjective process.  Your postulate leaves room for the assumption that only subjective processes (and not physical, et al) create things visible by humans.  
Yes I left this out in the same way that a doctor will refrain from stating that we breath since the necessity of physical objects is so obvious.  Yet I am forgetting how dim whitted many spiritual seekers can be especially the one's who think they are enlightened, so I see the validity of your point here.  I just met a British fellow who talks with Dolphins and in which ascended masters have incarnated... He claims that A.C. never attained Samadhi and that he can see A.C. and blah blah blah... This is a prime example of the lunacy that can happen when people abandon the objective for the subjective.  
I understand the profound intellectual weakness in most people; though that wasn't what I was trying to get across.  Philosophically and logically, if you such an effortless inference open, the suggestion that it is valid is also asserted.  And it could figure as a determining factor in some other line of argument that then would lead us to a false conclusion.
 

T's postulate actually coincides with Kant's epistemology.  Everything that is visible means to the human eye, which is then fed to the brain to quantify, define and catalogue.  Your next statement differs from your postulate and is again, akin to Kant's epistemology.  Even what we might call "objectively verifiable" would be the result of the brain's effort to quantify, et al. and is therefore truly a subjective experience.
If we push these premises to their conclusions we arrive at the awareness that even the concept of the brain, body, and sensory organs as 'such' are also perceptions, categories of consciousness by which we impose in order to comprehend our awareness.  
This is true, which is why, though solipsism, having been proven a falsity, remains a consistent problem for the philosopher.
 

If we then ask, well what are we then?  we are forced to see that we are simply a point of consciousness apprehending infinite space, this apphrehension produces a brilliance of violent awareness as the archetypal forms of body, mind, sense organs, personality and objects are broken out in a constant state of flux as this primal awareness creates it's interpretation of infinity.  These forms that allow us to interpret infinity are real since they create us, the lower egos and personalities and emerge spontaneously as the infinite subjectivity apprehends infinite objectivity.
This is quite interesting as even Thomas Nagel determines that we arrive at objectively through an inductive subjection in the mind; requiring, it can be assumed in accord with your point, a 'transcendental' or mystical practice as taught in the ancient epistemological technology.
 

The objectivity comes from shared, consensus experience, which physics addresses.  Thomas Nagel is the first that I know of to find a way to apriori 'objective' apprehension as found in his book: The View from Nowhere.  But it was too heady for me to be able to explain here.  And so as you say, it's about people, I agree, and I believe, so would Kant.  
In one sense objective reality as we commonly understand it is a social phenomenon.  Change the belief system through the use of mixture of authority, charisma, etc and what people understand to be objective will also change.  Personally this is not the true objective reality, true objective reality can only be apprehended through the use of the intuition, and apriori reasoning.  The two combined give us Levi's Divine reason which allows us to see.  This objectivity cannot be properly conveyed in language, though I prefer the description given in Liber Al of Hadit, Nuit, and Ra-Hoor-Khuit.  Which my earlier statement is but an interpretation.  Hadit being the infinit subject, Nuit the infinit Object, RHK, the violent brilliance of perception in which the forms of awarness emerge.  
Yes, I agree...a slight mis-statement on my part, though mentioning Nagel in my green comment above, I wasn't as clear as I was with my description of Nagel's philosophy in the blue comment above (as part of this post).
 

Religion provides the language and tools to manage this inner reality which is then reflected in the visible world that we live in. 

I think religion once did this; but from Christianity forward, religion hasn't been about myth that help us to map the material and spiritual planes.  Rather, it devolved to morality and law enforcement.  The myths behind the rituals in modern religion have been forgotten and religious rites and practices have devolved to managed insanity; to the point that even moralizing has become lip-service as society gets meaner and meaner with each succeeding generation.
Well it depends on which society you choose to live in! [image: image3.png]


 Morality and law enforcement have a place like anything.  Right now I am enforcing myself to type these sentences, if I didn't have this control over myself I would not be able to do anything.  I think the real problem is that the morality and laws of the religions is blindly adhered to and is outdated.  The other problem, like you pointed out is that these mythes have de-evolved into being instruments designed purely for these ends which leaves the other dimensions of the 'soul' unfulfilled.  
Indeed, it is through myth that we learn who we are and become enobled.  That I said above, most people are intellectually weak is because they know not even that such myths that are wholesome are not in their lives and the myths they have are dysfunctional.
 

In a way the visible world we see is the result of the various subjective realities clashing and converging together. What is left is a sort of consensus reality as far the things we see and agree on are concerned. While this may be very abstract in one sense I believe that it provides a powerful tool to understand the why people can never agree on anything, even the details of so called 'real', 'objective' phenomenon, and why belief systems continue to captivate our imaginations over the ages. 
As all people fight for each their own power, clashes are a fact of life.  The Book of the Law addresses this; especially in Crowley's commentary.  However, modern physics has proven that all humans see colors in the same way and all objects in the material world come from a quantum stream that connects all are minds and provides the same visualizations (and I assume other sensual responses) in all of us.  In other words, we each together decide what the color red looks like.
Yes, which means that the color red is objective, but the nature of its' objectivity depends on intersubjectivity.  This intersubjectivity seems to be a key component to the 'creation' of the 'red' expereince, yet 'red' is then an idea.  Where did the idea come from?  This leads us back to Plato and his universal forms and may put a whole new spin on how we view this old and often suspect approach to metaphysics.  
I agree...Plato's forms creates a compelling structure for mystical and magickal technique; validating its theory in the process...real Scientific Illuminism.  Note, Plato was a student of the Egyptian Mystery Schools.
 

Disagreements over intellectual abstractions I have found usually comes from the many different sets of priorities we each, individually have.  I have found this to be keenly so in the many political debates I've had with some of my friends.  And so I at least disagree with you a bit on this last part of your argument.
But you had to work hard to dis-agree here, because I think, if you are like me you love to disagree, which in a way supports my thesis! [image: image4.png]



Nah...it comes naturally to me, which is why I'm so well 'loved' on the net.
:-)
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I call such lunatics,"internuts."
93
Cammy

lol, but the Charismatic one's are a real disease for the young and impressionable.

93

Ryan

i didn't say they weren't.
can't say i've met "charismatic" people like that guy in person, but there are plenty of 'em who make out to be "nice guys." probably the same thing. no hallucination but still self-deluded.
wait, i digress- there were a couple of people from our old list who thought they were doing sex magick, when all they were practicing was open-fly, closed-mind policy (blood can only flow so far).
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Hey Pj,
Cognitive thinking uses up a lot of energy. I see the mind as a muscle that must be constantly exercised so it doesn't atrophy...which is why crossword puzzles, and any sort of creative and problem-solving game are very important. They also serve as outlets for excess mental or emotional energy that, like water or electricity, will take the path of least resistance or the shortest path...including any conditioned and hardwired habits and tendencies.
take the "circle jerk" of human conduits with a tens unit hooked up to on person, who touches another, who touches another...they all feel it where they are touching or being touched, but not through their whole bodies. 
even the mind can conflict in its "beliefs" with the body (neurosis), i.e. deep down i know something to not be true, but my body may act afraid as if it were (if i wholeheartedly believed something irrational and unrealistic, such as being paranoid about the government, that would be a psychosis).  
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Hi Cammy,
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I think that rather than the mind numbing exercises that employ trivial knowledge (word games, et al), the various processes of the Qabalah accomplish the same thing with the added dimension of assisting us in our spiritual quest.  The need to know who and what we actually are as human beings and then to gain the function of control over one's journey through life is an ardent pursuit for what the Yi-Jeng calls the "superior man."
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