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I'll sing a song, so listen,
as I'm singing, to the tune.
Then close your eyes and
look inside my mind.
Peer into a picture,
and perhaps you will perceive,
that it is just a piece of person
turned to paint.
And remember as you read this,
if my meaning should seem blurred,
that a poem's
just a poet,
in a word.
Ned Johnson
This book is dedicated to Mr. W. Ivy Johnson, my father, without whose constant support neither this book nor its author could have become real.
This book is written in the hope and belief that it will provide some contribution to that great cosmic game we call the evolution of consciousness. As the game progresses, and each of us contributes in his own way, the thoughts expressed in this book will lose their relevance. But this is now, and here it is.
In order for the reader to fully understand the words of any author it is first necessary that the basic assumptions of that author be known. For this reason I included the material in the first few chapters. The information presented there lays the groundwork for everything that comes afterward, so please read it very carefully. You’ll be glad you did.
THE COSMIC DILEMMAS: MAINSPRING OF THE UNIVERSE
SPACE, TIME, MATTER AND ENERGY: THE ALPHABET OF PHYSICAL REALITY
PLANETS, SIGNS, AND HOUSES: THE ALPHABET OF ASTROLOGY
THE PLANETS AND THE PERCEPTIONS THEY REPRESENT
THE SIGNS OF THE ZODIAC: THE STRUCTURE OF OUR SUBJECTIVE EXPERIENCE
THE HOUSES: THE STRUCTURE OF OUR OBJECTIVE REALITY
SYNTHESIS: COMBINING ASTROLOGICAL SYMBOLS
CLOCKWISE MOTION IN A COUNTER-CLOCKWISE SYSTEM
THE BIRTH CHART OF DR. ALBERT EINSTEIN
TRANSITS, PROGRESSIONS, AND CHANGE
In the days of the ancient Fertile Crescent, when the astrologers of Egypt, Phoenicia and Babylon were giving birth to the symbology that has come to be known as Astrology, man worshipped what he could not understand. That which he feared, that which he beheld in awe, he bowed down to and called God. Is it any wonder then, that the roots of astrological symbolism are buried in deification? At that stage of the evolution of consciousness, and for a long time since, the predominant world-view was a phenomenological one. Because of these factors, and the outgrowth of an infatuation with cause and effect, few have endeavored to find a cause-less, effect-less, time-less perspective from which to view Astrology. The psychologist Carl Jung was among the first “scientists” of the modern era to step across the line into what he called Synchronicity: synchronization without the implication of cause or effect in either direction. Within this framework he saw Astrology as a fascinating possibility.
Now the time has come for a reexamination of the very roots of all symbologies and their basic assumptions. The more consciously we are aware of the power of our assumptions, and the more we are aware that our assumptions are reflected in all we experience, the greater the imperative that we return to square one and realign our basic reality view.
Astrology, being one of the most enduring symbolic systems in our history, can offer itself as a great tool once it is stripped of the barnacles bestowed upon it by the seas of time.
The Cosmic Dilemmas:
Mainspring of the Universe
To begin with, let's take a look at the beliefs that we have about ourselves as fellow creatures, the most basic of which address question “Who am I?” or “What makes me, Me?”
The most universally applicable approach that I have encountered to this question of the nature of identity is in the Seth Material. Here I will give an abridged version adapted to the subject at hand.
According to Seth, identity is the result of action, or more precisely, action acting upon itself. Since identity is, in essence, action's effect upon itself (there being nothing else for it to act upon), identity cannot exist without action. For this reason, and because action implies change, it can be said that change is an essential and inseparable part of identity. This is the starting point for what Seth calls the Cosmic Dilemmas.
The first dilemma is based on two premises: the first is that all identities are driven by the impetus to change. These changes are manifest as growth of the identity. In other words, all identity seeks to materialize itself completely, to become everything that is within its potential to become.
An analogy may prove useful in conceptualizing this. A whirlpool is quite simply action acting upon itself. It is action folding over itself again and again. It is its very whirling that gives it its identity. And it should be noted that the identity of the whirlpool is not dependent on the water passing through it, for water comes and goes. Nor is it dependent on its location in space and time, for it moves through both with ease. Its identity is dependent only on action and change. Without these it would cease to be itself. As long as it keeps whirling—dancing if you will—it is. Were it ever to stop whirling, it would cease to be itself. It would, in fact, cease to be at all.
The second premise is that each change, each materialization of a potential, multiplies the further potentials infinitely. This kind of feedback effect means that full materialization is impossible, because the more you materialize, the more there is to materialize. And this is the dilemma: I want to become all that I can be, but I am unable to do so.
This state of tension generates the second dilemma. The identity seeks to contain, or stabilize, this rampant growth. But to contain or control growth would mean preventing change and action, the source of identity itself. Hence, the second dilemma: “I want to stay the same, but if I do, I shall cease to be.”
The third dilemma evolves from the second. Since identity cannot not change, it splits its self-consciousness in two, and perceives itself as the object, as well as the subject, of action. In a sense, it focuses one eye on itself, sees relatively stable forms, and says, “This is me, and I am not changing.” Then it focuses the other eye “out there,” and says, “That is not me.”
This is the birth of what is called ego consciousness, a state in which consciousness can perceive itself as separate from action, and consequently separate from change.
This occurs because change seems to threaten identity, i.e. “If I change, I won't be me anymore.” This is obviously not true if one considers that identity is based on a process and not a static condition. Nevertheless, this fear of annihilation as a result of change also leads to our third dilemma
This is why we create for ourselves a subjective reality which we call “I,” and an objective reality which we call “it” or “them.” In our history this duality of object and subject has been called by many names: yin-yang, good-evil, Heaven-Earth, man-woman, you-I. But all duality is a manifestation of this dilemma: “I want to be separate, but I cannot.” No matter how separate from the rest of consciousness we may perceive ourselves to be, somewhere within each us is the underlying knowledge that “It’s all me.” It is this place within each individual to which this book is directed.
The traditional view of reality is one in which reality exists independent of the individual and in which we have little, if anything, to do with its creation or nature. Our belief in the validity of this view is buttressed by extravagant amounts of evidence from almost every area of human experience. But there is a “still small voice” within, which keeps saying, “It's all me.”
This perpetual contradiction is so subtle that it is easily ignored. This is especially true for one who focuses intensely on the world of appearances, the objective reality created in response to the third cosmic dilemma. This type of individual approaches experience with the attitude that “seeing is believing.” Thus it seems that we have so successfully separated ourselves from change, the source of identity itself, that we have lost our sense of connection with it.
Now, while it is true that most people would not deny that they ever change, their role in that change, and all change, is not so easily recognized. The fact that they are a part of all change (and thus all identity) often eludes them. The illusion of separateness made possible by the intense dual focus of the third dilemma makes possible the material universe as we know it.
To put it simply, when we look “out” at the physical reality in which we seem to have our existence, we see only an extension of ourselves. Only by means of this highly selective focus of our awareness can we pretend that we are in any meaningful way separate.
This illusion is, however, very believable and in many cases irresistible. The Sanskrit word “Maya,” or veil, represents the illusory separation resulting from dual focus.
One may ask, “Well, if I am not aware of performing an act of focus, how can it be so?” The answer is quite simple. The “I” that is asking the question is not all there is to your identity. What is usually referred to as “I” is the ego, that limb of our awareness that is focused on the subjective side of the veil of Maya. By focusing our awareness inward (e.g. in meditation) we can trace this limb back to the point where it connects to the second, objective limb, and thus “complete the circuit.” This happens in most of us from time to time in a way that is entirely spontaneous. I am speaking now of compassion, or love. These are the symbols that we use to express the experience of connectedness to elements of our objective reality. So when you feel love for someone, when you feel compassion for the joy or pain of another, you are experiencing an inner knowledge of your connection with the object of your love or compassion.
This sense could be compared to the relationship between the parts of your own body. If your foot is in need of assistance, your hand does not need to be “sold” on the idea of helping. This is true in spite of the fact that the hand itself may be in no danger at all. In fact, the hand may endanger itself more by helping than by not helping. It is in this case playing the role of the proverbial Good Samaritan.
But the hand would not do so under any circumstances without the connections made possible by the nervous system and the knowledge shared in this way. By the same token, there would be no love, compassion or sharing without the innate inner knowledge and sense of connectedness that lies at the core of our beings. It can be seen in this way that “love your neighbor as yourself” could be better stated as “love your neighbor because he is yourself.”
Suffice it to say then, that our reality is only a part of what is; that we select and focus upon certain possible events and exclude others from our awareness. The ego is then the focusing or selecting mechanism within our total identity that determines that which is for each of us “real.”
The question immediately arises as to the criteria upon which these decisions about what is real are based. In particular, what is “physical reality” and what is it in relationship to other probable realities?
There is an analogy that may be useful here. Let us compare this ego focus to a radio receiver. Within the space that you presently occupy, there are a multitude of electronic vibrations called radio waves. These waves are composed of a vast number of radio signals from many radio stations. Normally you are totally unaware of them. But with a radio receiver, you can reach into space and pick out any one of them. That is, you can focus your awareness, by means of a radio, on a certain frequency of vibration and exclude all others.
This does not mean that the other signals are not there, or that they do not exist. It does mean that by using a very specific and precise focusing mechanism, you can make one of them “real” while letting others remain as latent potentials.
If we move the dial of our radio, we can “tune-in” other stations and thus make them real. It is obvious to anyone who has ever experienced interference between two or more stations near one another that it is desirable to keep these signals separate—to tune in and listen to one at a time.
The interesting thing is that when your radio is tuned to a particular station, that station is the only station in the Universe that is real to you. It is the only one that you are choosing to include in your personal reality.
The ego performs the same function as the radio receiver. It selects out only certain potentials that are then materialized and experienced as physical events. These materializations we call real, everything else we ignore as if it didn't even exist.
Carrying our analogy a bit farther, we can see that a given radio receiver has certain limits to its responsiveness. That is, it can only select stations from a particular range of frequencies. The standard AM broadcast band is from roughly 500,000 vibrations per second to about 1,600,000 vibrations. Anything vibrating faster or slower than those limits cannot be materialized by that receiver.
Similarly, a given individual can materialize potentials only within a certain range of focus. Anything within the limits of this range is called physical, all else is for the most part called super-natural—or simply non-existent.
Which brings us back to the fundamental question of the criteria upon which selection is based. In radio it is the station to which you choose to listen. In terms of reality, it is a matter of the experiences upon which you have chosen to focus your awareness. All possible realities exist as latent potentials: all realities! It is up to each of us which ones we choose to experience.
These decisions are made on a different basis for each individual and there is infinite freedom, even within the limits of the range of the physical dimension. The ego does the choosing and it does so on the basis of the assumptions each of us has about what reality is. In other words, what is real in your personal reality is determined entirely by the assumptions around which you have formed your ego. As your assumptions and beliefs change, your reality changes.
Put another way, when you say that something is true or real, it is so because you say it is, rather than your having only stated some preexisting and independent condition. This is, perhaps, the most important single statement in this book. As mentioned earlier, common sense and experience may seem to contradict this statement on occasion. But as Albert Einstein (whose birth chart will be examined later on page 90) has pointed out, “Common sense is actually nothing more than a deposit of prejudices laid down in the mind prior to the age of eighteen.”
These prejudices or assumptions are of varying degrees of importance. The most profound core beliefs that we share in common also enable us to share this illusion we call physical reality.
If one person is broadcasting on one radio station and a second person is listening to a different station, it will be difficult, even impossible, for them to share experience. It can be said that only by being tuned to the same frequency is interaction possible.
In like fashion, if the beliefs of one individual as to what is real differ significantly from those of another, they will be unable to share experience. Indeed they will never even meet on a physical basis. Put more strongly, if your beliefs are not essentially identical with those of another, you will never even know that the other person exists; at least not in any physical way. This does not mean that all of your beliefs must be the same, but in areas where there are no common beliefs on which to base interaction, no sharing of experience is possible.
Again, if you play back your memory tapes and reflect on all the occasions when you have encountered extreme differences of opinion with others, you may by now be saying, “Is he crazy? I don't share beliefs with half the people I meet.”
In this connection I would draw your attention to the third cosmic dilemma in which a part of identity is separated by dual focusing and then appears to be “them.” In the immortal words of Pogo Possum, “We has met the enemy, and he is us!”
It is this process of separation of subjective and objective awareness, this split focus, that makes possible all materializations within this dimension, and it is this same phenomenon that confounds us with one apparent contradiction after another. Still there is that inner voice endlessly reciting the mantra, “It's all me…It's all me.”
To make the matter less confusing, let me offer this explanation of the apparent contradiction. All thoughts, all beliefs (for beliefs are simply institutionalized thoughts), strive to be materialized—just as Pinocchio wanted to be a “real boy.” This is the essence of the first cosmic dilemma. In fact, they are all, sooner or later, in some way or other, made real.
Now the ego, which can be described as the sum of all one's beliefs about what is real, has a difficult job at best. Because we collect beliefs rather capriciously, especially early in life, and they are often contradictory to each other, the ego must try to faithfully replicate all of them in some real form. But when you believe that it is necessary to “look out for number one,” and you also believe that “selflessness is a virtue,” your ego has a problem. To borrow a phrase, it's caught between a rock and a hard place.
The ego must materialize both beliefs as best it can, contradictory as they may be, and somehow do so in a way that will promote a reexamination of the beliefs in question. If successful, the beliefs, as a result of the experiences of materialization, will be modified and rendered compatible with one another.
There are many ways in which the ego can materialize these contradictory beliefs, but the most confusing, and often the most effective, is by focusing on and materializing one belief (the one which makes me look good in my own eyes) with your subjective awareness, and saying, “this is me; I'm OK.” The other less desirable belief is then focused on and materialized by your objective awareness saying, “that's him, and he's not OK.”
Thus we focus our objective awareness on some other identity who is willing to act out the other belief for us, and we play the good-guy role ourselves. The interaction will be as conflict-ridden as are the beliefs involved.
Incidentally, the other party in this little psychodrama must share both beliefs, and be willing to identify with and act out the role opposite yours. Hopefully, if the process is working well, you “work it out” with the other person and both will alter the beliefs involved. This will appear as a change in the relationship. It will seem to move from an adversary nature to one of friendship or love. If you’ve ever seen a Rock Hudson/Doris Day movie, you know exactly what I mean. When such a change occurs, it is simply a reflection of the alterations and realignments that have taken place within your own consciousness. Without a change in ourselves, in our beliefs and thoughts, there are no changes “out there.”
It should be emphasized that, appearances notwithstanding, no one can force their beliefs or anything else on you. Period! The closest that we can come to this kind of imposition is by making a sufficiently powerful suggestion, physically or psychically, that another person will acquiesce to our belief and accept it as their own. This requires a profound clarity of belief on the part of the former, as well as a high degree of willingness or uncertainty in the latter. But the “victim,” as he is usually characterized, must in any case, attract and then accept the beliefs and their consequences.
If you are completely free of the belief that you could be robbed, then you will not experience that situation. And if you are completely free of the belief that robberies do occur, then there will be no robberies in your personal reality. If we were all free of the belief that man is capable of robbery, then who would be left to rob, and who would there be to rob them? Idealistic? Certainly. Impossible? I believe not.
There are many powerful examples of such mass suggestion, among which are Christ and Hitler (that there are no restrictions on the content of such suggestions should be apparent in the contrast between these two). Only if both parties share in common the beliefs necessary to act out an event, can that event become a mutual experience. In the cases mentioned above, both personalities were clear and powerful enough to make millions of people “an offer they couldn't refuse.” But there was in each case the element of choice, and in each instance, for every individual who accepted the “offer,” there were many who refused it. The dynamics, the process, was in any event the same.
It should be abundantly clear by now that this perspective on the nature of reality holds each and every one of us absolutely and totally responsible for the contents of our own personal reality, as we experience it. Our choice is not whether the responsibility is ours, but our acceptance or abdication of it.
Let me hasten to add that such an awesome responsibility is not the incredible burden it may at first appear to be. Once it is understood that the reason the responsibility is yours is because you are the only one who has control over your personal reality, then that control transforms the would-be burden into absolute freedom.
The limitations that we have are of our own choosing, whether by conscious volition or by unexamined belief. By unquestioningly acquiescing to our own beliefs, or to the beliefs of others, by taking the path of least resistance, we can, and too often do, act as co-creators of realities that are far more limiting than the choices we abandon.
The only reason for fearing responsibility is that, because of a feeling of powerlessness, we do not believe we can adequately execute that responsibility. The unfortunate truth is that a belief in one's own impotence is all that is necessary to make it appear “real.” Thus a person can go through their life giving themselves one demonstration after another of the validity of this self-fulfilling (and self-limiting) prophecy. Each episode of powerlessness reinforces the basic belief, which in turn reproduces itself in kind and the chain goes on until the original belief changes.
It is these changes which occur in rhythmic cycles that are the realm of astrology. As our beliefs change, so change our personal and collective realities. How these changes are materialized and experienced is our choice and our challenge. It is a great cosmic dance improvisation in which we each contribute steps; and it's the only game in town so we might as well go for it.
It's appropriate to close this section with a statement made by Seth in his book The Nature of Personal Reality.
You form your reality directly. You collect from the interior universe, and the exterior one, data which seems to correlate with your beliefs. Believe, then, that you are a being unlimited by nature, born into flesh to materialize, as best you can, the great joy and spontaneity of your nature.
A symbol is a representation or facsimile of something else. It is a stand-in, so to speak, for another identity. In language we use words to symbolize thoughts, objects, and actions. In mathematics we use another system of symbols to stand for different ideas.
Some symbols represent relatively simple things. For example, the number one (1) represents a single event. Words, on the other hand, represent more complex ideas. The word “God” is one of the most complex linguistic symbols yet to be devised. It is for that reason less precise and universally translatable than the number one.
In the physical dimension where we exist, everything is a symbol. Even the objects we perceive are symbols. Seth states that “Physical objects are the most obvious of your symbols, and precisely for that reason you do not realize that they are symbols at all.”
Physical experience is like a great collage of symbols, and once one becomes sensitive to the translations and interrelationships of these symbols, many patterns and similarities between them are evident.
We shall be dealing here with a great many symbols, for this is what astrology, like all forms of “mysticism,” is. It is a language, a symbolic way of dealing with the changes that are the headwaters of all identities. It can shed the light of comprehension on many otherwise obscure relationships between the phenomena that make up our experience.
Again quoting Seth, “you can keep track of the way symbols appear to you…and learn to connect them with the feelings they represent…[and] these can serve as points of recognition in your own explorations.” This is precisely the way in which I use astrology and a variety of other symbolic systems.
Each system of symbols has its own basic structure or rules. In the Arabic system of numbers there are 10 digits, 0 through 9, and there are rules for combining and manipulating them (e.g. addition, subtraction, etc.). In our language we use 26 basic symbols called letters and we have rules for spelling and a dictionary which gives the equivalence of each word in terms of other words. I use the term equivalence here advisedly, and if you've ever chased through a dictionary caught up in a swirl of circular definitions, you know what I mean. There simply are no definitions, only equivalencies. And it's all arbitrary. 1+1=2 only because we say so, and there are exceptions even to that for, as any mathematician can tell you, in a binary number system such as computers use, 1+1=10. And it works because it is within the definitions of that system for it to do so.
In the language of physical matter the rules are just as necessary and, at the same time, just as arbitrary as in any other system. If we didn't agree on a great many rules and definitions we could not share experiences within this dimension. It would be like trying to communicate with someone who only speaks a language you don't understand. We must agree that rocks are harder than butter, that the sky is up and the Earth down, if we wish to share experiences involving those phenomena. And even then, what if the butter were frozen solid, or you were standing on your head?
Now since a symbolic system, like this dimension, has its own identity, it also must change. In other words, what is real today can not be entirely the same as what was real yesterday, and what reality was a few thousand years ago varies in important ways from reality today.
As changes take place, the symbols of which our system is composed must also change. Sometimes the symbols themselves come and go. In other cases we retain the symbols themselves but redefine them and their relationships with one another.
This is clearly evident in the evolution of language. Even within a single lifetime we can point out the ways in which our language changes. There are always new words, new meanings or uses of old words and, of course, words that cease to be used at all.
These are some of the characteristics of all symbologies. When trying to understand a symbolic system with which you are not familiar, it is helpful to have some sort of translating dictionary. Like the Rosetta Stone, which contained two languages, we need a comparison of the new with the familiar in order to grasp the connections involved in translation.
It is my hope that this work will offer assistance to those of you who are trying to “crack the code” of astrology. In that sense it is a sort of cryptographic manual, a dictionary of comparative semantics. Often you may have to rely on your intuitive perceptions of the ideas of which the actual words I use are themselves only symbols. In this event it may take some time and reflection before any useful comprehension is gained at a conscious level. This should not be a source of discouragement, but rather an incentive to look within yourself to the place that already contains the knowledge your ego is seeking. Because much of the information presented here is highly compacted, some sections may require re-reading.
It is generally agreed that there are four dimensions within our physical system; three of space and one of time. Any event may be located on the space-time continuum by giving these four coordinates. On Earth we can state these four points in terms of latitude, longitude, altitude, and time. By sharing the definitions of these measurements, we can share the knowledge of the location of any event on our globe.
In describing the event itself, once it is located we must use other concepts like mass, energy, and motion. Einstein (his natal chart is shown later in the chapter about him) showed an equivalence between these in his now-famous formula E = Mc2. This formula relates the mass of a particle (an event itself) to the energy of the particle. The ratio between mass (M) and energy (E) is determined by the constant rate of motion of light (c).
In later explorations Dr. Einstein sought to establish the exact relationship between all space, time, energy and matter anywhere within the presently defined physical system (his Unified Field Theory). Astrology is concerned with many of the same qualities as physics. The difference between astrologer and physicist lies in the questions they ask. The former tends to ask, “Why?” while the latter asks, “What?” Neither question is any more valid than the other. Suffice it to say, however, that if you want to know “what,” don't ask an astrologer, and if you want to know “why,” don't ask a physicist.
It is interesting to note that the farther one looks into either of these views, the closer one gets to the other. It is like two people navigating through a maze, one beginning at the center and working outward and the other beginning at the edge and working inward. Both will learn the maze and each will end up where the other began.
This is readily apparent in the fact that many contemporary physicists as well as other orthodox scientists are exploring areas previously considered the domain of the metaphysician, and conversely many astrologers are taking a more “scientific” view of their own explorations
In my own personal experience, having explored both in some depth, the more I understand about each, the more they become the same.
Since this book is to be focused around astrology, we will be exaggerating that perspective, sometimes to the relative exclusion of others. It is my intent to compose a more comprehensive treatment of a variety of approaches with which I have become familiar, but that will have to wait for its own time.
What unfolds from this point forward should provide no great surprises, in light of what has already been said. I would only encourage each explorer to validate this body of thoughts—and all other realities—on the basis of his or her own inner knowledge. And I would remind you that neither I nor anyone can give you any knowledge but that which is already yours, and that this is just one of many conduits through which inner knowledge can flow to the forefront of your individual consciousness, the ego.
As has already been said, any event in physical reality can be located with four space-time coordinates. Astrologers ignore altitude but take latitude, longitude and time into consideration in making up a natal horoscope. Since the birth of an individual is an event, it can be located by these three coordinates anywhere on Earth. This is a way of symbolizing, within our system, the point in space-time where an individual becomes differentiated enough from the rest of reality to become uniquely identifiable. The final severing of the umbilical cord is the termination of all physical attachment with any other entity. From there on, you're on your own, at least physically.
If, as I have said, all events are connected, then there is, in truth, only one great cosmic event. All other events are simply different ways in which this one event expresses and materializes itself, like the organs of your body express the physical you. Theoretically, because of this connectedness, if you fully understand any single event, you understand the Universe. In physics this property of our system is reflected in what is called Mach's principle which says, in essence, that the mass of any particle is dependent on the mass of every other particle in the Universe. Many of the features of the theory of relativity lead to similar conclusions. For example, the gravitational field of any mass creates a “dent” in the fabric of space time which, although varying in intensity, is theoretically infinite in scope.
The natal horoscope is a statement, using the physical symbols we call planets. It is a representation of what this great cosmic event was about at a given moment in time. The positions, with respect to each other, of all of the matter in our system is one expression of that event, and a person or phenomenon initiated at that time is another symbolic expression of that same universal “happening.” If you understand either, you understand both. For each identity is simply a unique symbolic expression of the wholeness. They are all saying the same thing but in different ways.
Now since the wholeness is limited only by itself, the same must be true of its parts. It can be seen in this way, that though you may choose to act in harmony with the whole, you do not have to at a given time. You may also feel like a pair of brown shoes in a tuxedo universe as a consequence.
Returning for a moment to an analogy used earlier, birth is like tuning into a new station on the radio. You may know the type of music that is played there, but you don't know all the tunes. The difference is that in the case of a person entering this dimension, he is not only the listener but disc jockey as well.
This is all by way of saying that you chose your point of entrance into this dimension, and you had a pretty good idea of what you would find when you got here. In fact, it was the desire to experience certain facets of this dimension that motivated your choice of birth location and time. By choosing your entry point, for whatever reasons, you set in motion the process you know as your life. You still have an infinity of choices in experiencing this process, but certain rhythms, in motion at birth, are there for all of us. Looking at these rhythms as the waves of the sea, we can attack them like a Coast Guard Cutter, or ride them like a surfer. Neither way is right or wrong, but the experiences will certainly differ.
These rhythms are reflected in the motion of the planets of our solar system. The translation of these rhythms into useful information is the aim of astrology and the remainder of this book is dedicated to that task. Together we will “crack the code” of astrology. Then we will be ready to begin the exploration of our personal universes
Planets, Signs, and Houses:
The Alphabet of Astrology
Summaries usually come at the ends of chapters, but in this case it may be useful to provide one at the beginning in order to establish a frame of reference for future discussion. To that end I am including here a brief description of the symbolism of the signs, planets and houses used in astrology. This should serve a purpose similar to a delineation of syntax and grammar as a prelude to a dictionary.
There are three ways in which consciousness, and in particular human consciousness, is able to experience itself. These are:
Identity: The experience of self as a relatively stable form (being-ness). It can be stated as “I am.”
Subjective: The experience of self as the subject of action (change). This is characterized by statements like “I think…I feel…I want…I do.”
Objective: The experience of self as the object of action (change). This type of experience is characterized by statements like “You are…You have…They do.”
If you will reflect on the three cosmic dilemmas mentioned earlier, you will notice a curious similarity to the above statements. There is in fact a one-to-one correspondence between the dilemmas and these three types of self-experience. This is an inevitable by-product of the dilemmas themselves. Virtually everything in our world of agreement can be distilled into these three basic dynamic patterns and their infinitely various permutations and combinations.
When the ego experiences itself as an individual identity, it does so based on its perceptions of itself within this system. So it is our perceptual abilities which seem to form our identity, at least within physical reality. Here perception will be considered as a creative, active process, as opposed to a passive, reactive one. Hence, perceiver and perception are one and the same. That which is perceived bears the same relationship to the perceiver as a painting does to the painter. (You may want to reread the poem at the beginning of this book.)
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