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This work is a selection from The
Arrheton, a work-in-progress examining every
aspect of Mythorealism. So, what is Mythorealism?
Mythorealism is a philosophy, a modern take on
mysticism, mythology, art and literature.

Mythorealism until recently was a family
affair, confined to the rather unusual clan of which
I am a member. The term itself was invented by
my mother, the author and composer Lani
Thompson. The metaphysical basis for our
philosophy was supplied by my father, the late
David Douglas Thompson, a composer and thinker.
My brother Jason Thompson developed our
metaphysical ideas still further. All of the other
family members- including siblings and spouses-
have contributed greatly to these ideas through
conversation, and some of them may make formal
additions of their own at some stage. However, it is
no longer our wish to keep this philosophy private,
or to "own" the concept of Mythorealism.

It is my goal and my mission to present
our ideas to the wider world, but also to invite
other people to participate, helping to shape what
Mythorealism is and what it becomes. If you are
interested in myth and mysticism, poetry and
philosophy, art and metaphysics, then please join
in the conversation and create a Mythorealism of
your own.

This work may be freely distributed as
long as it is not altered in any way.
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General Principles of Mythorealism

Creed: "When myth incarnates in the waking
world."

Description: Mythorealism "encompasses facets of
reality which aren't ordinarily perceived and brings
them into the waking world. Reality is more than
bones and blood. It is the spirit lurking behind
stones and flesh... Myth stepping into Matter... The
World being uttered..." (Lani Thompson)

Caveat: One of the strengths of Mythorealism as a
spiritual and aesthetic viewpoint is its lack of
dogma. The single statement "when myth
incarnates in the waking world" is our only creed,
and nothing else within Mythorealism has higher
status than a personal opinion. Any thoroughly
philosophical examination of that central creed
could lay equal claim to being a Mythorealist
philosophy, even if it bore very little resemblance
to anything here. The following principles are
therefore not to be taken as an ideology, but simply
as one of the possible expressions of a Mythorealist
worldview.

1- There is a broad and in some respects
unrecognized artistic tendency, operating in a
variety of different media, the primary feature of
which is the invocation of magic and myth- not
merely the use of such themes as a story element,
but the incarnation of a transcendent reality within
the mundane sphere.
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2- This tendency represents an unrealized but
extremely powerful mystic impulse, an instinct
common to all cultures and peoples, which is now
seeking a new mode of expression in the modern
world.

3- The nature of this expression is distinct from all
previous modes of spirituality, because it draws
freely from a common heritage of world culture
and tradition, while laying claim to no particular
doctrine or identity.

4- The personal experience of this transcendent
reality, which may be referred to as mythic
resonance, is among the most fundamental of
human experiences, providing a rich source of
inspiration and insight.

5- Reason and the scientific method are valid and
essential ways of understanding the material world.
However, no perfectly rational understanding of
the realm of myth is either possible or desirable.
Understanding in the mythic realm is essentially
ineffable, and its expression necessarily involves
both contradiction and ambiguity.

6- It is equally misguided either to take myth
literally or to dismiss it as meaningless, the
fallacies of fundamentalism and of skeptical
materialism.

7- The images of the mythic realm are symbolic
and not literal, but they cannot be reduced down to
anything merely psychological or merely physical.
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Mythic symbols are allegorical of something more
fundamental, providing access to essential truths.

8- The experience of the realm of myth is most
transformative when it is met at the source,
experienced as an ineffable mystery, and
confronted directly. All second-hand
interpretations (whether anthropological, historical
or psychological) are a step away, useful only
intellectually but not fundamentally.

9- Any specific myth contains a mythic problem,
or in some cases a complex of mythic problems.
The nature of a mythic problem is a profound
mystery, the solution to which is a transcendent
insight, a transformative seeing-beyond.

10- The insight that can be attained through the
experience of myth is suggestive of an ethics,
providing a doorway to human excellence in every
facet of life.

Aesthetic Principles of Mythorealism

1- There is something more, a magical reality
behind reality. This hidden reality is the realm of
myth.

2- The task of the Mythorealist artist is to invoke
this reality, incarnating it within the waking world.

3- The effect of this incarnation is a sense of
mystery, the presence of the numinous embodied in
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art. This experience of numinous power is mythic
resonance.

4- The presence of the numinous can be wonderful
or horrible, but anything truly numinous is actually
both, wonder hidden behind horror and horror
behind wonder.

5- Beauty without an element of horror is reduced
to mere prettiness, and horror without an element
of beauty is reduced to mundane fear. Neither
prettiness nor mundane fear evokes mythic
resonance.

6- What true beauty and true horror have in
common is the element of awe, an element that
allows art to transcend the personal.

7- The waking world is the exoteric and the mythic
is the esoteric. Whichever element manifests on the
surface contains the other element inside itself, the
esoteric and the exoteric in opposition and unity.
This principle is the balance of forces.

8- The balance of forces between the waking world
and the mythic is always mirrored in other
dualities. Whether Appolonian and Dionysian or
classicism and romanticism, the great forces of
horror and wonder or the celestial and the infernal,
great art maintains a balance of forces and honors
both aspects of any duality.

9- Invoking the power of the numinous and
manifesting it in art, the Mythorealist artist can
present a mythic problem, a fundamental
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unresolved dichotomy whose solution contains an
insight. Buried within the story is an illumination.

10- Neither the mystery nor the illumination are
intellectual in nature, therefore they cannot be
planned out intellectually. They must manifest
spontaneously, unfolding out of the realm of myth
as if uncaused and unsought-for.

Ethical Principles of Mythorealism

1- Just as there are two realities (the waking world
and the mythic realm) so there are two
complementary principles, which can be described
as the human law and the sacred law. The human
law is the social contract, the general agreement
between human beings as to righteous behavior.
The sacred law is a spontaneous response, a sense
of awe and reverence before the numinous power,
which carries an implication of divine command.

2- Ethical principles appear to vary greatly
between cultures, but this is less true than it
appears to be. Local variations are caused by
specific circumstances and should be respected as
such, but once these are accounted for a pattern
emerges: the rights of those who are considered
fully human are remarkably consistent. What is
essential to recognize is that all are fully human.

3- The essential right of a human being is to always
be treated as an end and never as a means. This has
implications in both realms. Recognizing anyone
we deal with as a human being, we must treat them
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ethically. Recognizing the divine in them, we must
treat them reverently.

4- Ethics, therefore, has two levels- the social and
the mystical. It is necessary to follow a set of rules
within the social sphere, but these rules are only
made meaningful by the sacred reverence that
underlies them, the honoring of the divine in all.
Without the magic, they are empty.

5- The ethical ideal is thus a balance of forces, a
rigorously honorable surface and a mystical
interior; stoicism on the outside and mysticism on
the inside. This can, under the right circumstances,
become reversed.

6- The ethical balance of forces can take on a
number of shapes, manifesting a variety of
understandings. Shifting fluidly between points of
view is called ringing the changes, allowing the
seeker to obtain the benefits of all philosophies and
all spiritualities. The ideal is to steal the light,
regardless of where it might be found.

7- Honorable behavior is a difficult burden, and the
sacred law is a mystery. To achieve one and
understand the other, self-cultivation is a necessity.

8- The process of self-cultivation is a forging of the
spirit, an intense confrontation with the deepest
mysteries. This also manifests a balance of forces,
which has been expressed historically in a number
of forms.
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9- The resolution of a mythic problem can produce
a transcendent insight, transforming the seeker
utterly and preparing the way for still greater
journeys.

10- When the relative self falls away from us, we
incarnate the source. When acting from within this
divine reality, no rules are needed.

Metaphysical Principles of Mythorealism

1- Perception occurs through the meeting of unlike
things. In other words, there is no perception
without contrast.

2- The perception of contrast occurs through an
interaction, a relationship between the parties
involved.

3- Therefore a thing cannot be known in and of
itself, but only as part of a particular relationship.

4- Reality is what we experience or perceive.
When we say that something is there, we mean that
we are in some sort of relationship to it.

5- There are things we directly experience- things
with which we are in a direct relationship- and
things we experience only secondhand, with which
we are in an indirect relationship. One can give
only provisional assent to the reality of any indirect
relationship.

6- A thing is judged to be real to the extent to
which it is directly and fully experienced. Mere
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opinion, in other words, does not define reality-
any description of reality must account for the
available facts, for everything which is
experienced.

7- Because nothing can be known in and of itself,
there is no way to distinguish between opposing
descriptions of a system when they do account
equally well for the available facts.

8- All equally functional descriptions of a system
are considered equally valid.

9- To shift fluidly between points of view is called
Ringing the Changes. This refers to deliberately
shifting between multiple viewpoints, considering
none of them absolute, but participating in them
all.

10- This allows one to benefit from multiple truths,
and to more accurately approximate the world as a
whole.
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I- On the Nature of Gods

1- Perspectives on the Divine

Despite its lack of affiliation with
any particular organized religion,
Mythorealism does offer a perspective on
the philosophy of religion, or rather a
variety of perspectives. In
Mythotheophany I will be exploring these
issues, examining the questions of
religious philosophy from a Mythorealist
viewpoint. In the course of this
examination I will discuss several
perspectives, which I have denominated as
Mythorealist Monotheism, Mythorealist
Gnosticism, Mythorealist Polytheism and
Mythorealist Henotheism.

My own perspective is that of the
henotheist, but I will examine all four
perspectives as thoroughly as I can.
Having done so, I will then move on, to
examine a range of questions in
Mythorealist religious philosophy,
concentrating on the henotheist
perspective.

In the philosophy of Mythorealism,
reality is seen as being defined by
relationships, by whatever is actually
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experienced and interacted with. There can
be no doubt that people do experience
religious phenomena; the question is only
about the meaning of those experiences.
The perspective of the skeptical materialist
is to question the absolute validity of
religious phenomena- to ask whether or
not the things that are experienced by
religious people correspond to the facts of
objective reality. The answer of the
skeptical materialist is either that there is
no such correspondence or that none can
be proven. Our answer is that the question
is meaningless; we have no access to
"objective reality" in the first place, and
our reality is simply what we experience
and interact with. That is all that the word
"reality" can coherently mean. The
perspective of the agnostic is therefore a
valid one, as the agnostic has had no
experiences of this type and makes no
claims about them. The perspective of the
mystic is equally valid, as the mystic
speaks of what he personally knows- the
meaning and character of his particular
gnosis. The perspective of either the
atheist or the fundamentalist, however, is
irrational prejudice, and for exactly the
same reason- both of them make
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unsupportable claims about objective
reality.

If the gods, demons and angels of
religious mythology are therefore real (in
the sense that they are experienced by
human beings as perceptions, and that
human beings interact with those
perceptions) then what exactly are they?
Every religion makes different claims
when it comes to these entities, and the
claims in question contradict each other.
According to many sects of Buddhism, for
example, the gods exist in a perfect realm
of sensual pleasure, yet cannot achieve
enlightenment from within that realm, so
that an incarnation as a human being is
more fortunate than the life of a god. The
gods of Taoism exist within the human
body (which seems like a strikingly
Jungian view), yet many of them are
former humans who became Immortals
and were promoted to the Celestial
Hierarchy. The gods of Hinduism are the
many faces of the underlying Brahman or
Absolute. The gods (or "loa") of Vodoun
are intermediary spirits, standing at the
midpoint between humanity and an
unapproachably transcendent God. The
gods of all religions are seen by Wiccans
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as being different names for two deities,
the Goddess and Her consort. To another
type of neopagan (those who call
themselves "Heathens,") the gods are
powerful entities, with as much
independent existence as any human
being, and with the ability to bestow their
favor or their enmity on humans at will.
To a Christian, a Jew or a Moslem, there is
only one true God, and all others are either
delusions or demons, evil rebels against
the Supreme Being. Many Christians,
however, have a relationship with angels
or saints that is indistinguishable in
practice from a polytheist's relationship to
his many gods. (Claims to the contrary
usually rely on strawman arguments,
redefining polytheist practices
inaccurately in order to make them seem
more distinct from their Christian
equivalents than they really are.)

How can these widely divergent
understandings be reconciled, or must one
be preferred to another? Let us now
examine some of the options.

2- Mythorealist Monotheism
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A distinction must first be made
between all human conceptions of divine
and supernatural entities from any religion
or tradition (who may be collectively
referred to as "the Powers," including all
angels, archons, saints and gods with a
lower-case "g"), and the transcendent-yet-
immanent Absolute, the Urgrund of
Meister Eckhart, Ein Sof of Kaballah, or
Brahman of Hinduism. (I am well aware
that these are not identical conceptions,
but in my view the differences in this case
are of interpretation, but the reality being
pointed to is the same.) Strictly speaking,
the Urgrund, the Ein Sof and the Brahman
are still culturally-conditioned mental
conceptions, but they are also attempts to
get as close as possible to a more profound
reality, inaccessible to intellectual
understanding and beyond all words or
concepts. The perspective of the
monotheist religions is to call this
Absolute "God," to personify it to one
degree or another, and to declare it the
only valid focus of human worship. A
Mythorealist Monotheism would focus on
the great myths of man's relationship with
this ultimate God- which actually includes
a large proportion of all world mythology,
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including the Old and New Testaments,
the legends of the saints, the quest for the
Holy Grail, the adventures of
Charlemagne's knights, and many more
great stories.

It is customary in monotheist
religions to give the Absolute a name or
names, usually drawn from the names of
whatever tribal deity was worshiped by
that particular people in ancient times.
Yahweh, Jehovah, Elohim, Allah- such
names, when personified in even the
slightest degree, do not refer to the
Absolute, but they are attempts to
approach It through the lens of a particular
cultural-religious tradition, and as such
they may be a path to It. Insofar as they
are a path to It, they truly are "God."
Insofar as they are the expressions of a
particular cultural-religious tradition;
insofar as they are seen as having the
attributes of a human-like personality;
insofar as they can be conceived of in
archetypal terms (as the stern old judge on
a mountaintop, for instance), then they are
not God at all but only "gods," limited and
partial mythopoetic conceptions. They are
most certainly "truths," but they are not
The Truth.
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Any mythopoetic idea-complex
that can serve as a mental path to a
spiritual mystery, whether that mystery is
one of the mythological Powers or the
Source itself, is what I refer to as an Icon.
The conception the average believer has of
Christ or Jehovah may function as an Icon
for the Source, but is no more the Source
Itself than a picture of a tree is an actual
tree, and in fact rather less so, for the
Source cannot truly be conceived at all.

Christianity is arguably the most
vividly Mythorealist of all religions, as our
central creed ("when myth incarnates in
the waking world") is exactly what
Christians believe God to have done. The
numinous wonder and awe of the Christian
message is in this claim that the Ultimate
Source was actually incarnated as flesh
and blood in the waking world, a myth of
such beauty and audacity that it seems
somehow terrible. One may accept and
identify with this particular myth or one
may not, but that it can act as an Icon for
the most sublime revelations is in my
opinion beyond serious question.
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3- Mythorealist Gnosticism

For the sake of clarity, and to avoid
preconceptions as much as possible, we
will refer to this transcendent-yet-
immanent Absolute as "The Source." The
distinction between the Source and all
ideas or conceptions of It has been
understood since ancient times, and has
sometimes attained the proportions of a
painful contradiction. The God of the Old
Testament, whom we shall refer to as
Yahweh, gives the impression of being an
awesome and terrifying numinous Power,
with a potential for divine wrath verging
on horror- the mysterium tremendum of
Otto's theology, sometimes crossing the
line into the mysterium horrendum.

These emotional responses are
quite natural reactions to any hint of
contact with the Source, but they were
elaborated into a much more specific and
detailed mythology of an angry god,
jealous and vengeful and sometimes
willfully destructive. The consequences of
viewing the divine in this way are often
sorrow and fear:

The wake behind us, like a froth of milk,
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Churns up and changes constantly.
The depths roll by, disturbed.
The Spirit moves,
Like breath
Across the waters.
And a cold, sad awe
Shines forth from somewhere deep within.
My fate
Is that I learned to fear the Lord
Too late.

The other aspect of contact with
the Source (or any numen) is the
mysterium fascinosum, which can include
a conviction of universal hope and joy.
These attributes were also claimed for the
Biblical Yahweh, but a contradiction was
vividly felt by some believers, and still is.
How can this wrathful and terrible god be
the same deity as the god of universal
love?

If anyone believes that God is love
As humans understand that word, then know-
These souls have not encountered, in the depths,
The awful majesty, the wrathful flood
That damned Creation, or the searing fire
Of Being Itself. This love is such a light
As angels shun. They cannot bear the sight.

The answer, in my view, is that the
Source Itself does not exactly have any
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such characteristics, or that It has all
possible characteristics in superabundance,
to the extent of rendering their ordinary
equivalents devoid of meaning. The horror
and the wonder, the wrath and the love,
are symptoms of the awestruck revelation
and transformation that catching a hint of
the Source evokes in us, rather than
characteristics possessed by the Source as
such. When these symptoms of contact
with the divine are elaborated into an Icon,
a mythological figure with a personality,
then what we have is no longer God
exactly but "a god."

The feeling that the Source and
Yahweh were not exactly the same, that
you could draw a distinction between
"God" and "god," led to the ancient
religions known as Gnosticism, which
viewed the Source or "God" as completely
transcendent, and Yahweh or "god" as a
wicked and misguided Demiurge, a false
creator of a flawed or evil material world.
In the view of the Gnostics, Christ came to
Earth to set us free, not from our own sins
but from the god of the Bible!

The Gnosticisms of the ancient
world are long-since extinct, with the
exception of a tiny Iraqi sect. There are
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also several modern revivals such as the
Ecclesia Gnostica. One interpretation of
Mythorealism bears a certain resemblance
to the views of the Gnostics, for which
reason I have chosen to term it
"Mythorealist Gnosticism." David
Douglas Thompson, the creator of
Relationship Theory, was an advocate of
this view.

When seen from the standpoint of
Mythorealist Gnosticism, the gods and
Powers of all religions are oppressors of
humanity, manifestations of those forces
which hold us back and prevent or at least
limit our spiritual progress as a species.
Even those deities which appear to be or
claim to be benevolent are in fact the
opposite, desiring as they do a client-
patron relationship in which humanity's
purpose is to serve them. One is reminded
of an image from Gilgamesh, about the
aftermath of the Flood, where the gods
come to hover around the smoke of the
sacrificial offerings like hungry flies
around a corpse. From the perspective of
Mythorealist Gnosticism, the gods are
something to be rebelled against so that
they may in time be transcended. (In light
of these views, the fact that my father
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chose to name his last album "Whom the
Gods Would Destroy, They First Make
Mad" takes on an added significance,
especially with its intended cover design
showing Prometheus.)

This may appear to be a rather
grim view of the spiritual universe, but it
was born out of a heroic sense of human
destiny, and it was never intended to deny
God- only the gods of all organized
religions, who were seen as being
something else entirely.

One significant distinction between
Mythorealist Gnosticism and Classical
Gnosticism is in its attitude to "the world
and the flesh." In the worldview of
Mythorealist Gnosticism, contempt for the
world and the flesh is seen as one of the
delusions of organized religion, and thus
as a legacy of the gods and not of God. It
is one of the limitations we must transcend
if we are to fulfill our potential.

4- Mythorealist Polytheism

Mythorealist Polytheism is a
manifestation of neopagan and "heathen"
ideas within a Mythorealist context.
Within the neopagan and heathen
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movements, a distinction is often drawn
between hard polytheism and soft
polytheism. Soft polytheism can be
broadly defined as any view that treats the
various gods and goddesses as aspects or
faces of a greater god, or as psychological
archetypes with no power outside of the
mind. Soft polytheism is sometimes used
as a pejorative term, an accusation that the
ideas in question are not truly polytheist at
all, as they deny the independent validity
of the gods of mythology. The soft
polytheist views the gods as symbols,
either of a greater spiritual reality such as
a Mother Goddess, or of internal
psychological states. Hard polytheists, on
the other hand, view the gods as "real,"
genuinely existing entities with real
personalities, real names, and real powers.
Hard polytheists also tend to see the
Biblical Yahweh as an usurper, the god of
one particular ethic group who falsely
claimed to be the only god- a view also
held by some of the ancient Gnostics. The
relationship between a hard polytheist god
and his followers is one of friendship and
mutual assistance, or one of patronage and
clientship. Hard polytheists tend to follow
reconstructed versions of the ancient
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pagan faiths of Europe, such as those of
the Norse, Greek or Celtic peoples.

The soft polytheist position, in its
more extreme forms, seems to rob the
gods of their numinous power, to strip
them of any sense of magic and reduce
them down to mere abstractions in a
mental shell game. The hard polytheist
position, on the other hand, is problematic
on a number of levels. The pagan faiths of
the ancient world (with the exception of
the Mystery religions) were preeminently
the spiritual expressions of particular
cultures, all of which have now changed
beyond recognition. The religions of the
ancient Celts, for instance, were largely
about the sacred marriage of the tribal
king to the goddess of the land, a theme
without a great deal of relevance to the
modern world. With very few exceptions,
even the most serious and academically
accurate heathens make little attempt to
immerse themselves in the cultures whose
religions they aim to reconstruct. Few
Hellenic polytheists, for instance, speak
ancient Greek, nor do many Celtic
reconstructionists speak a Celtic language.
Trying to revive a cultural religion out of
cultural context raises serious questions of
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legitimacy regardless of how serious or
focused the attempt may be. Why exactly
is it spiritually necessary to try to revive
the forms of worship used by the vikings
or druids? Did these religions achieve
spiritual insights that no current religion
has been able to achieve? Or were they
simply the way the world looked to people
from a time that no longer exists, a
worldview perfectly appropriate to that
time and place but with little to offer this
one?

Many hard polytheists believe they
have answered these questions
sufficiently, by reference to their personal
relationships with specific deities. If the
gods of the ancient world are real entities
like you or I, then it should be possible to
establish a personal relationship with them
independently of whatever their original
worshipers may have done or believed.

This solution raises as many
questions as it answers. If Zeus (for
instance) has always existed as an
independent entity, then what were his
characteristics before the Greeks
"discovered" him? Why does he show
such clear signs of belonging to a broader
Indo-European cultural pattern and of
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being a uniquely Hellenic expression of
that pattern? What was he doing before he
had any worshipers, before he was
connected to any cultural pattern? What
was he doing during the long centuries in
which no one worshiped him? Did his
power in this world decrease during that
time, and if not then why did the ancient
pagans offer sacrifices to such deities as if
they needed them, speaking of such
sacrifices as the "food of the gods"?

One attempt to address these issues
in a Mythorealist context was made by
Jason Thompson, in his article "The World
as Myth," which is about the possible
relationship of multiple universe theory to
the classical myths. The multiple universes
proposed in this article are infinite in
number, and no two are identical, with
most of them impossible to perceive from
our reality. Under certain conditions,
however, they may be perceived:

But there are an infinite number of other
universes. And any finite number multiplied an
infinite number of times is itself infinite. So these
other universes do exert an influence on our world.
Why then is this not observable in day to day life?
Well, because there are an infinite number of
infinitely varied universes, they must be mostly
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self-canceling in effect. For every effect coming
out of one, there has to be the canceling effect
coming out of another. But there is nothing to say
that there are not local imbalances, where the
canceling effects are only observable over a larger
area.1

If the gods of the hard polytheists
are interpreted in this way, then they
would be seen as powerful entities
inhabiting alternate universes, entities
capable of interacting with our own
universe under certain circumstances.
Prayers or offerings made to such gods
may establish a connection with them, but
the gods would in no way be dependent on
such offerings. Particular human cultures
might establish an interpretation of them,
but the gods themselves would not be
limited by these interpretations.

The scientific issues presented in
this article are frankly over my head, and
are openly speculative. I do not personally
find such views convincing. It seems to
me that they fail to account for divine
fluidity, the tendency of mythological
figures to both subdivide and overlap. The
boundaries between the gods of

1 From "The World as Myth" by Jason Thompson.
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mythology are very much more fluid than
the hard polytheist position would allow
for, or there would be no such figures as
"Lugos-Mercurios," an ancient
combination of the Celtic Lugh with the
Roman Mercury.

My primary issue with the position
presented in this article is theological. Part
of the point here seems to be to prove the
scientific existence of the gods, an
approach with which I am not in
sympathy. In my view, any god whose
existence could be proved or disproved
would be no god at all, but simply a more
powerful category of mundane being. This
account would seem to reduce the gods, to
render them prosaic. A powerful entity
from another universe is merely a type of
alien- not a god.

There are other ways to approach a
polytheist worldview in a Mythorealist
context. In Mythorealism's Relationship
Theory, ideas and concepts are treated in
physical terms. The number of elements in
any complex set of relationships is spoken
of as its "information mass." When some
of the elements in a relationship set
change, the number of changed elements
is the "information energy." Every time
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such a change occurs, we have one unit of
"information time." When two relationship
sets contain few or no elements in
common, they are considered to be far
away from each other in "information
space." When they have a number of
elements in common, they are considered
to be close to each other in "information
space."

If a number of people relate to the
world in a particular way, defined by a
particular set of religious beliefs that are
highly similar, we could speak of this as
creating a cluster, of sorts, in information
space. This cluster is what people refer to
as a Power or 'god,' meaning of course the
particular gods of particular belief
systems, and not the Source. This cluster
of closely related information would seem
dependent on its worshipers, because if
they were to stop relating to the world in
the same way it would disappear.

The creation of such a cluster in
information space can be referred to as
"mythic resonance." The holy books of
particular religions are simply works of
extraordinary mythic resonance, but even
a work of deliberate fiction could have the
same effect to some degree- a great many
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younger people, for instance, see the
spiritual world in the terms of Neil
Gaiman's Sandman mythology.

Is information space "real"? It is
perceived and interacted with; it is
something that people have a relationship
with. It is therefore completely "real" as
we define that term. Information space-
time is outside of physical space-time, and
yet in some sense it exists.

There are still other ways to
approach these issues within
Mythorealism. A myth can be defined as a
worldview, or as one's essential
relationship with the world itself. As any
such relationship is intensely experienced,
our myths are literally our reality, or the
essential core of our reality. Any particular
myth (in the traditional sense of a sacred
story or belief system) is the symbolic
essence of one's relationship to the world,
expressed as poetry. This applies both to
public myths such as the traditional
legends, and to myths that are entirely
private.

By the same token, a god or Power
is a symbolic essence of a particular
relationship with the universe. Another
way of saying this is that a god is a
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particular relationship with the universe,
springing into being with full power and
reality for each and every worshiper. This
point of view does not make the power of
the god dependent on his worshipers,
because each individual who passionately
knows that god will have a relationship
with him of his own. And one can have the
same sort of relationship with a haunted
place or a fantastic character, though not
usually of a comparable level of intensity.
This can also be referred to as "mythic
resonance," meaning the power of any
idea to serve as a myth for a particular
person.

Another approach, which also
depends on the concept of information
space, is found in the idea of "eternal
relationship sets" as described in
Mythopoesis:

The gods, saints, angels and archons of all
human mythologies (which can be referred to,
collectively, as "the powers") represent eternal
relationship sets, the interaction of fundamental
principles of which our universe is generated. For
anything which can be conceived as a universal,
one can also conceive of a power, and in some
religions this is exactly what does occur. In ancient
Roman religion, for instance, there were numina or
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deities for every possible abstract concept, only a
very few of which received specific names. These
numina cannot necessarily be reduced to absolute
simplicities, however, like the Platonic "Form of
the Good," because they are not solely "eternal
relationships" (universals) but "eternal relationship
sets" (sets of interactions between universal
principles). These sets and their interactions are far
too complex and intricate to be reduced to
simplicities, too intricate in fact to be rationally
comprehensible by us- in part because beings
grounded in time cannot completely comprehend
anything which is outside of the temporal entirely.

The gods cannot be pinned down
by any arguments- they are Mysteries by
their very nature, not something that could
ever be clearly defined or precisely
conceived. I like to play with different
ways of conceiving them in order to
illuminate the Mystery without risk of
violating it, and thus I will speak of the
gods as psychological archetypes, as
aspects of a greater God, as powerful
entities, as clusters in information space
and as relationship patterns or eternal
relationship sets.

Shifting fluidly between all of
these views (or "ringing the changes" as
we call it) seems to me to most closely
resemble their own magical nature. The
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strictly polytheist view, however, goes no
further than this. A strict polytheist would
either deny the validity of a concept such
as the Source, or see it as a nearly
meaningless abstraction that could have no
relationship with the universe we live in as
a consequence of its own transcendence.
As the Source is very much a part of my
own views, the question arises as to what
relationship It has to the Powers, and to
the material world we live in. Thus, the
concept of henotheism.

5- Mythorealist Henotheism

The term "henotheism" was coined
by the philologist Max Müller, one of the
founders of comparative religious studies.
Henotheism refers to a viewpoint between
polytheism and monotheism, in which the
validity of multiple gods is acknowledged
(and multiple gods may or may not be
worshiped) while the one God remains
supreme. Few religions have ever been
genuinely polytheist in the strict sense, as
most so-called polytheist religions are
more accurately described as henotheist.
Hinduism, for instance, is certainly
henotheist, as are the animist religions of
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Africa and their Afro-Caribbean offshoots.
The popular religion of the ancient Greeks
was polytheist, but the philosophers and
other intellectuals were generally
henotheist, using the terms "the gods" and
"God" almost interchangeably, and
treating Zeus as a name for God rather
than as he is portrayed in the myths. The
early Christian theologian Origen claimed
that the Druidic priesthood of the Celts
was monotheistic, teaching "the unity of
the godhead". Considering that over four
hundred Celtic deities are attested for Gaul
alone, any such teaching must have been
henotheism rather than monotheism as
such.

Indeed, true monotheism is as rare
as true polytheism, as most interpretations
of monotheism fill the spiritual universe
with multiple Powers, over whom the one
God reigns as the only legitimate object of
worship- though the difference between
"latria" (the worship of God) and "dulia"
(the veneration of a saint) seems
academic. It seems as if, with few
exceptions, most religions tend to drift
toward henotheism over time, even if they
began as either polytheism or monotheism.
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Henotheism was the official view
of the pagan Neoplatonists, who
considered the gods and the material
universe to be emanations from the One,
which radiates first "Nous" or
consciousness and then the World Soul,
followed by human souls and finally
matter. Later Neoplatonists such as
Iamblichus conceived of the One or
Monad as emanating a series of realms
from Itself like ripples in a pond, including
a realm containing all the gods of
mythology, and a realm below that
containing the material world.

A similar view can also be found
in Mythopoesis:

In Hyperaionia, or True Eternity, there is
neither time nor space; whether considered as a
physical fact or as a mental conception. Every
moment is Now and every place is Here, and there
is no differentiation of before and after or of this
and that; there is no differentiation of any kind.
Hyperaionia is a null point, a singularity. True
Eternity is all things that are or ever will be, all
things in potential and all possible universes, all
things that are imaginary and even everything
impossible. No affirmations can be applied to it,
and no negations. Any word you can think of to
describe it, it is not that thing. Any word is also
inadequate, because it is that thing infinitely. True
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Eternity contains nothing relative, exists in relation
to nothing, can be changed by nothing. If reality is
defined as relationship, it does not exist, yet no
existence is possible without it. True Eternity can
be called the Source, the Monad, the Absolute...

The Source Itself is beyond perception,
because perception requires contrast. To know it is
to not know anything; it is the state of Agnosia.
When observed, therefore, it begins to emanate, to
split from the viewpoint of the observer into one
duality after another. Negation and affirmation
become two distinct realities, and each of those
split into two again, and into two again. The
universe branches out, a process of differentiation
and opposition...

From the perspective of the Source, there
is only the Source. But from the perspective of
particular things, there is Self and Other, or there
seems to be Self and Other. Every particular thing,
however, is not a part of the Source, but the Source
Itself- for if the Source is all there is, then how
could it be otherwise? The difference between the
two is simply one of perspective- reality
undifferentiated is self-contained and Absolute,
while reality differentiated gives the Source a
literally infinite number of eyes, each of which
perceives in terms of Self and Other. Perception
mandates particularity and this creates the
universe.

In order of logical priority (but not in
physical time) the first level or stage of
differentiation is in the concepts themselves, the
primal patterns of differentiation and opposition...
These Mysteries are the primal and archetypal
patterns, the base relationships of which reality is
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constructed, and although they can be named, they
remain ineffable...

They exist within a state we could call
Aionia, a lesser eternity beyond physical space and
physical time, but definable in terms of information
space and information time. This is what we might
call the Realm of Myth...

(T)he Mysteries are perceived in terms of
symbolic images and mythopoetic mental
constructs. The Mysteries provide the archetypes
from which all such constructs must be created,
and although the Mysteries themselves are neither
personally nor culturally conditioned, their
symbolic images or "Icons" are. Every deity or
hero of every religion is an Icon of the Mysteries,
serving as a pathway to a particular Mystery, but
not that Mystery in and of itself. There are an
infinite number of possible Icons, most of which
are not heroes or deities- the Mysteries provide the
archetypes for every symbolic construct we use to
understand the world, and thus for every possible
mental process.

In this Mythorealist interpretation
of the Neoplatonic worldview, the Source
emanates a realm of Myth which emanates
in turn a realm of the mind, and the mind
finally emanates the material universe.
That which is beyond space and time
emanates the realm of information space
and information time, which emanates a
realm in between the informational and the
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physical, which finally emanates the
universe of physical space and physical
time.

We who occupy the lower two
levels of this scheme of reality (the levels
of "the world" and "the mind," or physical
existence and intellectual consciousness)
can access the level above us (the level of
Myth) through such things as dreams and
nightmares, art and religion, mystical
ecstasy and numinous wonder. We express
what we find there in symbolic terms,
mythopoetic mental constructs which
necessarily reflect the patterns and
assumptions of our own culture. We may
even be able to transcend that level,
achieving what the Neoplatonists called
henosis, mystical union with the Source.

Thus, my own interpretation sees
the gods and other Powers of every
religion and mythology as existing in the
Realm of Myth as ineffable Mysteries, of
which their culturally-specific
manifestations are Icons. Beyond and
above the Realm of Myth, however, is the
Source of all, which remains at the same
time the entire system. I refer to this
worldview as Mythorealist Henotheism,
and this is the perspective from which I
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intend to address the questions of religious
philosophy.
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II- On the Questions of Religious
Philosophy

1- God Is Not Within Time

A distinction must first be made
between the Eternal and the Everlasting- a
distinction which has been acknowledged
since ancient times, but which is not
always remembered. "Everlasting" refers
to something that endures for an infinite
amount of time. The Eternal is outside
time altogether. Considering God to be
Everlasting places limits on Him. An
Everlasting God is defined by time,
limited by His own omniscience- as He
already knows what is going to happen,
there is only one way it can happen.
Calvin, for instance, treated God as
Everlasting, a Supreme Being within time
with foreknowledge of everything,
including who would be saved and who
would be damned. An Eternal God is not
so restricted, because every moment is
now to Him and every place is here. The
decisions that save or damn us are being
made right now, as are the decisions of our
most distant ancestors and descendants.
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The results of all actions are playing out
now, at the same moment as the actions
themselves, and there is no difference to
an Eternal God between this moment and
a thousand years ago. If some of the more
speculative theories of modern physics are
correct, then an Eternal God would be
simultaneously and equally aware of every
alternate universe where every possible
decision became an actuality. As such,
from our own perspective as beings in
time, all possibilities remain open. The
Source is not conceived of in such person-
like terms except by way of analogy, but
much of the same logic would still apply.

The Source is Eternal, not
Everlasting. Yet all action is change, and
change occurs only within time- indeed, it
defines it. So if the Source is Eternal, then
how can It act? How, for instance, could It
have created the world?

The answer is a logical paradox,
but that is only appropriate. The
fundamental truths are not accessed
through logic, and actually must transcend
logic. The issue is one of perspective- if
the Source can be spoken of as having a
perspective, then from Its perspective, It
does not change. Of course, It can't really
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be spoken of as having a perspective,
because It encompasses all perspectives,
by virtue of being both all there is and
somehow more than that. By not having a
perspective, by not being part of any
relationship (because It can't be merely
part of anything) It cannot be spoken of as
existing, if existence is defined by
relationship as we so define it. It is
perhaps best understood as being akin to
Mu or "Emptiness", a Buddhist concept
which has been defined as "transcending
affirmation and negation, being and
nonbeing."2

Indeed, the early Christian
theologian Pseudo-Dionysius defined God
in exactly these terms:

"nor can any affirmation or negation be
applied to it, for although we may affirm or deny
the things below it, we can neither affirm nor deny
it, inasmuch as the all-perfect and unique Cause of
all things transcends all affirmation, and the simple
pre-eminence of Its absolute nature is outside of
every negation- free from every limitation and
beyond them all."3

2 From the article "The Zen Teaching of Mu" at
http://int.kateigaho.com/jan04/zen-mu.html.
3 From The Mystical Theology of Pseudo-
Dionysius.
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So from the Absolute perspective
of Its non-perspective, the Source which
can neither be affirmed or denied neither
changes nor does not change! Yet from
our perspective as mere parts of the whole,
its is impossible to perceive or observe
anything without differentiation and
opposition. The existence of a Self
requires an Other, and thus to be observed
at all, reality must divide in the moment of
observation into an infinite number of
Selves, or (as we call them in Relationship
Theory) "zeds." As there is nothing at all
but the Source (because the Source is
everything and nothing) each zed is the
Source Itself. From the perspective of
being a zed, however, the zeds don't
"know" this. If they did, they couldn't
perceive anything, because they could
only perceive everything. One way to
speak of this (although it's only an
analogy) is to say that God can only know
Himself through the existence of His own
creation, which contains an infinite
number of eyes with which He can
observe Himself.

Although there is no such thing as
logical priority to the Source, from our
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perspective as zeds there is a process, a
logical unfolding which can be conceived
of as creating levels of reality. As there is
no perception (and thus, no reality)
without differentiation and opposition, the
most fundamental level we can perceive is
that of the basic archetypal relationship
patterns, the patterns of differentiation and
opposition itself. The unity of the Source
(a Monad) splits into Self and Other (a
Dyad). Each zed in that dyad is also a
monad, and each splits when observed into
another dyad, another Self and Other. We
call this the Zed Tree, because when you
graph out the process it resembles a tree.
Whichever zed you begin with is referred
to as "zed naught," which can also be a
term for the Source Itself. This process is
infinite and contains all zeds in every
universe; and the whole process occurs
instantly with every moment that we
perceive anything. I can see that there is a
difference between my Self and the rest of
the universe; between any specific entity I
observe and every other entity; between
any of the parts of which an entity is made
and all its other parts. Perception mandates
particularity and this creates the universe.
Returning to our previous analogy, we can
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say it like this: God creates the world all
over again an infinite number of times in
every moment, as each of His infinite eyes
perceives Himself.

So the most fundamental level we
can conceive of is that of the relationship
patterns, the changes and currents of
information energy, the process of
differentiation and opposition itself and
the patterns taken in the course of that
process. These archetypal relationship
patterns are the equivalent of the Platonic
Forms, and the level of reality they can be
said to occupy is equivalent to the Realm
of the Forms in Platonic philosophy.
When speaking in philosophical terms, we
can call this level of reality "information
space" or "information space-time,"
because it is beyond physical space and
time (and thus, in some sense, "eternal")
but not beyond conceptual similarity and
dissimilarity ("information space") or
conceptual priority ("information time").
When speaking in mythopoetic terms, we
can call it the Realm of Myth, because
these archetypal relationship patterns are
the Mysteries of which the myths are
Icons. In neurobiological terms, our minds
are predisposed to divide everything we
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perceive into dyads of opposites, and the
patterns of interaction between these
dyads can be understood in terms of
Jungian archetypes or as generating those
archetypes. These patterns should not be
understood as being merely abstract
intellectual concepts- as the hidden
architecture of the universe, the universals
out of which all particulars are emanated,
they are numinous and mysterious,
magical structures on which the world is
built.

The network of mental concepts, of
perception and observation, the sense of
being an observer, is the level of the mind.
The archetypal patterns are given forms
and images, specific identities as particular
objects or particular concepts. The vivid
reality and clarity of some of these
conceptions, the phantasia catalyptica as
the Stoics called it, is the physical
universe, the world and everything in it.

We can reverse this process. The
vivid perception and clarity with which I
feel myself to be a Self in interaction with
Others leads me to conceptualize mental
patterns and underlying relationships;
beneath or beyond these I sense a
numinous Mystery, a sense of uncanny
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wonder and horror, and this leads me to
conceive of a Source, an ultimate reality
from which all this derives.

The process by which the act of
perception mandates particularity and thus
creates the universe in a process of
differentiation and opposition from a more
fundamental unity can be expressed by
various analogies. One is that of a Monad
emanating successive levels of existence
like the ripples spreading out in a pool of
water, as in Neoplatonism. Another is that
of an omnipotent God, creating the world
ex nihilo by an act of will, as in traditional
theism. Both of these versions are only
analogies, and the explanation I presented
above is only an analogy. Analogy is as
close to the ineffable as language can get.

2- God Is Transcendence and
Immanence

Understood in its metaphysical sense,
Beauty is one of the manifestations of the Absolute
Being. Emanating from the harmonious rays of the
Divine plan, it crosses the intellectual plane to
shine once again across the natural plane, where it
darkens into matter. (Jean Delville, 1899)
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God is sometimes conceived of as
being completely transcendent, as in the
Kabbalistic myth in which He withdraws
Himself from a portion of reality in order
to make the creation of the universe
possible, or the Gnostic myths in which
the material universe was actually created
by an evil Demiurge against the will of the
transcendent God. A purely transcendent
God is not part of the universe; He is not
in it, nor it in Him. God is sometimes
conceived of as being completely
immanent, as in the worldview of
pantheism, where God is simply a word
for all that is. God is sometimes conceived
of as being both transcendent and
immanent, as in the Catholic philosophy
of St. Thomas Aquinas, where God is in
all things as their existence (since He is
Being Itself) but not as their essence (since
they are particular entities while He is
much more), or panentheism, where all
things exist within God (rather than God
within all things as pantheism would have
it).

The Source, in my view,
transcends all these categories, in the
process of the emanation by which It
creates the universe. Everything that
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exists, everything that is part of a
relationship, is within space and time,
either of the physical or informational
types. The Source Itself is (in this sense)
purely transcendent; It is beyond reality
and unreality; It is beyond relationships
and perspectives, beyond space and time.
As such, It can neither be perceived nor
conceived at all. Thus, even gnosis cannot
approach to It, but only agnosia, the
"Divine Darkness" as Pseudo-Dionysius
calls it:

For the higher we soar in contemplation
the more limited become our expressions of that
which is purely intelligible; even as now, when
plunging into the Darkness that is above the
intellect, we pass not merely into brevity of speech,
but even into absolute silence of thoughts and of
words...

Strictly speaking, even agnosia can
do no more than bring us into the Divine
Darkness that veils the Source. This is the
highest level of mystical union possible to
us, leaving the Source Itself as something
utterly transcendent, utterly unreachable-
we can attain a level of understanding just
below It, but we cannot attain to It.
Another way of putting this is to say that if
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you reach a state of inner silence, an
"absolute silence of thoughts and of
words," then you can approach the Source
in this Unknowing; but as a particular
entity in a particular body you cannot be
the Source in an absolute sense, but only
in a conditional sense.

There is a level of understanding
just below agnosia, a level of Mysteries
that are certainly beyond us, but are in
some sense observable. We can interact at
that level, we can observe at that level,
perceiving in one sense that we are the
Source and in another sense that we are
distinct, and that the universe is made up
both unity and multiplicity at the same
time, that all things are One and yet many.
We might refer to this as Immanent
Transcendence, a transcendence that is
part of everything. This is another term for
the Realm of Myth, and gnosis can reach
up to this level, but sophia cannot.

Sophia, or philosophical wisdom,
can operate only in the realm of concepts,
the realm of things we can in theory fully
comprehend, the level of the mind. Even
though an intellectual concept can be fully
comprehended, such concepts point
beyond themselves. They hint at the
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transcendent realm, they give us glimpses
of it. The Realm of Myth is actually
accessed here, in the subconscious parts of
our own minds, which reach up through
dream and nightmare to a higher realm.
For this reason, the Realm of Myth as we
actually experience it can be spoken of as
"the Fringe," because it is a Borderland
between the mental and the spiritual,
between sophia and gnosis. The level of
the mind is housed in the body, and is thus
a level of immanence, but one that can
reach up toward transcendence. We can
call it the level of Transcendent
Immanence.

This level, as mentioned before, is
an expression of the body, or is located
within the body, which is the fourth and
final level- the material universe, the
physical world. We can call this the level
of Immanence, but if everything is the
Source, then so is this.

The Source is thus entirely
transcendent, so transcendent we can't
really say It exists. It is also entirely
immanent, and everything immanent is
within It and part of It. It is also a
transcendent immanence, an immanence
that gestures beyond itself. And It can also
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be described as an immanent
transcendence, a transcendence present
within all of reality.

Gnosticism denies the fourth level
in favor of the first. Strict polytheism
denies the first level in favor of the
second. Pantheism and Atheism deny all
but the fourth level, but in different ways.
Monotheism and Henotheism account for
all four levels, but in different ways.

3- God is Not a Hypothesis

Can the existence of God be
proved or disproved? The Scholastic
philosophers of the Middle Ages,
enamored of the possibilities of human
reason, believed that it was logically
possible to prove the existence of God. It
is generally held to be true that you cannot
prove a negative, but in empirical terms
certain hypotheses are more plausible
than others. Indeed, a common argument
presented by atheists is that God is an
"unnecessary hypothesis" to explain the
material world, as if religion was merely a
prescientific attempt to explain scientific
realities. This view of religion and its
purpose is, to say the least, a naive one,
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based more on outdated prejudices and
assumptions than on the realities of
religion and its role in human life.

If we are talking about either
scientific or logical proof, then in my
opinion, there cannot possibly be any
compelling reasons to believe either that
God exists or that God does not exist in an
objective sense. Why? Because nothing
within a system can be used to prove or
disprove its starting premises without
creating a tautology. If God is in any sense
responsible for the universe then He is its
ultimate premise. He is not, therefore, one
of the things of which the universe is
composed. It is the things of which the
universe is composed that are subject to
proof or disproof by the terms of this
universe. Any God whose existence could
be proved or disproved would therefore
not be God. To even speak of Him in
terms of existence or non-existence, Being
or Non-Being, is actually nonsensical.
There is no truly meaningful way in which
one can either believe or disbelieve in
God. Any relationship with God is
intrinsically Mysterious, not susceptible to
rational understanding. The analogies I
have used in this book could certainly be a
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completely flawed understanding; there
could be "no such thing as" the Source-
but there is no way the question can be
settled by "proof," regardless of what level
our science reaches, because however far-
reaching our system of measurement and
analysis becomes, God would transcend
that system by definition.

Whenever anyone relates to this
universe in such a way that the
relationship expresses that person's
understanding of ultimate reality, reality
on the most fundamental level as
understood by that person, the word
“God” may be used, and that is in fact how
people use the term. One man uses "God"
to refer to Allah, another to Jesus. Still
another man uses "God" to refer to Nature,
another to a mystical Absolute, and so
forth and so on. Although "God" means
something very different in each of these
cases, it always refers to the speaker's own
conception of the highest and ultimate
reality. Skeptical materialists will
sometimes try to use the facts of science to
disprove God, as if we should have found
the Creator's signature by now if He was
really out there, a cosmic "God was Here"
to silence all possible skepticism. You
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can't expect to find the ultimate reality in a
test-tube or a microscope, and to expect
God to somehow sign His work reveals a
worldview more literal-minded than that
of any fundamentalist.

The process of "rational
empiricism," or the scientific method,
consists of observing and collecting data,
formulating a hypothesis, performing
experiments to test the hypothesis, making
predictions based on the results, and then
verifying the results of those predictions.
In what way could any of this have
anything to do with "ultimate reality"? It
was never intended to, it is not designed
to, and it can give us no information on
that topic either positive or negative. It is
an extraordinarily powerful tool for
understanding this world, but it has no
relevance beyond this world- which is
exactly why such questions are referred to
as "metaphysical". If you want to take the
philosophical position that we can know
nothing beyond this world, and that
metaphysical questions are therefore
meaningless, then you can certainly do so.
However, as this position is in itself a
metaphysical stance, it can claim no
superiority over any other such stance, all
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of which are equally beyond both testing
and proof.

Yet people will continue to interact
with the universe in terms of ultimate
reality as they understand or conceive it,
and thus "God" will continue to play a role
in people's lives, no matter how many
arguments are raised up against it. The
account presented in this book is not a
hypothesis, but a mythopoetic way of
attempting to account for some of the
different meanings that people assign to
the word "God," and thus for a variety of
such "ultimate relationships." The
advantage of this account lies in its ability
to provide a single model for so many
different perspectives.

But if the Source is a changeless
eternity, if It relates to nothing, then how
is it possible to have a "relationship with
God"? It is possible through the Source's
aspects, anything that can be conceived of
as being “God,” but which is more
accurately described as the effects of God.
It is possible through the relationships we
can have with the universe- and through
those relationships, what lies Beyond.

4- God is Not a Syllogism
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The attempt to treat God as a
hypothesis springs from a worldview that
is both cynical and naive- cynical in the
assumption that we can confirm or deny
the ultimate reality by the terms of this
one, as if we ourselves were the highest
standard, and naive for the exact same
reasons. A more noble attempt to prove
the existence of God was made by the
medieval Scholastics, whose faith in
human reason was so great that they felt
confident enough to apply it even to the
question of God's existence, using the
logical methods of Aristotle rather than the
empirical methods of modern science.

Why exactly was this attempt more
noble, when it was flawed from the outset
in the exact same way? Because it's real
purpose was never to vote yea or nay on
God as if standing in judgment (for
Medieval thinkers, that question was
settled), but to create a kind of intellectual
meditation, a Via or Way toward God, as
Aquinas termed his "proofs." Extensive
debates were held about the logical
validity of these proofs, but the idea that
they could actually settle the question was
never entertained. Revelation provided the
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answer before the debate began, and the
only purpose of the proof was to attempt
to harmonize human reason with the
divine will, by analyzing and critiquing
particular arguments for the existence of
God.

The negative effects of such a
monolithic religious environment are
obvious enough to the modern mind. The
positive effects are rather less obvious, but
in this case, they do exist. Because there
can be no definitive answer to any
question of religious philosophy or
metaphysics, treating such questions as
meditations is the only reasonable course
of action. By taking a certain theological
position as Revelation, unquestioned and
unquestionable, the Scholastics certainly
limited their worldview. They also freed
themselves to examine metaphysical
questions as pure meditations, allowing
them to develop Catholic theology into a
supremely sophisticated intellectual
system. As Scholastic lectures were
presented in a challenge-and-response
format, the ideas of an Aquinas or an
Anselm were subjected to far more
rigorous and immediate criticism than the
ideas of a Locke or a Voltaire ever were.
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One of the most famous of these
proofs is Anselm's ontological argument,
which has been subjected to much ridicule
over the centuries- and yet has proven
surprisingly resilient for all that, as most
of those who consider it so laughable are
unable to say exactly what is wrong with
it. Let us say, for the purpose of argument,
that you personally don't believe in God.
(Anselm names his hypothetical
unbeliever "the fool!") If it is explained to
you that the definition of God is of a thing
so great that nothing greater can even be
conceived, you can imagine such a being.
Yet to exist beyond the imagination is
greater than to only exist within it, so for
you to conceive such a being as not
existing in reality is logically impossible.
(It is a contradiction to conceive of a being
"greater than which nothing can be
conceived" as not existing.)

The first public objection to this
proof was made by the monk Gaunilo,
who argued that the same proof could be
applied to a perfect island, or to any other
perfect thing. However, the Perfect Island
objection is not valid because it requires a
different and lesser sort of perfection.
Even if you imagine the most perfect
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island that could ever possibly exist, it
would not have the characteristics of
omnipotence, omniscience and perfect
(moral) goodness, as islands cannot have
those characteristics. So it would not be a
thing "than which nothing greater can
even be conceived." Therefore the two
cases are not analogous.

What I would call the mystical
objection is this- why should we assume
that it is even possible to conceive
something "greater than which nothing can
be conceived"? We are talking about the
Absolute here- It can't be conceived at all!
Only a mystic could begin to speak in such
terms, and then only by analogy, knowing
all the while that no such clear conception
is possible, and that lowering the barriers
tin our minds to perceive even the Mythic
Realm can be done only through the
suprarational, while to perceive the
Absolute is to perceive nothing. Attempts
to address this particular objection are, in
my opinion, inadequate, for they all
assume that some sort of clear (if partial)
intellectual conception of the Source is
possible. We conceive of the Source
through paradox, through the magic of
Unreason and the silence of Unknowing-
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and this is not the sort of conception that
Anselm means.

The Teleological argument for the
existence of God is what is now known as
Intelligent Design- the idea that the order
and complexity of the universe can only
have been created deliberately by a
supreme intelligence. While it is certainly
plausible to conceive of such a supreme
intelligence at work in the universe,
modern science has other explanations that
seem equally plausible, so this argument
has lost much of its force. Whether or not
the universe seems purposeful depends
entirely on how you look at it. Very good
pragmatic arguments can be made for
choosing to view the universe as being
purposeful (in that such a view has direct
effects on the way we live), but that can
give us no objective answers.

St. Thomas Aquinas produced five
proofs, his Via or "Ways." The first three
of these Ways are variations of what is
known as the Cosmological argument for
the existence of God. In the Unmoved
Mover argument, Aquinas points out that
nothing ever moves or changes without
being moved by something else- rocks do
not spontaneously start rolling, and
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buildings don't fall down for no reason. If
everything that moves is moved by a
mover, then this would produce an infinite
chain, which is impossible. Therefore
there must be an "Unmoved Mover,"
something that doesn't change but sets all
change in motion.

All things that occur have causes,
and those causes have causes. This would
also create an infinite chain, so there must
be a "First Cause," something uncaused
that begins all causation.

All things that exist now were once
in a state of non-existence, and will again
be in a state of non-existence. Nothing
comes into existence without being
brought into existence by something else-
a sculpture is created by a sculptor, for
instance, or a child by its parents. Once
again we would have an infinite chain, so
there must be a being whose existence is
necessary rather than contingent,
something which cannot fail to exist, to
begin the process.

The Source, as I conceive it, would
fulfill all these proofs, as It could be
described as an Unmoved Mover, a First
Cause, and a Necessary Being- if It could
be described as a Being at all, whereas it



63

actually transcends both Being and
Nonbeing. Nevertheless, these proofs
cannot ultimately prove anything,
although they are valuable as meditations.
They attempt to use logic to make a leap
that logic simply cannot make. There is no
need to assume that an infinite chain is
impossible, and the argument requires us
to conceive of a God within a chain of
logic created by the human intellect-
essentially the same flaw as in Anselm's
argument. God is a cause or a mover or a
being (or even a god!) by analogy only,
and His true essence or nature is
inconceivable. Therefore we can meditate
on the ways in which the Source is like a
First Cause, but we can't use the First
Cause argument to "prove" the Source's
existence, because the Source is beyond
even existence itself- and most certainly
beyond human reason.

To be fair to Aquinas, he merely
claims that his arguments show that there
must be a First Cause or an Unmoved
Mover, not that they tell us anything about
the true nature of such an entity. Still,
while logical causality is outside of
physical space-time, it is within
information space-time, while the Source
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is beyond space-time altogether. One
could speak of an aspect or an Icon of God
in such terms, perhaps. The Source as a
whole, however, cannot be bound by
logic, cannot be spoken of in terms of
logic. There is no argument for the Source
in terms of anything but poetry, as the
gateway and mediator of higher truths.

Why does anybody believe in
God? Because the universe just feels that
way to them; because their experiences
have led them to relate to reality in this
way. That is all that we can finally say, no
matter how much philosophy we add to
the discussion. This is, paradoxically, the
great lesson of the Scholastics- the
questions of religious philosophy are
meditations, proceeding from a mystery to
a mystery. These questions are valuable as
Ways to God, and not for any answers we
may provisionally introduce. As such, we
must move beyond logic and go forward
with poetry, as only poetry can take us
closer. In the words of William Blake:

This world of imagination is the world of
eternity; it is the divine bosom into which we shall
go after the death of the vegetated body. This
world of imagination is infinite and eternal,
whereas the world of generation, or vegetation, is
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finite and temporal. There exist in that eternal
world the permanent realities of every thing which
we see reflected in this vegetable glass of nature.
All things are comprehended in their eternal forms
in the divine body of the savior, the true vine of
eternity, the human imagination.

Our imaginations, according to
Blake, do not stop with our minds- they
are part of something much vaster,
something that touches infinity. The
human imagination is infinity, and the
"body of the savior." Taking inspiration
from this heroic vision, we can set aside
what can be proven, as (when it comes to
metaphysics) that realm is very limited.
Let us explore what can be imagined.

5- The Word "God" Cannot Be Spoken

The nature of the Source is of
something that radiates, something that
illuminates on multiple levels, operating
on every level while remaining One. This
allows us to understand- to a limited
degree- how it is possible for a
transcendent Absolute to be all of the
things we think of God as being.

Imagine the Source as a single
atom- the past, present and future of an
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entire universe, condensed down to a
singularity. Now imagine yourself as an
observer, watching that atom from behind
a protective shield.

Your act of observation causes the
atom to split, a nuclear explosion of such
terrible beauty that to look on that blazing
light would blind you instantly. The first
layer of your protective shield is like a
piece of stained glass, through which the
light of the explosion makes amazing
colors. The designs on the stained glass
show glorious figures, illuminated by an
awesome radiance. The light through the
glass is so bright that you can barely see
them, but they loom above you as if larger
than life, horrifying and yet wonderful. To
look on this glass for too long would also
make you blind, but you can get a glimpse
of it every now and then by lowering the
other protective layers.

The second layer of your
protective shield is another piece of
stained glass, through which the radiance
burns less brilliantly yet still illuminates.
The light shining through from the first
level makes the figures on this level seem
to dance, but you can bear to look on them
for a much longer period, particularly if
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you're accustomed to it, because the light
is dimmed. The designs on this layer show
geometrical shapes, in the lines and angles
of which you can see the patterns of the
stars and planets, mathematical formulae
and musical scores- the things of the mind.

The final layer of protective glass
shows only shadows, flickering and
dancing like black flames. They appear to
move, and even to have a will and
purpose, but they are difficult to
comprehend, because they are distorted
through so many layers of glass and so
many figures. The designs on which the
shadows play are images of daily life- love
and sex and friendship and death.

Each of your protective layers can
be raised or lowered, depending on how
much of the light you are willing and able
to look on. If any direct glimpse of light
would burn you, you can raise all three
layers of glass, and remain aware of only
the flickering shadows. The ancient
Gnostics called such people "hylics" or
"somatics," those who are in the world and
very much of it, without any spiritual
insight.

When you lower this final layer of
glass but keep the other two raised, you
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can see the light a little more clearly,
though much distorted. Its brilliant
radiance seems to dance and play, and
there is much to study in the glimmering
colors as they illuminate the fascinating
shapes and proportions, although long
exposure can weary you. If you can look
on this level regularly, then you are what
the ancient Gnostics would have called a
"psychic." A psychic in the ancient sense
is not a mind-reader, but a person of the
mind, an intellectual with some degree of
spiritual insight, but unable to look on too
much of the light.

If you lower that layer of glass as
well, you can see the awesome and
burning figures of gods and angels, the
designs on the first later of stained glass.
The figure in the central position is a
mighty deity, a judge and lawgiver, a
compassionate parent- but in the blazing
light it is difficult to say if this is a father
god or a mother goddess, leaving the
interpretation to your personal
temperament. Indeed, it is hard to say if
any of these figures are to be interpreted as
horrifying or wonderful, as the expressions
on their beautiful faces could be
interpreted either way, and horror and
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wonder alternate in you as you gaze on
them. The longer you look on these
designs, the more they dazzle you, slowly
degrading your ability to see anything at
all because they burn so brightly. Even if
you have the ability and the willingness to
look on these figures you should not do so
long, visiting only for an inspiring glimpse
before raising one or more layers of glass
to protect your eyes. If you can look on
this layer with some regularity, you are
what the ancient Gnostics would have
called a "pneumatic", a person of spiritual
insight.

If you are willing to make a full
commitment, and if you have disciplined
yourself by long practice to look at the
light, you can lower all three layers of
protective glass, and face the awful beauty
of the explosion directly. The result of
looking straight at that light would be
immediate blindness, so that you could
never again see anything but the light.
Only the greatest of mystics can be
described in such terms, and we can refer
to them as "agnosians."

Now let us consider the
implications of this analogy for our
understanding of God. The atom and the
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explosion are all that is; they are
permeated with consciousness; they are
Mind. We can think of the observer in this
analogy as the observing ego, the relative
self or "false self" as some traditions call
it. The observer doesn't really exist in any
absolute sense; it is actually part of the
explosion and not observing it from
outside. It is as if every particle of energy
in that explosion of consciousness, in
order to be an explosion, in order to
become anything, must perceive itself to
be a separate entity, a "zed" distinct from
other zeds- and this is exactly what splits
the atom, exactly what creates the
explosion and thus the universe. The entire
structure of the observing ego, with its
layers of glass to protect it from the light,
is a mental mirage, created by each and
every zed so that it can manifest. On the
one hand, it is a mirage. On the other
hand, it is experienced, and in that sense, it
is entirely real. The layers of stained glass
in the protective shield are the structure of
the mind, allowing us access to the light
and yet protecting us from it.

The Light and all of its effects and
manifestations are what is meant by
"God," one light from a single atom; with
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no division and no multiplicity. Although
the Light is a pure simplicity, yet we can
speak of its aspects, by which I mean only
the way that it appears, when viewed by
the observer in one context or another.

The Light as an unexploded atom
is "The Singularity," meaning God as the
one reality, the transcendent Monad. The
atom in the process of exploding is "The
Becoming," meaning God in the act of
creating the universe, which is a perpetual
process. The analogy runs into a paradox
here because the Singularity and the
Becoming must really be understood as
being simultaneous- one unity of pure
simplicity continuously creating; an
infinite multiplicity from a single point.
As the Buddhist proverb would have it, "a
little understanding is born from a little
doubt, and a great understanding is born
from a great doubt." Paradox is a path of
mystic ascent when understood in this
fashion, and the logical contradictions of
religious philosophy become meditations.

Pausing at this point in the
analogy, we can discern the Trinity, in that
the Singularity as the origin point can be
spoken of as a Father, while the Becoming
as a manifestation can be spoken of as a
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Son, and the Light as the Source
Emanating can be spoken of as the Holy
Spirit. To speak in this way, however, is
only to add another layer of analogies to
our current analogy!

The blindness caused by looking
on the Becoming is "The Divine
Darkness," which is thus the closest we
can come to knowing God directly.

The blazing figures of mythical
entities on the first layer of stained glass
are "The Numina," meaning God as
filtered through human religions and
mythologies, including all gods and
goddesses both great and terrible. "The
Horror" is the Numina when seen as the
mysterium tremendum, while "The
Wonder" is the Numina when seen as the
mysterium fascinosum. "The Majesty" is
the central image of the Numina when
interpreted as the traditional "God," a
paternal figure both stern and loving. "The
Passion" is the central image of the
Numina when interpreted as the Divine
Feminine, as was done in some of the
ancient religions and in some of the sects
of Hinduism. It is vital to this analogy to
remember that the Light is consciousness;
the Light is Mind on a transcendent scale.
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Therefore these shining images are also
permeated with mind and consciousness as
the Light shines through them, and they
are not merely mindless designs or
projected structures, even if the specific
shapes we give them are part of the
structure of our minds.

The radiant figures of mental
abstractions on the second layer of stained
glass are "The Pattern," God as revealed in
reason and structure, the Logos or natural
law. Spinoza's God, for instance, is the
Pattern, and just like the Numina it is
illuminated by Mind.

The flickering shadows on the final
layer can be referred to as "The
Shadowplay," meaning the actions of God
or the gods in the world we live in, God as
revealed in history and daily life,
including all answered prayers and every
glimpse of the numinous. As the shadows
are generated by the Light, they are also
consciousness, allowing their dancing to
be seen as purposeful even though in
another sense they are simply the shadows
cast by a higher level of reality against the
screen of our own minds.

If we present these aspects as a list,
we have:
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Faces of God:

The Source: God in every sense of
the word.

The Light: God or the Source as an
illumination of consciousness across every
level of reality.

The Singularity: God or the Source
as a transcendent, eternal and changeless
monad.

The Becoming: God or the Source
as a continuous Creating.

The Divine Darkness: God or the
Source as the Unknowable; the state of
mystical union with God through
Unknowing.

The Numina: God or the Source as
the gods, goddesses and other Powers of
all religions and mythologies.

The Horror: The Numina as the
mysterium tremendum.

The Wonder: The Numina as the
mysterium fascinosum.

The Majesty: The Numina as the
traditional "God."

The Passion: The Numina as the
Divine Feminine.
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The Pattern: God or the Source as
the Logos, the structure and natural laws
of physical and spiritual reality.

The Shadowplay: The Numina as
revealed in the world and history, God or
the gods in action.

When people in general use the
word "God," they usually mean one or
more of these aspects- most frequently, in
Western culture, either the Majesty or the
Shadowplay or both, infused with either
the Horror or the Wonder or both. Those
with a more intellectual conception of God
sometimes mean the Pattern, while those
of a more mystical bent may be referring
to the Light, the Singularity, the Becoming
or the Divine Darkness. Polytheists, in
using the term "the gods," are generally
referring to the Numina, and often to the
Shadowplay, again infused with either the
Horror or the Wonder or both. Many of
them also speak of a Great Goddess, "The
Passion" as I would say it. She also may
be infused with either the Wonder or the
Horror depending on the particular
mythopoetic conception.

Of course, the Source ("God in
every sense of the word") cannot be
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known by anyone, because to observe the
Singularity is to create the Becoming,
which cannot be looked upon without the
immediate blindness of the Divine
Darkness. This leads us to erect the
structure of our minds to protect ourselves,
which leads us to generally see only the
Shadowplay, or if we are able to bear
more light, then we can see the Pattern,
with occasional glimpses of the Numina.
As such, when we say "God," we never
really mean God, because we cannot
possibly know what we are talking about
when we say that word. We can mean only
a face of God, an aspect of God, God as
understood from our limited perspective in
a particular context- and as such, in the
final analysis, the word "God" cannot be
spoken.

6- God Is Where We Come From

God is where we come from. The
Source is everything, but it is also more
than everything and the origin point of all
that is. The Source is the point at the
center of the circle, and we are the radii,
moving continuously away from our
origins only to rebound when we reach the
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perimeter. The Source is the entire circle,
and every line and point within it, and
there is no perimeter in the first place, but
an endless expansion of an infinity into an
infinity.

God is not the First Cause or the
Unmoved Mover in a linear sense, the first
link in an endless chain. Even if the
universe of space and time has always
existed, a repeating loop with no
beginning or end, He would remain its
origin, the impetus to all change and
motion, to all cause and effect. God is
what makes cause and effect a possibility,
what makes change and creation a
possibility.

God is a distant realm from which
we have wandered, the lost Eden of our
spiritual infancy- before we knew black
from white or good from evil, before we
divided this from that or ourselves from
God. The fruit of the knowledge of good
and evil was the fruit of duality, without
which we can perceive nothing in the
world- though, having tasted it, we cannot
be innocent.4

4 Thanks to my wife Cicely Noel for this
interpretation of Scripture.
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It is only through differentiation
and opposition that perception is possible,
and it is only through the act of perception
that relationship is possible, and it is only
within the context of relationship that we
can speak of existence. Therefore it is the
act of observation that creates the
universe, which comes into being an
infinite number of times in every moment
that passes, as an infinite number of zeds
observes and creates. The act of
observation is a fall from grace, in which
the primal unity becomes a multiplicity.
By observing Itself, the Source Becomes.
Every zed within that Becoming must eat
"the fruit of the knowledge of good and
evil," which is the perception of duality,
and thus the perception of the universe and
its creation. As God says in the Book of
Genesis, "The man has now become like
one of us, knowing good and evil,"
because in this fall from grace, we become
Creators, remaking the universe with
every moment.

7- God Is the True Self

God is the True Self, of which
there is only one- the Light from the great
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Becoming, blazing out across all reality,
illuminating every zed, filling all with
consciousness. The Light from the
Becoming is Mind. The Light is Spirit.
Every zed is just a pair of eyes through
which the Source can observe, a window
for the Light to shine through. There is no
difference between the Light and the Mind
of God. There is no difference between the
Light and poetry- the poetry that exists
inherently, that makes everything itself.

The Light is God radiating all
reality, radiating across every level of
reality, emanating every dream, especially
the dream that is most vivid for us- the
material world.

The Light exists as a latent force, a
power unexpressed, in the aspect of God I
call the Singularity. The Light in this sense
is potential energy, the poem unspoken,
the Mind in stillness. Yet there is no
distinction in time between the Singularity
and the Becoming, when the Singularity is
observed by Itself and explodes into being,
and the Light washes out over all
existence, becoming the Being within
every being.

The Light is both eerie and awe-
inspiring, both terrible and wonderful,
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both perilous and beautiful. The Light is
not something safe or pretty; it is never
merely joyful. The Light offers ecstasy
and It offers wisdom, but not the wisdom
of the waking world.

The Light is, for each us, what we
really are, as expressed through our unique
and individual person-hood. If you look
deep enough inside, then you will find that
Light, and Its uncanny Otherness will feel
mysteriously familiar, like a glimpse of
home when you had never even known
that you were an exile.

As that Light is your Being, your
own existence, to cut off your access to
the Light is to lose that existence, to
become something less than real- to lose
your soul. This isn't some ghost in the
machine that you have lost- it is your
access to the spiritual reality, and without
it you can only be a walking husk, an
animated corpse. It isn't possible to
remove the Light, but you can make
yourself as blind as possible, withdrawing
into the shadow it casts, there to live out a
lie.

The Light is the Being of others as
well; It is their own true self as much as
yours. The Light is the Being of pebbles
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and the Being of oceans, the Being of
angels and demons. If you can glimpse
things as they really are, if you can look
out at other people and see the Light, then
you will laugh out loud, understanding
exactly why everything is enlightened, and
what that means. The result of such an
experience is a sense of boundless and
infinite freedom, of open spaces and
unspeakable bliss- the Kingdom of
Heaven.

8- God Is the Only Fact

If it is only by means of
relationship that we can speak of reality,
then there is nothing with any absolute
reality- not people or places or things, not
ideas or concepts, not dreams or
nightmares, and not even gods. All of
these zeds and networks of zeds exist only
in relationship and through relationship.
They are all contingent, and in the absence
of the relationships of which they are part,
they would not exist. In one sense, they
are as real as can be, because the only
reality is relationship itself, and they are in
active relationship. In another sense,
they're not real at all, as their only reality
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is contingent by nature, even in the case of
the gods.

But there is another way we can
look at it. The building block of every
relationship is differentiation and
opposition, without which there would not
be a Self to relate to an Other and thus
establish the relationship. Any
differentiation, however, is from a prior
unity, the "zed naught" of that zed tree, as
we call it. Thus, for the infinitely complex
tree of contraries that makes up all of
existence, there must be a Final Zed
Naught, a Singularity that (when
undifferentiated) relates to nothing and
thus, does not exist in the first place! This
"nothing," however, makes all existence
possible.

God is the only fact, the
unchangeable monad, the Absolute from
which all that is relative derives- and God
does not exist in the first place. Not, that
is, until He perceives Himself, at which
moment the Becoming explodes into
Being and the universe flares into life.
And this is always happening, a
Singularity beyond existence and non-
existence that suddenly and yet
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simultaneously flowers into Act an infinite
number of times in every second.

9- God Is Always Becoming

God is always Becoming. The fire
of a nuclear explosion is no comparison,
the fire of a sun is no comparison, and nor
is a supernova. The Becoming is a
metaphor, of course, and not an actual fire,
although if it was indeed a great explosion
that created the physical universe then this
may be seen as a close analogy. The main
difference between the two concepts is
that the Becoming is perpetual, and not an
event that happened in a single moment
fourteen billion years ago. The light from
the big bang is spreading outward from a
central point at a measurable rate, while
the Light from the Becoming is spreading
in all directions simultaneously, from a
metaphysical "central point" with no
location in space and time.

The Becoming is a constant
Creation in which all entities are co-
creators. The Becoming is an Apocalypse,
a fire that creates and consumes and
creates again. It is an incomprehensible
hunger, a spiritual Eros. The Becoming is
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a Passion, the intoxication of a maker of
worlds. The Becoming is all that is, in the
process of becoming what it is, as well as
all that is not, in the process of becoming
what it is not.

The Becoming cannot be looked
upon, because the spiritual fire of Creation
Itself would burn out our creature-
consciousness, leaving us able to see
nothing but the Light, to show nothing but
the Light. Such a condition might be
thought of as sainthood, yet it is not a
Knowing but an Unknowing- the state of
agnosia.

10- God Is Not...

When the Light explodes outward
from the Singularity as It becomes the
Becoming, It burns with such a white heat
that it would blind us instantly, if we
looked on It with our eyes unveiled. To
even approach It we must first prepare, by
diving downward into the black abyss, the
silent stillness of Unknowing. And yet that
stillness is the blindness, and the act of
lying down into the silence and darkness is
in itself the Light.
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Blind this light in my eyes with Your own light-
Fill up my veins
With spectacles, colors, tomorrows,
Thin pictures of You-
But snuff out the candle by dawn,
Lead me down into silence.
No vision could touch on
The formless, bright face
Of the truth.
Close my eyes, let me dream
Of that moment-
The Ocean of Silence-
A place without lights, where we walked,
Where I touched You at last.
Every dream in my heart was extinguished then,
Broken forever.
Bits of glittering dust like old stars
Fading out,
Bits of glass.
There is nothing out here,
There is nothing at all,
That’s Your secret.
In our sorrow, we name You,
But there is no name for
This joy.
Let it burn out these dreams and these memories,
Burn them forever-
Fill our eyes and our veins and our bones with
Your light-
Then destroy.

Each existence as a separate zed is
a mere illusion, but at the same time that
illusion is potent, the mother and father of
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all existence. Our true self is the Light
inside us, but the convenient fiction of
what we think we are is our daily reality,
the "false self" or "relative self"- the
human ego. And the nature of the ego is to
seek to understand, to conceptualize and
break down and differentiate, in the
relationship patterns that define reality.
God isn't defined by these patterns,
however, or by anything else. Whatever
we seek to call Him, He isn't ultimately
that thing. God is not a Shadowplay or the
Pattern of the universe. God is not a
Mother Goddess or a Father on a throne.
God is not a feeling of Horror or a
sensation of Wonder. God never wears
masks, and God is not a Becoming. God is
not a Singularity or a Source. God is not
any of the words that we create to describe
Him, and God is not any of the ideas that
we have evolved to explain Him. God is
not any of our myths or our symbols. In
the words of St. Thomas Aquinas, "If you
understand, it is not God."

And so, because we do not
understand, we put up screens between
ourselves and God, and on the screens we
have erected we see glorious images...
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11- God Has Many Masks

The word "persona" means "a
mask," referring to the theater of the
ancient Greeks. When the Light from the
Becoming hits the screen of the mind, the
images of our dreams and nightmares
come alive with a blazing intensity, the
riotous multiplicity of countless gods, of
angels and demons and monsters and
heroes. Every one of these figures is a
mask of God- but every entity on every
level of existence is a mask of God, and
the only difference between this level and
every other lies in its proximity to the
Light, infusing the persona here with a
shining magic. We are at the level of the
Numina, of the imagination, the level
beyond the conscious mind- the Realm of
Myth. The Becoming is an explosion of
consciousness into opposing dualities,
contraries of every kind. As the Light
strikes the screen of the Numina, all these
contraries become vivid dreams,
branching out in the pattern we call the
zed tree. From every unity or "zed naught"
we perceive two contraries, each of which
is another zed naught, with two more
contraries. The interaction between these
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contraries produces our myths- Marduk
arms himself with his bow and arrows to
battle Tiamat, Odin struggles with Fenrir
in the Doom of the Gods, the cosmic truth
of Ahura Mazda wages war on Angra
Mainyu.

On the level of pure abstraction, all
these things are merely concepts- the
logical consequences of differentiation and
opposition, which produces the
relationship patterns underlying the
universe. The Light from the Becoming,
however, is a fire of mind, and everything
infused with that Light is infused with
mind, especially at the screen of the
Numina, which is so close to the flame.
We have imagined the screen as a stained
glass window, but this image isn't entirely
adequate. These figures move; they fight
each other and love each other; they live
out every myth and every sacred dream.
All of these stories are simultaneous,
separated in information time but not in
physical time. Adam and Eve are in the
Garden now, and eating the apple as you
read these lines. Tawûsê Melek, the
Peacock Angel, refuses to submit to Adam
and becomes the god of the Yezidis. A
knight makes his lonely journey across the



89

Wasteland to the castle of the Grail.
Amaterasu Omikami sends her grandson
to pacify Japan, thus founding the Yamato
dynasty.

The dreams of a single dreamer
may reach up to the Numina, revealing a
new myth whether private or publicized.
William Blake saw the Numina in a
particular way, unique to his own dreams
but influenced by both Neoplatonism and
Gnosticism. There are many with such
private visions, and many others who
yearn for them:

Real myth is not a thing you go to learn
In books of lore like dried-out yellow bones.
It's not a thing that you can get in school
By sitting at the feet of wise old men,
Though yellowed pages and old masters both
Are worthy of all praise. Real myth is awe.
Real myth is power like a stream of flame
That scorches bones and burns out all the masks
You'd rather wear and turns them into ash,
And leaves you shaking on the street, alone.
It's truth made manifest in such a form
That only lies can tell it. Myth is Law,
Transformed by poetry. The Word made flesh.
Real myth is when you drink the thoughts of God,
And slip the bonds of time and space, and dance.
It's also when you chase the withered charms
Of succubi and hungry, wrathful shades
Until they've drained you dry as any gourd.
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And all the lying dreams of worldly lore-
External alchemy, the wizard's stone
And necromancy's circle- all these things,
Though worthless in themselves, once wore the
shape
And bore the name of myth, before their fall.
Real myth is something glimpsed, but never seen
Quite clearly, on the ridge of that next hill.
And so, because I've glimpsed it, I must go
And walk the byways of this magic land
Until I've learned to sing the winter wind
And heard a new truth from the nameless gods.

Private visions of this sort are the
modern gnosis, the high dreams of lone
seekers in a fragmented world. The
dreams of entire cultures, however, and of
world-spanning religions, can also be
dreamed in the Realm of Myth. Just as the
private vision expresses the essence, the
inner life of a single dreamer in a moment
of contact with the Numina, so the
communal dream expresses that
community. The world-understanding of
the ancient Norse is found in their Sagas,
with the ice giants and the fire giants and
the grim doom that awaits the gods. The
world-understanding of the Gaelic people
is found in the Tain, with its larger-than-
life demigod Cuchullain and his lone
battle against an entire nation. The world-
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understanding of the ancient Finns is in
the Kalevala, whose protagonist is not a
warrior hero but a poet and wizard. God
takes a million shapes here, and all of
them shining, though sometimes with a
terrible blackness. The level of the
Numina is the level of gnosis, the closest
that most of us will ever get to the Light of
God. As such, it is accessible, although
both difficult and perilous to attain. The
Singularity and the Becoming cannot be
seen by us, but the Numina can be seen,
and in forms and images that make us gasp
with wonder- or shudder with horror.

12- God Is Uncanny

I will tread them in mine anger, and
trample them in my fury; and their blood shall be
sprinkled upon my garments and I will stain all my
raiment. (Isa. Ixiii. 3, expressing the Wrath of
God.)

The Realm of Myth is both heaven
and hell, containing both dreams and
nightmares, both Wonder and Horror. The
presence of the Numina is a mysterious
feeling, the mysterium tremendum et
fascinans, or "terrible and fascinating
mystery." The fascinating aspect of that
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mystery is what I call the Wonder, while
the terrifying aspect is what I call the
Horror. This can be experienced, at its
most primitive level, as a feeling of
"haunting":

Then somewhere in that universe of night
He felt a breath of hot and fetid air
Against his face, as if a burning pit
Loomed close before him, dropping off to depths
Unguessable. He felt the distant blaze
Of molten rock so hot it scorched his skin,
So distant that it gave no hint of light.
He stopped and caught his breath a moment, sure
That had he stepped once more into the dark
He must have fallen till the white-hot earth
Closed up around him, miles and miles below.
And as he stopped, he heard a sudden laugh,
Remorseless and implacable, and knew
That in that darkness, he was not alone.

If we follow that haunted feeling,
if we open our dreams to it, it takes on
much vaster proportions, what Otto calls a
"weird awe and shuddering dread before
the mysteries of the transcendent." The
sacred sites of certain primal religions are
sometimes dedicated to this "shuddering
dread," as in this famous passage by the
poet Lucan, describing a Druidic grove:
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Stagnant the air, unmoving, yet the leaves
Filled with mysterious trembling; dripped the
streams
From coal-black fountains; effigies of gods
Rude, scarcely fashioned from some fallen trunk
Held the mid space: and, pallid with decay,
Their rotting shapes struck terror. Thus do men
Dread most the god unknown. 'Twas said that
caves
Rumbled with earthquakes, that the prostrate yew
Rose up again; that fiery tongues of flame
Gleamed in the forest depths, yet were the trees
Unkindled; and that snakes in frequent folds
Were coiled around the trunks. Men flee the spot
Nor dare to worship near: and e'en the priest
Or when bright Phoebus holds the height, or when
Dark night controls the heavens, in anxious dread
Draws near the grove and fears to find its lord.

It is important to realize that the
Horror is a legitimate aspect of the Source,
and not some kind of enemy power. God
is a Mystery, and the sensation of contact
with that Mystery can be interpreted as
crawling flesh, the shudder of sensing a
ghost, but many times magnified. What
humans do with this aspect is their own
decision- they can pervert it with atrocities
or they can reject it as demonic; they can
ignore it and lose the sublime from their
conception of God, rendering their religion
bloodless and pale. Or they can open their
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dreams still further to it and see the
Wonder behind the Horror, and the Horror
behind the Wonder again- the terrible and
fascinating mystery of the Beyond.

13- God Is Joy

The first and most important name of God
is joy. - Lindsey Thompson

If the Horror is a legitimate aspect
of the Source and Its mystery, then so is
the Wonder, the amazement and wordless
bliss of seeing the supernatural Light,
incarnate in the shapes of our dreams:

But I was still as drunk as if a dream
Had turned my bones to mist. I saw the world
Laid out before me, and the light of God
Shone out from every mountain, every tree,
Each branch and needle, every rock and root,
As if the One United kissed it all
And kissed my lips as well. And all was blessed
With such a blessing that my beating chest
Seemed fit to burst with happiness. I knew
That there is no enlightenment to find,
When all the world is light (and dark as well!).
And I was filled with such an urge to tell
Of what I'd seen that I could only smile...
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God is a joy so vast that the world
itself seems to shine with euphoria, a love
that transcends all passion and leaves
desire redundant. God is an endless sky,
an ocean of light, like the heavens above
the steppes of Mongolia on a summer day.
God is a sense of perfect freedom, of
flying weightlessly, of standing high on a
mountain in winter and watching the snow
fall on a forest of spruce. God is the
understanding that there are no limits, that
all the barriers have fallen down, that the
only thing left to do is to celebrate. God is
life.

14- God Is Man

God is not a person at all- He does
not do, He simply is, and from that
Becoming flows all that is. For us to
conceptualize Him, however, we need an
image, a mythopoetic manifestation to
which we can accommodate ourselves.
Any such image is really an Icon, "a god"
instead of God Himself. The Light of the
Becoming, however, sets all Icons on fire,
shining through them with divine radiance
so that the Icons come alive, in some sense
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manifesting what they would otherwise
merely indicate.

Most of the great religions
conceive of their central Icon as an
archetypal Man- the Father of all on His
shining throne, surrounded by angels and
wonders. Christianity also conceives of
this figure as the Son, a Savior, who
comes down into the fallen world to offer
salvation and resurrection.

In the traditional conception of
parenthood, whatever its flaws, a father
does not accept his children
unconditionally- the father's approval must
be earned. This is why we have
historically conceived of God more often
as a Father than as a Mother- a Father is
not indulgent of our whims or our faults.
He has expectations and makes demands
of us. So it is with the Source, not because
the transcendent Absolute has opinions or
preferences, but because there are ways of
living that seem more akin to It and ways
that seem less so, ways that that expand
our sense of life and our sense of the
sacred (which we conceive of God as
approving) and ways that narrow and
pervert our spiritual life (which we
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conceive of our God as condemning and
punishing):

"Judgment Day is today. Even as we
speak, you stand in the presence of God. You are
called to give an account of yourself. But God isn’t
a person. He doesn’t care what you do. He isn’t
even a He. There are no words for what He is.

"So why are your knees weak? Why do
you tremble? What is this sick feeling in the pit of
your stomach?

"In the presence of God, you judge
yourself. You look at your own heart, and you
know you’re damned. Good and evil? Just words,
just ideas. But God is a fact, and inescapable. And
to cut yourself off from this beauty is damnation.
Not because anyone says so, but because it is. You
know it when you wake up in the morning and face
a world devoid of joy. You are cut off from the one
source of true joy, and there is no escape from
that."5

The specific rules we derive from
this feeling are subject to mortal flaws and
misinterpretations, but the sense of being
accountable to a higher reality is their
original source.

5 From The Noctiviganti Saga by C.S.

Thompson.
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Freudian interpretations are out of
place here. God the Father is not a
symbolic manifestation of our earthly
fathers. Confronted with the numinous, we
feel a sense of awed humility, what Otto
calls the "disvaluation of the creature
before the Numen." The closest analogy
we know to this feeling is the traditional
patriarchal father, so we use that image as
a symbol for the Majesty of God, and for
the feeling that we are accountable to It.
As this Icon is lit up so brightly by the
Light of the Becoming, It takes on all the
characteristics of such a wrathful and yet
ultimately merciful deity. It becomes what
we make of It, but at the same time, It is
what It is- and insofar as It shines with the
Light, It truly is God.

15- God Is Woman

The great light, the living power, the
mother of the holy, incorruptible ones, the great
power, Mirothoe. (From The Gospel of the
Egyptians in the Nag Hammadi library)

The central Icon of the Numina is
most often seen as the Majesty, but can
take on an entirely different shape,
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depending on either cultural or personal
vision- the divine feminine, or Passion of
God. The stern and forbidding patriarch
god of the ancient desert religions- "God"
as imagined by two-thirds of all people on
Earth- has a counterpart here in the
Goddess, as pictured by Lucius Apuleius
in the Golden Ass:

"I am she that is the natural mother of all
things, mistress and governess of all the elements,
the initial progeny of worlds, chief of powers
divine, Queen of heaven, the principal of the Gods
celestial, the light of the goddesses: at my will the
planets of the air, the wholesome winds of the
Seas, and the silences of hell be disposed; my
name, my divinity is adored throughout all the
world in divers manners, in variable customs and
in many names, for the Phrygians call me
Pessinuntica, the mother of the Gods: the
Athenians call me Cecropian Artemis: the
Cyprians, Paphian Aphrodite: the Candians,
Dictyanna: the Sicilians , Stygian Proserpine: and
the Eleusians call me Mother of the Corn. Some
call me Juno, others Bellona of the Battles, and still
others Hecate. Principally the Ethiopians which
dwell in the Orient, and the Egyptians which are
excellent in all kind of ancient doctrine, and by
their proper ceremonies accustomed to worship
me, do call me Queen Isis. Behold I am come to
take pity of thy fortune and tribulation, behold I am
present to favor and aid thee. Leave off thy
weeping and lamentation, put away thy sorrow, for
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behold the healthful day which is ordained by my
providence, therefore be ready to attend to my
commandment."

The Passion is God as a woman,
the "Unknown Lady" of the Fratelli
d'Amore (to whom much of the
Troubadour's erotic poetry was actually
dedicated). The Passion is not merely a
catchall name for individual goddesses,
but the Source when conceived of
mythopoetically in feminine terms, such as
Devi or Shakti to the Hindus, Isis in the
ancient Mediterranean world, the Holy
Spirit in some esoteric traditions, or
Mother Mary in certain heterodox sects.
Just as the Majesty is an Icon of the
Source, shining brilliantly with the Light
of the Becoming, so is the Passion as well.
Together they form a unity- our picture of
God, as limited and partial as it may be,
and as magical as it certainly is.

16- God Is the Extra Note

When two or more musicians are
playing, an extra note sometimes appears,
a barely audible sound created by the
harmony of the different instruments but
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greater than the sum of its parts. God is
not a person; God is the world’s extra
note. In other words, one way of looking
at God is as the set of all of the
relationships in the universe, considered in
such a way as to be greater than the sum of
all of them.

God, when interpreted in this
sense, is a Pattern, and an extra quality
that transcends that Pattern, a divine
harmony. The Pattern is the Logos of the
Stoics, the Divine Reason that governs all.
God when interpreted as the Pattern is the
music of the spheres, the universal
resonance. God is the elegance and
perfection of pure mathematics, the fertile
chaos of quantum mechanics, the insight
of relativity. God is the equations that give
order to the birth of stars, to their lifespan
and their eventual death. God is the laws
of physics and of biological evolution, of
life feeding on life to create new life.

The Pattern is what we see on the
second screen, the intellectual level, where
the Light refracted through the Numina
passes through the mind and its
interpretations, infusing the patterns we
use to understand the universe with life
and consciousness. This is the level of
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Sophia, the level of philosophy, and the
pantheistic "God as Nature" of Spinoza
and other philosophers. To philosophical
Taoists, this Pattern is the Tao. (Religious
Taoists acknowledge the Numina, in the
form of Taoism's Celestial Hierarchy, and
tend to see the Tao as a Mystery more
closely akin to the Singularity or the
Becoming, a concept also found in Neo-
Confucianism with its "Supreme
Ultimate.")

The Pattern renders the conflict
between science and religion unnecessary,
as long as we can step away from all
species of fundamentalism. No scientific
law or theory can disprove God- all such
discoveries and understandings are
manifestations of the Pattern, and to learn
more about the world we live in is to learn
more about God.

As all the events that occur in this
world are just threads of the Pattern,
anything whatsoever that happens can be
spoken of as the "will of God." This
insight is the fundamental contribution of
the Stoic philosophy. The only thread in
the Pattern that we weave is the thread of
our own choices, and we are given the
choice to use a common thread or the
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"imperial purple," the thread of dignity
and nobility of thought and deed. To
concern ourselves with any other thread is
a kind of rebellion, a spirit of defiance
against the will of God. That spirit of
defiance is also part of the Pattern, also
part of the will of God- but it is a common
thread, and not the beautiful purple thread
we might instead have chosen.

17- God Is In the World

And so we come at last to the level
we live on- the level from which we can
study the Pattern, from which we can
glimpse the Numina, from which we can
imagine the Singularity and the Becoming.
This level is the world, the physical
universe and everything in it, including the
body and the brain that controls it.

This brings us immediately to
mind-body dualism, the demon that has
haunted the West in various forms. The
Gnostics hated the body and derided it as
the spirit's prison, and many of the Neo-
Platonists took a similar view. Descartes
declared the mind and the body to be
completely separate, with bodies ruled by
objective principles that could be sorted
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and studied as if they were no more than
machines. The "ghost in the machine" of
the Cartesian philosophy has been
discredited, but the solution presented by
our modern materialists is even more de-
humanizing, declaring the physical body
to be the only reality, and the mind a
figment of chemical and electrical
interactions in the brain. Some of the more
extreme materialists take the position that
emotional reactions are "nothing but"
physical states- that crying out, for
instance is all that pain is, with no interior
reality corresponding. This position is so
bizarre that it is hard to credit it, or the fact
that it was even for a moment taken
seriously. Presumably the behaviorist
himself experiences internal states such as
pain or joy, and therefore knows for a fact
that such states exist. If this sort of
cognitive dissonance is elevated to a so-
called science, the results can only be
profoundly immoral- as indeed they have
proven.6

6 John B. Watson, one of the founders of
behaviorism, actually conducted experiments in
which an 11-month-old infant was deliberately
conditioned to fear a harmless white rat, merely to
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If we can take a leap beyond what
can be proven or demonstrated, there is
another way out, in conflict neither with
scientific fact nor with our spiritual
aspirations. This is to acknowledge only
one reality, which can be spoken of as
body from one perspective and mind from
another, as pure relationship from still
another perspective, and finally as a more
fundamental unity. Presented as a
mythopoetic allegory as we have done in
this book, this can be spoken of in the
following way: the body and mind are not
two separate things. The body is the
external manifestation of the mind, which
is the external manifestation of an
underlying magic, which is the external
manifestation of God.

The Light from the Becoming
shines through the mythic realm and the
realm of the mind, and by the time it
appears in the physical world, we can see
It only dimly- as a Shadowplay, a hint of
the numinous, a sense of Presence.

The concept of the Shadowplay is
presented beautifully (although not by that

demonstrate the truth of his theories. The results
were inconclusive.
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name) in a passage by Max Eyth, as
quoted by Rudolf Otto in The Idea of the
Holy. The passage refers to the aftermath
of a terrible storm, which has destroyed
the bridge of Ennobucht as if it never
existed, wiping out a brilliant achievement
of human striving as if by the flick of a
finger:

When we got to the end of the bridge,
there was hardly a breath of wind; high above, the
sky showed blue-green, and with an eerie
brightness. Behind us, like a great open grave, lay
the Ennobucht. The Lord of life and death hovered
over the waters in silent majesty. We felt His
presence, as one feels one's own hand. And the old
man and I knelt down before the open grave and
before Him.

What was it that destroyed the
bridge? It was merely a storm, and to a
person who lives on the hylic level, that's
the end of the story. And yet the storm is a
part of the Pattern, the infinitely complex
web of relationships that makes up the
laws of the universe. A person who lives
on the psychic level would understand that
aspect, but might not be inclined to go any
deeper into the matter. And yet the Pattern
is an emanation, a manifestation of the
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realm of the gods. To the pneumatic
understanding, it was the hand of the
Majesty, infused with the Horror of the
wrath of God. The image of the Majesty is
a projection of our minds, our particular
interpretation of the raw magic of the
Numina. And yet the Numina shines with
the living Light of the Becoming, which
infuses all of the images we imagine with
both life and consciousness. The Majesty
lives and walks, because we see it that
way, and as such, it was the Majesty that
destroyed the bridge.

There are levels of understanding
here, and they are contradictory, but they
are nevertheless all true. Was it God who
destroyed the bridge? No, of course not.
God doesn't reach down to this one tiny
planet, no more significant than any other,
and destroy things or create them. It was a
storm that destroyed the bridge. And yet
the storm is also a manifestation of God,
and not only that but a specific god
(whichever deity we perceive it as being).
And so it was also God who destroyed the
bridge.

Any such manifestation of God in
the world of experience is what I mean by
the Shadowplay, a nuanced and semi-
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paradoxical understanding that allows us
to address many of the thornier questions
of religious philosophy due to its inherent
versatility.

How can morality, for instance, be
derived from God? God or the Source in
the most transcendent sense has no
opinion on human morality- or on
anything else, for that matter. Opinion
implies perspective and limitation; opinion
implies the finite, and not the infinite.
The awesome wonder and numinous
majesty of the Shadowplay, as perceived
by humans in the world of experience,
produces a certain feeling- a sense of
spiritual expansion and incredible
freedom, coupled with a sense of
horrifying vastness and an appropriate
humility. This sense of the holy is most
akin to a certain way of living- the way of
the spirit, as interpreted variously by the
many religions, though with a common
core. Integral philosopher Ken Wilber
suggests that all or most of the world's
great wisdom traditions would agree on
the following seven points:

1. Spirit, by whatever name, exists.
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2. Spirit, although existing "out there," is found "in
here," or revealed within to the open heart and
mind.
3. Most of us don't realize this Spirit within,
however, because we are living in a world of sin,
separation, or duality-that is, we are living in a
fallen, illusory, or fragmented state.
4. There is a way out of this fallen state (of sin or
illusion or disharmony), there is a Path to our
liberation.
5. If we follow this Path to its conclusion, the result
is a Rebirth or Enlightenment, a direct experience
of Spirit within and without, a Supreme Liberation,
which
6. marks the end of sin and suffering, and
7. manifests in social action of mercy and
compassion on behalf of all sentient beings.7

These seven points can all be
derived from our direct experience of the
Shadowplay, and the sense of the holy that
this evokes in us. The reaction, the urge
toward the spirit, is something that we
contribute- but the impetus that leads to
that reaction is from the Light, as glimpsed
and interpreted by fallible mortals through
the shadows It casts. Those shadows are
seen by us through the screen of the world,
manifesting an underlying Pattern that we

7 From the article "An Integral Spirituality" by Ken
Wilber.



110

can understand and investigate through the
medium of the intellect. This in turn
manifests a still deeper and more profound
magic, which can be glimpsed by us
through the dreams and nightmares of the
imagination, which is the final screen
between us and the Becoming and the
Light that it casts. The Light Itself,
however, is both life and consciousness,
shining down through all of the levels and
giving Mind to them all, and that includes
the Shadowplay. The Shadowplay is
therefore conscious in some mysterious
and profound way, and when we think we
see the Hand of God or the gods at work,
we really do.

It is therefore correct to say that
right and wrong can be derived from God,
and that He wants us to live in a certain
way, which is for us our salvation. And it
is equally correct to say that God does not
want anything; that everything that
happens is part of His will, and that He
wills nothing because He does not change.
Which statement is most correct depends
on which level of spiritual reality you are
talking about.

But how can we make any moral
decisions at all if everything is part of the
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Pattern and a manifestation of God's will?
It's all a question of what rock you stand
on- like everything else.
At the hylic level, we are not free to make
moral choices, because all of our actions
are controlled by either genetic drives or
cultural conditioning. At the hylic level,
we are merely animals, and no more free
to decide for ourselves than a salmon can
decide not to swim upstream to spawn. As
most human beings spend most of their
time at this level, most human beings are
quite literally slaves, their every action
and decision predetermined by forces of
which they have little comprehension. To
live in this way is to see only the
Shadowplay, to cower in fear of an
unknown God- the mysterious Pattern,
viewed "through a glass darkly," so that
the Pattern as such is not seen, but only the
shadows. The Pattern might be interpreted
as one's genetic programming or life
experiences, or it might not be interpreted
at all, but merely obeyed, in the form of
some falsely separated portion of itself-
the neuroses and addictions and whims of
human life. To be ruled by some portion
of the Pattern in this way is a form of
idolatry, which can be defined as taking
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the part as the whole, the Relative as the
Absolute, and then obeying it as such.

But we are not simply ruled by the
Pattern; we are part of It, with the
authority to weave one tiny strand for
ourselves- the strand of our own choices,
for which we can choose to use the
"purple thread" of a beautiful life. The
understanding of this frees us from the
Pattern, while we still remain part of It and
in harmony with It. To understand this
even partially is to move up to the psychic
level, with increasing awareness and
freedom of choice the more completely
one understands.

Thus, we have only a limited and
conditional free will, not an absolute free
will. What we have is the free will to make
a choice in the moment between the
options that seem to be available to us.
This is never the same for two different
people, so no two people are equally free.
The process of self-cultivation reduces
one's ignorance, increasing the range of
available options and thus increasing one's
freedom. We have the potential to do
either good or evil, and the predisposition
to take a natural and necessary pleasure in
certain experiences. This pleasure can then
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be turned to either good or evil ends. For
instance, the natural pleasure of sexuality
can be either loving or exploitative. The
sense of triumph we experience in
victorious conflict can be turned either
toward the protection of one's community
or toward predation upon it.8 The use one
makes of these instincts is a free choice
between good and evil, but there is an
irony here. As the evil choice is merely
instinctive and nothing more, while the
better choice is both instinctive and
something more, it stands to reason that
only the good choice can be a free one. It
isn't that our instincts are evil- they are
simply neutral- but to be ruled by them
without applying any moral responsibility
to them must inevitably result in evil.
Every time I give in to irritation, for
instance, and say an unkind word, I am not
at all in control of my actions but a slave
to my feelings. Whoever gives in to an
evil tendency is merely a slave, a lackey of
forces he cannot understand. All of us
have done so for most of our lives; only

8 This statement will probably sound a little sinister
to some readers, but it is a biological fact, the
natural consequence of the world of conflict we
have evolved in.
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some of us attempt to free ourselves. Only
a sage is ever truly free, while the rest of
us, at best, are still making progress. And
as for sages, even the great Epictetus
denied that he was one, and cited only
long-dead predecessors or mythical heroes
as real-world examples.9 We are therefore,
all of us, at least partially enslaved, and
free only in those moments of sanity and
clarity, when we deliberately choose to do
what we know is best despite all
temptations to the contrary.

Raising our understanding to the
psychic level increases our freedom, but
does not guarantee that we will make the
right choices, as the forces that control us

9 No Stoic philosopher ever claimed to have
attained to sagehood, thus avoiding the guru
concept entirely. Declaring a human being to be a
sage in his own lifetime can be problematic- as in
the case of those Zen masters who were found to
have aided and abetted the war machine during
World War II, going so far as to compose Anti-
Semitic propaganda. These men were teaching
others how to achieve "enlightenment" the entire
time, while contributing to a fascist regime allied
with Nazi Germany! Zen is a wonderful tradition
for which I have great resect, but those who accept
the concept of the "enlightened master" uncritically
would do well to consider this.
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are so very powerful. I may understand
that I shouldn't have another drink, for
instance, and that it would be a more
beautiful choice to turn one down- but if I
have a drinking problem I may still give
in.
Rising still further, to the pneumatic level,
we can achieve an insight, a glimpse of the
fiery Light that sets us partially free,
bursting one or more of the chains that
bind us. But there is a danger here as well.
It is possible, by one means or another, to
achieve a glimpse of this level when one is
unprepared- when the spiritual vision is
clouded by misunderstandings or
neuroses, mental illusions or perversions
from a lower level. It is even possible to
become "enlightened" while still in this
state, and the result in such cases is a type
of monster, a wolf in sheep's clothing of
the very worst kind.

When the Shadowplay, the Pattern
or the Numina is experienced as a
manifestation of the forces that enslave us
instead of the forces that liberate us, we
then have the Demiurge and the "World
Rulers" or Archons of classical
Gnosticism. The "God" of the hylic is not
really God at all, but a false idol. Gnosis is
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the understanding that frees us from those
idols, assuming that the gnosis in question
is not perverted or distorted. The result of
this understanding is that the Archons
disappear, because they would never have
existed in the first place if we had not
created them. Then and only then have we
achieved free will.

Gnosis shows us the Shadowplay
for what It really is- not the distorted
manifestation of a deterministic Pattern,
but the operation and presence of the
Source on our own level of reality. The
storm that shatters a bridge, the strange
coincidence that saves a family, the quiet
voice from deep inside that seems to guide
us straight- these things are the
Shadowplay, the presence of God in the
waking world.

So why is it that our world is so
terribly flawed, oppressed by the false
gods we create and nurture? I personally
cannot accept the argument of classical
Gnosticism, that our world was the flawed
creation of the rebellious Demiurge. That
myth is only true for those who are
trapped in the hylic perspective, mistaking
the Shadowplay for the World Rulers and
thus making it so.
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Our values as temporal entities may very
well be in opposition to the values of the
eternal, and our ability to understand the
eternal is inherently bound by the
limitations of time and place. However,
God does not act in the sense in which
man acts or understands action. It is not
merely that "God's ways are mysterious"
in the sense that we cannot know why He
does what He does (but as if He does
things in the same sense we do). Rather
we cannot even begin to comprehend what
we are trying to say when we say that He
does things, because His doing is not like
our doing. Therefore to accuse God of
having created a world of evil is folly.
And yet, an infallible and benevolent God
would surely have created the best world
that it was actually possible to create. I do
not imagine God in precisely those terms,
but let us ring the changes for a moment
and try to see our world in that way- the
deliberate creation of an omnipotent and
omniscient Supreme Being. Would a
world created by such a Being be anything
like ours?

The best world that I can
personally imagine would be one in which
all living beings were treated with dignity
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and worth as part of the normal, daily
order of life- in other words, where moral
evil was the exception rather than the rule.
It would also be a world in which there
was enough room for the pursuit of
aesthetic and moral values through art and
philosophy, but where struggle and
conflict were understood and mastered
rather than suppressed or indulged. It
would be a world with sufficient struggle
in it to allow for heroism, which means
that it would have to retain the elements of
suffering and failure. What meaning, after
all, could there be in living in a world in
which there was not even the possibility of
suffering? Without the ever-present and
real potential of tragedy, there could be no
existence with real meaning, no moral
choices with any weight- just the empty
dreams of a world of lotus-eaters. The
ideal world as I imagine it would be a
world of "high deeds and humble pride,"
to quote a Gaelic proverb. We do not live
in such a world, but our world at times is
something like this, and so it is always a
potential for us. What this suggests to me
is that world itself lacks nothing, but that
we have lacked sufficient heroism to
create and sustain such a world for
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ourselves- that we have been created with
all the resources we need to create the best
possible world, but that we choose to settle
for very much less. If we conceive of God
as an omnipotent Creator, then we must
also concede that He has deliberately
created and placed us within a world of
suffering, failure and conflict. If that is the
case, then the choices we make within
such a world must be precisely what God
intended for us to have to wrestle with.

Once we have chosen to weave
with the purple thread, to live a beautiful
life, then we often become aware of a
sense of mission- a vocation or a personal
destiny that guides our choices, the
betrayal of which is a betrayal of the True
Self and thus a rebellion against the
Source. My own vocation, for instance,
includes the mission of writing this book,
a mission so compelling that I experience
it as something akin to a divine command.
When my wife and I were first courting I
had a similar feeling, a mysterious sense
that there was only one correct course of
action- and all the more compelling
because this conviction was calm,
undistorted by obsession, and not at all
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what I had been looking for at that stage in
my life.

The same understanding applies
here as in the case of the bridge. Such
feelings of vocation and destiny are the
Shadowplay. From the hylic perspective,
they are merely feelings, personal
preferences motivated by vaguely sensed
psychological forces. From the perspective
of the psychic, they manifest the Pattern,
and my particular sense of vocation or
destiny simply represents my role in that
Pattern, which is what ultimately underlies
all my psychological forces.

Why am I drawn to write books
and compose poetry and teach historical
fencing, rather than to practice medicine
or law or science? Why do I feel that I am
"supposed to" be with a particular woman
instead of another? Because of a complex
web of relationships- some genetic, some
having to do with my personal
experiences, some having to do with my
own choices- which have gone into the
forging of my personal character. That
web of relationships is a manifestation of
the Pattern, and can thus be described as
"the will of God." From the pneumatic
perspective, there is a Myth behind that
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Pattern, having to do with Destiny- and
thus it really is the Will of God. And yet
from the agnosian perspective, God is not
something we can understand or speak
about, and therefore we cannot speak of
His Will at all. As always, the validity of
any of these ways of speaking is
dependent entirely on the level we are
addressing, or the level we are speaking
from at that moment.

The problems associated with the
practice of prayer can be addressed in the
same way. If you think of your God as
being omniscient and omnipotent, then
what purpose is served by praying for
anything? God already knows what is best,
and exactly what He's going to do or not
do about it. To ask Him to do something
He was already going to do is redundant,
but to ask Him to do something He wasn't
already planning to do is to ask Him to do
something other than what is best, which
He will certainly never do. Some "power
of prayer" groups go as far as to claim that
they can not only heal with prayer, but
inflict illness as well, as if the decisions
made and the actions taken by an
Almighty God were under their control!
That isn't prayer at all- it's sorcery, with
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God reduced to an obedient demon.
Demons only obey, however, until it
serves their purposes to do otherwise.

Polytheists don't really have this
problem, and nor do those who pray to
saints or angels- such entities are not
conceived of as being omniscient or
omnipotent, and will presumably help if
they can and if they choose to, and not
otherwise. The effectiveness of praying to
such entities, therefore, is not something
that can be clearly established, because the
entity might have any number of reasons
for either accepting or refusing a particular
request.10

The key, in my view, to
understanding the paradox of prayer is in
this fact. While the Source can be
described by way of analogy as being
omniscient and omnipotent, our limited

10 If I ask my friend to help me move six times in a
ten-year period, and he does help me three times
but refuses me three times, does that prove that his
responses are a random fifty-fifty chance? No,
because there are many factors contributing to
whether or not he fulfills my request on any given
occasion, and those factors are always evolving, so
that he may very well grant my next three requests
in a row if he is able and willing.
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mortal understanding of the Source is a
mythopoetic Icon, infused with the power
and consciousness of the Light but not
absolutely identical with It. God, in other
words, is omniscient and omnipotent, but
the image of god I pray to in my mind is
not, even if I strongly believe that I am
praying to the ultimate God.

But there is another way to look at
this. We can think of the purpose of prayer
as being to cultivate a particular spiritual
stance or disposition in the one who prays,
rather than as an attempt to somehow
influence God. If I pray with sincerity and
with purity of intention, then my sincerity
and purity are the presence of God in my
heart and mind, the presence of the
Shadowplay. And if it should come to pass
that my prayer is granted, then the
sequence of causes that led to that event is
a manifestation of the Pattern, which is
also the "will of God." When considered
from the pneumatic perspective, this is the
action of the Majesty, or of the Passion or
of whomever I prayed to. And thus we can
say that the gods answer our prayers.
Mundane events on our own level
represent the Pattern on another, and the
Mythic on still another level, and at the
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highest level, God Himself. Everything
that happens, happens- and that is God.

18- God Has a Thirteenth Face

The Horror and the Wonder are
both instinctive reactions, the natural
response of any finite being to the
uncanny and terrible beauty of the infinite
Light. The particular shapes on the stained
glass, however, are created by us,
projected by us as filters on that awful
beauty, as ways of interpreting it, as ways
of seeing it. The archetypal relationship
patterns of differentiation and opposition
provide the necessary structure for the
designs we create, but we fill in those
designs ourselves- we add the color; we
add the meaning. Because we cannot look
on the Becoming directly, those designs or
Icons become our God. We create God in
our own image, and He looks like us. If
we want our God to be terrible, He is
therefore terrible. If we want Him to rage
and judge, He rages and judges. It is not
that we can control God (that would
certainly be nonsense), but we control
what we see of Him, what we let ourselves
see.
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We see the shapes and colors that
we hold within ourselves, as guided by the
relationship patterns and filled in by us.
The Light burns on regardless, as if we
were not even there, but it shines through
those shapes and colors and it gives them
life, so that we have the gods we ask for
and deserve.

So what about Daemonic Dread, as
Otto calls it- the mysterium tremendum
gone so dark as to become something else,
a mysterium horrendum? Otto saw this as
a primitive stage, an unsophisticated
reaction to the numinous. It can be that.

The Dread can also be a very
special type of numen, a part of the
Numina (and thus a part of the Source, as
everything else is), but colored in by our
minds with a particular design, becoming
no longer divine from our perspective but
demonic, no longer exalting but
corrupting. The Dread is Satan- a
mythopoetic "god of this world" serving
the explicitly anti-spiritual purposes we
want such a god to serve. The Dread is
Hell, a manifestation of the Horror taken
so far out of context that even the
Shadowplay seems only menacing, a
horrific darkness at the edge of our
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consciousness. The Dread is felt as a fatal
void, a personal Abyss, which can only be
placated by diving into the darkness,
pretending as hard as possible that there is
no Light.

To those who live at the hylic
level, the Dread manifests as the spiritual
vacuum that leads so many in our society
to engage in empty hedonism, the constant
attempt to feed the Abyss with possessions
and ambitions, material success, sexual
pleasure, drugs that dull the mind and ease
the pain:

Intensity, that vampire,
Makes you shine,
But drinks up all your heart's most potent wine
For its own purposes,
Diminishes
The brightest deeds you do
And finishes
By sucking out the last, warm drop
Of you.

It can just as easily manifest as
dark religion, religion founded on fear and
fanaticism, on a vision of the world as
something that should be cleansed with
fire. To those who live at the psychic
level, the Dread manifests as mental
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corruption, acedia and depression and
despair, intellectual and spiritual
hypocrisy, potential madness.

To those who live at the pneumatic
level, the Dread manifests in the form of
demonic entities, evil gods and Satanic
figures, supernatural possession.

From the vantage point of agnosia,
however, there is no Dread, because the
lens that transforms the Horror into the
Dread is of our own projection. The Dread
is real, but it is only real from our
perspective. The evil is ours, and it is we
who are the fallen angels, the would-be
rebels against God- as if such a rebellion
was even possible. When we project our
evils onto the Numina, we create our
Satan. And it is then that we feel the need
to offer it sacrifice, to trade our hope of
Heaven to it- either for all the meaningless
things we think we want, or only so that it
will pass us by. So we create our own
damnation.

19- God is Where We Are Going

So the Source is where we are
coming from and our genuine home, our
deepest and most profound identity and
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that of everything else. The Becoming
manifests like a fiery Light across all
levels of reality, which can be
conceptualized with equal validity in any
number of ways, and not only in the way I
have presented here. The aspects we
perceive in the Source vary from level to
level although the Source Itself does not
change, and the apparent differences
between those aspects account for the
paradoxes, the difficult questions of
religious philosophy.

But what is the purpose of all this,
its teleology- the Final Cause of the entire
structure? Just as the universe exists only
through differentiation and opposition, so
it exists only by virtue of an underlying
unity, the Final Zed Naught from which all
zeds differentiate. By eating of the fruit of
the Tree of Knowledge, we create the
universe, but the result of our knowledge
is a fall from grace, a separation from the
Source. When we eat from the fruit of the
Tree of Life, we will retain our
knowledge, while transcending that
knowledge at the same time. Every zed in
the universe is a window for God, and
there will come a time to pull the curtains
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aside. That time is now, and has always
been now.

There is a procession, and there is
a return. The Becoming divides the
universe into an infinite number of
perceiving entities, each one of which is
the entire universe, and very few of which
are aware of that. The entities divide and
subdivide into every category, every type
of being in existence, and every type of
idea. The return of each of these entities to
a clear knowledge of its origins, its
essential identity with the Source, will be
the Reconciliation. When the
Reconciliation occurs, every entity in the
universe will be able to see in two ways at
once- to ring the changes continuously on
the Singularity and the Becoming, so that
we shine clearly with the Light of one
while resting eternally in the other. You
can conceive of this apotheosis as the
Kingdom of Heaven, to be established at
the end of time. You can conceive of the
process as a kind of purgatory, a series of
reincarnations through every way of life
and type of being, until the day comes
when enlightenment is achieved. You can
conceive of it as a universal salvation, to
be granted someday to every soul. All of
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those conceptions, however, are only
Icons, mythopoetic symbols for ineffable
truths.

If myth is that which never was but
always is, then the Kingdom of Heaven is
not in the future, and neither is any other
version of the Reconciliation. They are all
right now.
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There is a danger here,
There is a whirlwind,
And if you would go with the Lord
Into His secret places,
You must forgo even the certain knowledge
Of your own salvation.

(If I had said damnation it would be no different.)

Don't misunderstand,
Just read between the lines.
Understand it like poetry, not scripture.
I am not a guide,
Only one who points into the Abyss
So that you may be edified by
Your own laughter.

If I said anything else now,
I would be removed from the garden,
So walk between the words
And your own dreams.
Don't be held by this-
Don't be held by anything.11

11 Words spoken by the author during a trance state
and recorded by an observer.


