Digitized by
Google



“For those of us who find that wanting to change the
world is too daunting a task, the solution is to start
with yourself and work your way out. For the decades
that I’ve known Robert Wolfe, he has been an active
explorer of spiritual wisdom. And now, with Living
Nonduality, he shares what he has learned.”

Paul Krassner, author of Who’s to Say What’s Obscene:
Politics, Culture and Comedy in America Today

“Robert Wolfe’s life has been a passionate pursuit of
the real. The result of his search is what you hold in
your hands. With relentless logic and clear seeing, he
pulls the rug from under the ego at every turn, in the
classic tradition of all nondual teachings. So beware:
the contents may be hazardous to your -cherished
illusions.”

Vince Mowrey

“Robert Wolfe’s book is a treasure of insights and
wisdom. If you liked I Am That (Nisargadatta) or Who
Am I (Ramana Maharshi) you will love Living
Nonduality.”

Jerry Jones, co-author of From Here to Nirvana

“For those who seek to know what is beyond their
dualistic view of the universe, Robert Wolfe offers a
view of what is real in the absolute sense. It is apparent
that he has gone beyond illusions of self and the world
in his own understanding, as his book has no ego in it.
It is only about the truth. This is the clearest and best
written book that I have ever read on this subject.”
John Fitton

“Living Nonduality is sprinkled with dharma gems
throughout—the kind of book one can open on any
page and find a treasure.”

Catherine Ingram, author of Passionate Presence,
In the Footsteps of Gandhi, and A Crack in Everything



“T met with Robert Wolfe on two different occasions.
We discussed non-duality both times, in what I would
characterize as intense conversations. The second time
we met, he asked me—as soon as I sat down—‘Why
did you come back?’ His implicit, unspoken questions:
‘What, exactly, are you looking for?’ And ‘Why haven't
you found it?’ It is his way—direct, unvarnished. He
focuses on the essential. Nothing else matters. ... If you
feel compelled to search, Wolfe’s book is an excellent
place to start—or finish.”

‘not-clyde’, Amazon Review

“With J. Krishnamurti’s As One Is, Nisargadatta’s [
Am That and Kingsley’s Reality, Robert Wolfe’s recent
book Living Nonduality is a powerfully important work
which challenges the accepted wisdom of the individual
as a being apart from all else. Delve into this book and,
as Krishnamurti often said, ‘See what happens.””

James Paul, Trustee of The Krishnamurti Foundation, and
symphonic conductor

“The author is a gifted writer and speaks from his own
direct experience, while incorporating the views of
sages both past and present. In addition, there are
many excerpts from conversations with a variety of
seekers. ...Most importantly, this book is the unique
expression of one who has completed the search upon
which so many of us have embarked, and he is deeply
committed to assisting others in the realization of their
true nature..”
Judith M. Light, Amazon Review

“I have finally come across a book worth reading. Robert
Wolfe’s Living Nonduality is simple, unassuming, direct,
sincere.”

Sri Mumtaz Ali, founder, Satsang Foundation, author of
Wisdom of the Rishis and other titles

More reviews at LivingNonduality.org



Living Nonduality

Enlightenment Teachings of Self-Realization

by Robert Wolfe

Karina Library, 2009
Ojai, California



Karina Library

PO Box 35

Ojai, California 93024
805.500.4535

wwwkarinalibrarycom
discover@karinalibrary.com

Living Nonduality: Enlightenment Teachings of Self-Realization
1SBN-13:978-0-9824491-0-3

wwwlivingnonduality.org

This book is released under a Creative Commons Attribute,
Non-commercial, No derivative works license. For a human readable
description of this open license, please see:

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/us/

Cover design by Michael Lommel, michael@embarkd.com
Painting by Robert Wolfe

The following monographs reprinted with the permission of Inner Directions:
Where 1am Not, Suchness, Beginner’s Mind.



Acknowledgements (“to admit, confess”)

Preface

Self-Realization is not Religion,

The Absolute Enigma

Know Thy Self: an owner’s manual

Framing the Question

Plain Talk

1§

The Subject/Object Illusion
Where I am Not.

18
20

Realization, Plain and Simple

22

Message from Galilee

24

The Silencing Question

27

The Bottom Line

29

31

Fabled Enlightenment
Neti, Neti

32

Mind (from the Greek “menos”; spirit, force)

Your Departure Time

39

Substantive Enlightenment,

41

45

Starting a Revolution
Who Is God?

47

Science as Spirituality

48

The Beat Goes On

52

Who Says “That Thou Art”?

54

56

Tiger By The Tail

59

You're Not Responsible
The Needle’s Eye

63

The Truth Shall Set You Free




Keeping It Simple

67

Five-Word Key.

68

The Neutrino Parable

71

In a Rut

73

Mother Teresa’s Devil

74

Three-Word Solution

77

False Leads

79

Doing Our Homework

81

Within Oneness as Oneness Within

86

I.D.ea

88

Ungquestionable Purpose

90

Who Is the Dier?
The Black Period

91
93

94

Walking Through It
“No Thing from the Start” — Hui Neng

97

Who Has Ears to Hear.

98

What's Happening?

Nine Contemplative Stanzas

The Soul of Humanity
In a Word

Erasing the Lines
Most Vital Principle

Awareness: No Real Difference

Hear Now

Suffering: A Practical Response

Have Love, Will Travel

No Thought for the ...
Relative Beads, Absolute Thread

Manifestation Is “Appearance”

Freedom Now

No Creation, No Destruction

100
101
102
105
105
111
113
116
118
119
122
124
127
128
129



Feeling the Way

Square One

Thy Will or Mine?
Eightfold Checklist

Mandate

All One Can Hope For

Suchness.

Meditative Mind

Sexuality.

Describing the Indescribable
Vedanta in a Nutshell

Real Romance

No Choice

“And the Word was God ...”

Meditation?

It’s Vital

What Jesus Knew.

The Theory of Unity.

Shall I Read Further?

Connecting the Dots
Not to Worry.

A Self-Created Myth

Spiritual Joy.

(Dis)Solving the Problem
The Energy of Intelligence

Karma: In the Dream World

Where Are You?

Present Right Now.
Upstaging the Actor

The Empty Page

What Is Needed?




Homily for Sunday School 193
Call the First Witness 194
Radical (“the root”) 198
Absolute Awareness (Short Course) 199
Get Over Your “self” 202
Dying Daily. 204
Whence God’s Will? 208
Love or Fear? 209
At Oneness 211
Divine Energy is the Divine 215
Thy Will Be Done 217
Supreme Be-ing 218
On First Base 219
Buddha’s Advice 220
Forgive? Or “Forget™? 222
How They Died 224
Expose Shadows to the Light 226
Out of Busi-ness 228
Your Choice of Words 230
Un-Conditional Awareness 231
Do Unto Others 232
Stillness is Acceptance 233
“Who” Understands it All? 234
The Crossing Over 235
Be As You Are 236
Who's Responsible? 238
“Nothing to stand on” ( Buddhist pointer) ... 241
Many Questions, One Answer 242
Two Clarifications 243
True Self. 244
Idolatry 245



See the World? 246
Who'’s Answering Your Questions? 248
The Devil Claims Responsibility. 250
Embraceable You 252
Who's Hurting? 252
The One Question 255
The Message from the Universe 258
A Major Shift 259
The Need for Affirmation 260
Who's Stressed? 262
Fire Consumes Forms 263
Ad Infinitum 264
Life Sentence 267
The No-Thought Experience 267
“Jesus said ..."? 269
The Undoing of the Doer 271
The Shadow World 273
Busted 274
The Eternal Freedom 274
“Self Generating” 278
“You”: Not Actor or Acted Upon 280
The “see” in Consciousness 280
Changes of Life 282
Look Within 283
Self-Emptying Awareness 285
The Final Question 288
Without Destination 291
Mind is in the I-Thought 292
Dying is Collapse 295
Advice from the Holy Spirit 296
Fear as Feeling 298



Ac-tor: role-player 301
The Sword’s Point 303
More of the Same 305
Concern for Others 306
Self-acceptance 308
You Contain Nothing 308
Purging the Mind 310
Desire 311
Only One Question 312
Will or Destiny? 314
No Entry; No Exit 316
How the Story Ends 317
No Problem 319
Half Right 321
Means to an End 324
The Rusty Key 324
Dualism: “Subject”/"Object” Relationships.....rrrrcee 326
Can Pain Be Conquered? 326
Beyond Reason 327
Postscript 329
Beginner’s Mind 329
A Letter to the Self. 331
Your Enlightened Moment 332
thIS 334
Deincarnation 336
Awareness of Being 337
Right Action 339
“Just As I Am"—hymn 340
Forsake Deliverance 343
Buddha-mind, Buddha-nature 346
Looking for What You Want 348




Dzochen: (the) “Great Perfection”

Nondual in Christianity

No Exit

Whose “Will to Live” or..2

Neti, Neti: Not “I”, not “God”

The Essential Principle

Mind is Buddha

Where There’s Smoke

Letting in the Light

Your True Identity.

Floor-painting Experience

This is Freedom

The Sole Revolution

Clarifying the Natural State
The End of “Reconciliation”

Death: Where To From Here?
To One Who Understands

The Teacher is the Taught

What Price Freedom?

True (troo), adj.: As It Is

Surrender of the Ego
The Mystery Revealed

Time Depends On “You”

Where to Look

The Critical Question
One Mile at a Time

Unbroken Awareness

You Before You Were Born

One Friend to Another

Pain and Liberation

No Experience Necessary



No Disconnection

399

Quenching the Candle

No Thought

“How Much?”

Just Another Hymn

Killing Buddha

“How Are You?”

Energy Is Energy

Devastation: “make empty”

Dialogue
Ungrasping

The Consummate Fireball

“Accepting” Bliss

Consciousness Is....

Love Letter

Beyond Thought
Halleluyah

From Origination, to Decay

The Greatest Story...

Political Activism

“Untitled”

Still Life

Soul Talk

The Irony of God

Transformation Is Not Interpretation

What would Buddha do?

Yea, Listen to the Mockingbird!

401
402
405
407
408
410
411
413
414
416
421
422
423
426
426
428
429
431
432
434
436
437
437
441
442
443



Acknowledgements
(“to admit, confess”)

This book did not come into print as a result of my own effort.
Publication was made possible from the nonprofit So-Hum
Foundation, whose director felt that it was time that these
writings saw print.

Michael Lommel at Karina Library provided more than publication
and distribution expertise, but encouragement as well.

And my gratitude extends to the men and women for whom, or to
whom, these monographs were written: their discovery always
enriches my discovery.



Digitized by
Google



Preface

“Is there such a thing as the absolute, the immeasurable, and
is there any relation between that immensity and our
everyday living?”

~ J. Krishnamurti

These monographs are a selection concerning nondual realization.
Some were written as a reply to letters from correspondents;
others were written as a response to a specific inquiry, resulting
from an in-person or telephone discussion, over the years since
1988.

They appear in no particular order. However, there is a (loose)
arrangement in terms of complexity, with some on an earlier
subject perhaps making a later subject clearer.

The teachings of nonduality have begun to come of age in the
West, recognized (at last) as the central essence of Zen, Dzochen,
Tao, Vedanta, Sufism, and of Christians such as Meister Eckhart.
In particular, the recorded teachings of sages (such as Ramana
Mabharshi and Nisargadatta Maharaj) have paved the way for a
contemporary generation of illuminating speakers and writers.

Due to the informal style of these monographs, quotations are
sometimes abridged, or words emphasized; and English words
may be substituted for Sanskrit, etc.

Since these monographs were written for persons of varied
interest in the subject, and since each was written independently
of the others, there is (regrettably) some unavoidable repetition.
Nevertheless, each one has something unique to say, which is why
it was selected for inclusion here.

1ii



As Ramesh Balsekar has said,

“..even for those who have already understood
something very clearly, a particular statement made in a
particular context often brings out a subtle aspect which
had earlier escaped their attention. It is therefore
important not to take a repetition lightly, as a mere
repetition.”

Self-Realization is not Religion

There is probably no person alive who has not pondered that
which some intellects have termed “ultimate reality”—the source
of animation and activation that expresses the phenomenon that
we call life. Because this noumenon is immaterial, to the senses, it
is sometimes described as “spirit”.

An interest in the spiritual need not have any inherent relationship
with what is defined as religion. It can be free of: required beliefs;
worship of forms (or even the absence of form); dictates of
regulated behavior; or ideas of right versus wrong. It can be free of
all doctrine or dogma, allowing you to discern and verify for
yourself what is true.

In the latter category, is an area of interest in ultimate reality (or
the “spiritual”) which is referred to as self-realization. This is a
direct, unmediated confirmation of the nature of truth concerning
the root questions of worldly existence: what can be said about
this life?

There is a motivation for exploring this area, this personal

investigation into our intrinsic essence. Each person, universally,
possesses a sense of immediate and unique presence. This

v



specialized sense of personification results in an experiential
image or form which is characterized as our ego.

This ego plays a pivotal and crucial role in our relationships with
other life forms. Resolving the questions about the nature of
ultimate reality can have a profound effect on the isolation or
alienation that we countenance from within the perspective of our
encapsulating, or self-limiting, ego. It is this ego which is the
progenitor of the bulk of the conflict which we daily experience,
for the duration of a lifetime.

The consequence of the internal inquiry, into what you are that is
in transcendence of the individual ego, is the revelatory awareness
that is known as self-realization. This can be independent of any
and all of the behaviors and attitudes that are associated with
religion. This is not an inquiry into the supposed existence (or
non-existence) of a god or gods, but an investigation into the
relationship (if any) between the self, that you are conscious of,
and the ultimate reality in which you are conscious of it. And this
is a discovery which can be immediate and direct, without
reliance on any religious propositions.
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“It is right in your face.
This moment,
the whole thing is handed to you.”

— Zen master Yuanwu
(1063-1135)

“..A word to the wise
is sufficient.”

— Cervantes
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The Absolute Enigma

More than twenty years ago, my (second) wife and I divorced,
after ten years of marriage. We both had, originally, looked
forward to our years ahead with each other, and had planned for a
comfortable retirement. I was in my early forties when we
married, and I focused my attention on a career (as an insurance
agent) so that we might further our goals. In so doing, I put aside
what had been a primary interest prior to my marriage and this
career: the “spiritual pursuit”, for enlightenment.

After we divorced, I recognized that I had some unfinished
business: it revolved around “the meaning of life”, which is at the
bottom of the spiritual pursuit—to which I returned.

As soon as our house was sold, I took my share of the equity and
bought a fully-equipped camper van. I parked it on the property
of an absentee friend in the redwood forest, near where I had been
living in Northern California. I lived there in virtual solitude:
reading, contemplating, taking walks for hours in the forest. At
the end of three years, something suddenly fell into place. The
spiritual quest resolutely came to an end. I discovered the
actuality which is inescapable.

The inseparability of all things, which has been referred to
persistently by mystic sages for 3,500 years of our written history,
is commonly spoken of as “oneness” (or Oneness). There is an
aspect of this oneness which is rather apparent to most any
attentive mind. But the aspect which seems to give many of us
some difficulty has to do with our personal, individual
relationship to this oneness. This latter aspect is the matter which
had now become clarified for me.

It was not that something was added to my fund of knowledge; it
was that I saw the truth in what was already actually present but



which had been overlooked or ignored. The situation is similar to
one of those “optical illusions”, which you have probably
encountered: what appears to be, say, a black candlestick and its
holder is displayed against a white background. But in addition to
this apparent picture is a picture which is not so apparent; if the
white portion is viewed as the foreground and the black,
candlestick portion seen to be its background, an entirely
different picture emerges: the outline of two matching profiles
whose noses nearly touch.

My relationship to the whole of existence was now revealed in a
radically different light. If you were to view a fish in an aquarium,
for instance, directly head on, what you would perceive would be
remarkably different from what you would perceive if you were to
shift your perspective so as to observe it broadsided. It would not
be a different fish than it had been—and nothing would have been
added to it—but your perception of it would now be thoroughly
different.

This radical, and sudden, shift in perspective was received like
good news by me. Where before there had been confusion and
perplexity concerning the relationship of the individual to the
whole of existence, now there was a calming clarity. There was a
profound resolution of the uneasy questing which had punctuated
my prior years, a resolution which was not transitory because it
has not since been apart from my general awareness.

I hoped to share the good news, particularly with those whom I
knew to have quested concurrently with myself. I knew, from my
own experience, that a certain element of this unitive
understanding is communicable from one mind to another; the
analogy is sometimes given of a flame leaping from one torch to
another torch. Probably a more apt analogy is that of a center-
fielder making a throw to home plate: if the catcher is not fully
attentive, there is nothing within the center-fielder's power which



will complete the transmission. But the fact that the transmission
may rarely be received is not a reason for inaction.

There is a certain reasonableness, or even “logic”, to the unitive
understanding—up to a point. However, in the case of this
uncommon understanding, there is a point beyond which logical
progression will not take you. At that point, only an intuitive
connection can be made. However, once the tumblers have fallen
into place, it matters not that a hairpin replaced a key.

For the past fifteen years, I have conducted a considerable number
of discussions (both individually and in groups) with persons
who indicated their interest in resolving—and in recognizing that
they had resolved—what has been called the perennial question. I
have carefully observed the junctures at which their confusion
compounded. I have also observed that for a few individuals there
was no point at which their confusion was not surmounted, to
their satisfaction.

The essence of the unitive understanding is that it is liberating;
the marvel of the unitive understanding is that it is basically
effortless. Its liberation is a consequence of the non-attachment it
engenders. This is not a detaching of piece from piece, item by
item. It is an across-the-board release of attachment, which even
includes non-attachment to the continuity of one's life. This
dispelling of attachment is, in the same moment, the dispelling of
correlated fear—and that is dynamic liberation.

And, so, it is not that one first removes fear; removes attachments;
and then the unitive revelation falls into place: it is that the latter
is coincident with the former. This is the true marvel of the
unitive realization, the effortlessness of the deconstruction.

Based on my observation, up to this moment, there is a cistern of
confusion which bedevils nearly every discussion concerning the
unitive realization. I will say what that is, and then I will explain



the meaning: mis-identifying the relative as the absolute. Until
this matter of relationship is clear to you, I predict that any further
consideration will be fruitless. Conversely, when this matter is
clear to you, it may be unnecessary to ponder further.

Relative, of course, means that which depends upon another for its
identity or pertinence. Martha is your aunt because she is your
mother's sister, and you are related to her because you are her
nephew. The condition we call warm depends upon not being hot
nor cold. You are you because, by definition, you are not L. The
degree of light visible is relative to the degree of dark which might
otherwise be visible.

So, the fact that Martha is your aunt is relative to the condition of
you being her sister's son. Warm is relative—in unequal
proportions—to hot and cold. You are you because you stand in
relationships to what is defined as I. Light is merely a reference of
relationship to dark. And so forth.

To view a particular thing in relationship to some other things—
the price of steak today is high, compared to the price of hog
maws—is our “normal’, or at least typical, way in which we view
everything. This is a mode, or framework, of perception which we
have traditionally so taken for granted that it does not usually
even occur to us to question it. But is relative perception the only
perception that's available to us? Is there a perception available to
us which does not depend upon a relative perspective? This might
lead to another question: Is there anything which is not relative—
which does not depend upon anything else for its identity or
pertinence?

Apparently, we humans suspect that there is at least one thing
which is not relative, because we universally have a word for it,
which in English would be rendered as absolute. The very meaning
of the word absolute is “not relative; not dependent upon
anything else”.



The importance of this preceding statement somehow seems to
slip past our attention. The absolute is not the opposite of the relative.
If the absolute were the opposite of anything, it would have to
stand in a relationship to that thing. The absolute is not relative to
anything, not dependent upon any thing for its identity or
pertinence. If this were not so, it would—by definition—not be
absolute, it would be relative.

To put it another way, the absolute is “beyond”—not confined to
—any thing which is relative. (And since it is, by definition, non-
relativity itself, all that is not “it” is, by definition, relative.)

And so, if it were possible to perceive in a non-relative way—to
return to our previous question—we could (for lack of
alternatives) say that it would be to perceive in an absolute way.

However, we are trained to, and habitually accustomed to,
perceive in a relative way. The very activity of thought is to
interpret that which the senses apprehend by dividing the sense
impressions into relative elements (the better to leverage one
against the other, for physical survival or continuity). A non-
relative viewing is entirely foreign to our customary thought
process: in fact, to the relative thought of our personal
individuality, it is fatal. Therefore, the thought-processing
mechanism (which we collectively call the mind) guards
assiduously against such an “unnatural” perception.

You will recall that earlier in this discussion it was asserted that, at
one point in the unitive revelation, “only an intuitive connection
can be made” This intuitive connection, revealing the full
dynamic of the absolute, is recognized by the reflective ego as the
death knell for the presumption of individual personhood.

And the thought process is not entirely in error in arriving at such
a conclusion. True unitive awareness—profound understanding



of relationship regarding the absolute—cannot help but impact
upon every idea of individuality or separability.

For, that which is not confined to the relative (and all that is not
absolute is, by definition, relative) is not confined to relative
limitation. Put another way, an explanatory meaning which man
has given to the word absolute is “without limitation”. This is
usually defined (in more positive terms) as infinite, in reference to
space or time: not finite, not an entity, therefore not in
relationship to things. Specifically, the dictionary renders the
word thus: “without limit or boundary, beyond measure or
comprehension, without beginning or end”. In short, beyond—or
transcending—anything which could be considered relative. Not
surprisingly, the Infinite is another name for God. Organized
religions hasten to tell us that we are not that. So does our mind.
Both have a vested interest in that conclusion.

We all have a choice at any given moment. We can continue to (as
we each have been conditioned to do) perceive our self—and
each and every thing which is “outside” of, or “around”, our self—
as a separate entity, standing in relation to all those things we
define as not our self.

Or, we can recognize that our relative perspective obfuscates the
possibility of a perspective which is “without limit or boundary”,
the perspective or perception of absolute inseparability. We are
free, in other words, to remove the self-imposed limitation or
boundary between our “self” and the “infinite” at any and every
moment.

In fact, the removal of this boundary is what has traditionally
come to be known as enlightenment. And the effortless removal
of this boundary is effected in the sudden, certain realization that
such a boundary has never actually existed.



You (and only you) can see for yourself that this is so. To do so, you
need to be willing to—at least temporarily, while exploring the
dynamic—suspend your relative habit of thinking. At some point,
you need to discern where linear thinking has reached its limit,
and free the psyche to move from what it knows to what it does
not know.

This is one of the reasons why it is so important to understand
what is relative, regarding the absolute. Anything which would be
truly absolute (and, for the time being, we will assume that there
is such a thing) could not be envisioned in comparative terms
(“It’s like ...”; “It’s not like...”). Therefore, obviously, there is no
means of describing the absolute. All that can be accomplished, in
discussing it, is to recognize the ways in which the relative (which
we “know”) is not the absolute (which we cannot, logically,
know). As sages have said: to recognize the false as the false is to
see the truth.

You may also appreciate the difficulty of discussing the non-
relative within the confines of a language which is purely relative;
our linear, rational thinking process is entirely dependent upon
that very same language. Nevertheless, this has—some times—
been the apparent means by which unitive awakening has been
transmitted from one to another.

For the sake of continuing our discussion, we will assume that
there is that which can be defined (which is, of course, a
limitation) as the absolute: its nature, according to those who
claim to have perceived that, is infinite, eternal, free of causation,
and—given that it exists—actual.

For shorthand, let me refer to this as Q (since many other
appellations—Tao, for example—are already “loaded” with
inferences), in some of the monographs that follow.



If Q were infinite, it is not that it would be too vastly “long” to
measure (conversationally, we might speak of the cosmos, say, as
“infinitely wide”; that is a misuse of the word); it would be too
ubiquitous to measure. That which is entirely unlimited and
unbounded is uncontainable, thus unlocatable. Not restricted by
anything, there could be no point at which it was not; permeating
everything that was material or immaterial, no such thing as
“space” would remain. There being no location at which it was not
already fully present, “distance” would be irrelevant: here is there,
without interface. Knowing no capability of isolation within itself,
at any and every point of its occurrence it would all be entirely,
100% present. And having absolutely no borders, margins or
perimeters, it could in no manner be regarded a separate entity. It
is not an “infinite being”, it is superlative to being. Not being any
“thing” it is never present in “part”—it has no parts. Nor can
anything possibly have been apart from it: it is absolute, which
means whole, complete and entire—unfragmentable, and
unavoidable.

Similarly, if Q were eternal, this does not mean “lasting forever in
time”; it means time-less, utterly beyond relationship to time,
either linear or comparative. Neither existence nor nonexistence
are relevant to Q. Being omnipresent, there is no moment when it
is not present; nor is it any more nor less present at any particular
instant. In fact, with no capability of not being present, it is
pointless to say that it is present: it was no more present in the
“past”, and will be no more present in the “future”, than it is
“now”; to it, past, future and now are meaningless. Being wholly
free of temporal limitation, the entirety of eternity is in no way
apart from this very moment. Anything which is, ever has been, or
will be actual is not in the least removed from this actual instant.

Unlimited through space and time, having no center, no point of
origin, no spatial or temporal continuum for “cause and effect”, Q
is spontaneously self-actualizing, without “internal” or “external”
referencing. With no “other” in relationship to it, not anything is



comparable to it. It is immanently present while, simultaneously,
it transcends existence. Being in every place at all times, it has no
separate or special identity. Having not even an opposite, there is
no way in which it is incomplete.

This is the wholly non-relative, the absolute. Carefully consider it,
for your own sake. If there were a possibility of anything which
could be described as infinite, eternal, uncaused, and actual, what
could possibly stand apart from—or in relation to—it? Except
you, perhaps?

All of the things which man thinks of as relative to each other
(such as “you” and “I”) are simultaneously inseparable from this
non-relative actuality. This presence (or anything which we would
call absolute) could not be apart from anything, however relative
it may appear to, or be thought to, be. We may, consciously or
unconsciously, choose to perceive from a relative viewpoint. But
that is not the sole perception that we are capable of.

From the so-called “cosmic”, or non-dual, viewpoint, our chronic
perception of things as relative to, and separate from, each other is
false. To recognize that it is false is to open the mind to the
potentiality of truth.

Where there is any possibility that the essential condition in this
cosmos is the condition of an all-pervasive presence, please
inform me how you could be apart from that. This is not to say
that, from the relative viewpoint, some thing cannot be argued to
exist apart from its “creator”, or some such. But one must
recognize, as I trust you do, that the nature of the absolute does
not lend itself to finite distinctions. When you refer to “me” on
one hand, and “God” on the other, you are not in a discussion of
the non-relative. This, again, is one of the reasons why it is
important to understand the indivisible essence of the absolute.



And it is this understanding—when it is so clear as to be startling
—that is the substance of unitive realization. When it is
indubitably recognized that your nature and the nature of the
absolute are fundamentally the same, indivisible nature, this is the
“recognition of one's true identity": the realization that any and all
identity is eclipsed by an actuality which renders separative
distinctions ultimately meaningless.

Such a realization, or non-dual perspective or awareness, cannot
help but have a profound effect on one's consideration of
“personal individuality”. One cannot recognize that truth, of all-
pervasive indivisibility, and continue to maintain the fiction of
separate personification—of the “me” that was born and the “I”
which dies.

This fruit of the realization—that the absolute essence of all being
does not “come” from some place nor “go” anywhere—quenches
our deepest, final fear, the fear of extinction. Then the liberated
may, indeed, “take no thought for the morrow”

Know Thy Self: an owner’s manual

The teachings of nonduality (“advaita” not two), written in the
Vedas, are evidently the world’s oldest spiritual pronouncements.
They were given freshened interest several centuries ago by the
historic Indian sage Shankara.

Within our era, these teachings gained world-wide attention in
the presence of Ramana Maharshi, who experienced spontaneous
Self-realization while still in his teens—not having read the Vedas
or Shankara. (“When I left home in my seventeenth year [already
Self-realized] ... it was only years later that I came across the term
‘Brahman’, when I happened to look into some books on Vedanta
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which had been brought to me. I was amused, and said to myself:
‘Is this [condition] known as ‘Brahman’?”)

Ramana, at seventeen, immersed himself in several years of the
deepest meditation imaginable—death-like—as he sat silent and
desireless in a mountain cave. For the balance of his life, while
engaged in the role of a (reluctant) guru, he owned no personal
property, had no romantic life and never traveled.

Basically, he had nothing to gain from anything he said. Yet,
because he personally experienced the sweeping range of human
religious discovery, his teachings make it unnecessary for spiritual
seekers to reinvent the wheel. Like Buddha and Jesus before him,
he speaks from the authority of first-hand realization. Unlike
Buddha and Jesus, his teachings come to us unfiltered by historic
doctrinal censors.

And thankfully, for the present-day seeker, his advice is brief and
direct. Ramana is deservedly the fountainhead of nondual
teachings in our time. From the standpoint of Self-realization, all
that one needs to know can be found in a distilled form in such
transcriptions as Be as You Are: The Teachings of Sri Ramana
Maharshi (edited topically by David Godman, who lived in
Ramana’s ashram for years and edited its magazine, Mountain
Path).

It is the Absolute (our “true nature”) which gives rise to the ego
(or sense of personal selthood); it is this ego which identifies itself
(I) with the body which it animates. “You” are not this
impermanent body; you are not this transient ego; you are that
which is the very ground of being, the eternal presence in which
ephemeral occurrences appear.

Ramana refers to this essence as Self; that which is not the

creation of (or affected by) thought: thought, like ego, is a
creation of the Self. Anything which (separative) thought can
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identify, he refers to as non-Self. Also, the “I” which is the real I is
the Absolute (or Self)—which he sometimes refers to as “I-
I” (subject and object as one unit).

Aside from these conventions, one need only to discern when
Ramana’s teachings are given from the standpoint of the relative,
and when instead they are given from the standpoint of the
Absolute, in references in the monographs which follow.

Framing the Question

I arrive at the home of John L., whom I have been told by the
Hospice staffis dying of cancer, and I go into his bedroom to meet
him. As I shake his bony hand, he looks up at me from the dark
wells of his eyes: “I've seen you before.” His voice is high-pitched
and nasal, and he seems to be toothless.

“Very possible”, I say. “I've lived here for twenty years. How long
have you been in the area?”

His eyes focus on his wife, who is standing by my side. “I can't
remember. How long have we lived here?”

“Nine years.”

“Yes, it's very possible that we've met”, I repeat. He and I continue
to scrutinize each other. Aside from the thin, long form under the
quilt, all T can see is his head and one pale arm. Thin hair, sunken
eyes, an aquiline nose, a bristly beard. No, he is not someone that
I recall having seen before.

Over the next few days, in a couple of brief visits, I get to know
him a little better. And on the third occasion, I am alone with him
for a couple of hours while his wife catches up on some grocery
shopping. I sit by his bed, hold his glass of Dr. Pepper so he can
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drink it through a straw, and let him know that I am there to listen
to him if he wishes to talk. But he is mostly monosyllabic, and
gruff in a covertly amiable way. Considering his physique,
appearance, and mannerisms, I would cast him (if I were directing
the play) as a crusty goldminer.

Prominently on the wall of his living room are displayed framed
scale drawings of a Swedish-made sailboat with beautifully
flowing lines; not just a photograph of it, mind you, but a scale
drawing showing even its inward detail. Next to it is an expensive
sheath knife with his name engraved on the blade, the kind of
thing only a skipper could wear on his belt in earnest today.

“You sailed?” I ask.

“Every weekend.”

“I've never sailed. I have no idea what it's like.”
“Nearest thing to heaven you'll ever get, my boy!”

He dozes off. I make a cup of coffee in the microwave and wander
around the living room. Toward a rear corner, on one wall, is a
collection of about a dozen family snapshots which have been
matted and framed. A few of the pictures are of his daughter at
various ages, and his son. But there are about three pictures I find
myself lingering over, returning again from one to another. They
are pictures of him and his wife. The first one was taken at their
wedding forty-one years ago; it was a second marriage for both,
and she is wearing a corsage and he is in a suit; he looks like he is
in his thirties, tall, lean, sensitive, like a businessman on his way

up.

The latest picture is in color, and I recognize his wife, at his side,
so instantly that I suspect this picture was taken only a few years
ago. The man is much taller than his wife, wearing a sports shirt
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and an easy smile; he looks vigorous but relaxed. I can picture this
man as the skipper of a sailboat, a casual hand on the rudder,
squinting confidently into the sea breeze, the wind tousling his
hair.

I can picture him inviting me into their comfortable dual-wide in
this mobile-home retirement park, asking me if white wine is
okay, and then sitting back cross-legged in the easy chair to tell me
all the things I don't know about how finely the Germans craft
steel blades, his voice deep but warm.

Later, while out for my evening walk, I am struck by the fact that if
I had known that man as I sense him in the photograph, there is
no connection I would have made with the man I know in the
deathbed. They may be the same height but that is a different
body in the deathbed; and my guess is that their personal
ambiance is at least as different.

What became of the man in the photographz?: it is obvious to me
that he is gone, has left this earth. We like to think in terms of
continuity, that the other man somehow became this man. Could
this man, even if he regained his health, ever again become the
other man? No.

No, somewhere moment by moment the other man disappeared.
The evidence we have that he existed is a photograph, a knife, a
blueprint. The man in the bed, though still alive, has already let go
—even if not consciously—of the man in the frame.

I think back to what I have known of myself. If there is any

continuity, it is only in my memory. Can I let go—am I letting go
—of the man who only exists in my own picture frames?
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By their fruits shall ye know them. By the lives they lived, we
know the saints of enlightenment. Standing out among these, in
full stature, is Ramana Maharshi. Because he lived in recent times,
we have the spiritual teachings in an accurately recorded form (as
compared, for example, to those of Buddha). Also, living in India,
Ramana’s (Tamil) words have been translated directly into
English (as compared, for example, with those of Jesus: from
Aramaic to Greek to Latin to English).

Ramana represents the fountainhead of nondual enlightenment
teachings, in their directness and succinct clarity. “If you had
asked”, as Jesus said, “I would have given you the water of life.” In
any one of the few books recording Ramana’s commentary, the
truth is there for the asking—authoritatively. “If it were not so”,
again as Jesus said, “I would not have told you.”

However, as with spiritual texts in general, discernment is
required if there is to be comprehension. Such texts are
unavoidably paradoxical: what is said, at one time, from the
relative standpoint, may be reiterated later from the standpoint of
Absolute awareness. The irony is that this difference is best
understood by the one who need not read any texts, the realized.
Nevertheless, the subtle message can be comprehended by those
who have the ears to hear.

The message of nondual actuality is not even dependent upon the
word, as Ramana’s own awakening demonstrated (and as did
Buddha’s). Albeit, this truth can be communicated with the aid of
words, for those who are ready for it. The ones who are ready for
it, have a single eye, and they prize what they see.

A recent book (Padamalai) is particularly useful (because of the
way it is composed) for understanding the paradoxical teaching
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style of advaita: what you are taught at one point, you are later
shown is an illusion (“There is no you to understand anything”).

A questioner said to Ramana, “I do not know how to read. How
can] realize?” Ramana said,

“[A spiritual book] is like asking you to see yourselfin a
mirror. The mirror [book] reflects only what is on the
face [in consciousness]. If you consult the mirror after
washing your face [realizing Self-awareness], the face
will be shown to be clean [free of confusion].

“Otherwise, the mirror will indicate, “There is dirt here
[confusion]; come back after washing [clarity].”

“A book does the same thing. If you read the book after
realizing the Self, everything will be easily understood.
But if you read it before realizing the Self, it will say,
‘First, set yourself right; and then see me’

“That is all. So: first, know the Self!”

The problem, which besets readers of spiritual texts which speak
to the unrealized reader from the realized standpoint, is in
comprehending when the response is given from the relative
standpoint, in comparison to when it is given from the Absolute
standpoint. This can be particularly perplexing when the response
is intended to show that the limited (relative) can only appear
within the unlimited (Absolute) and not otherwise.

Such is the source of the unrealized reader’s confusion: From the
Absolute standpoint, all that can be said is “There is no thing”
Ultimately, that is, the formless Absolute cannot be regarded in
relation to any entity or form or object. Yet, in order to speak of

" Bracketed comments are mine throughout the book.
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this, we must speak of it as if it were something which can be
identified, or objectified by the subjective hearer. Thus, it is
referred to as That, or Absolute, or Formless, or God, or Self| etc.

But this, which necessitates being objectified in order that we can
speak about it (the alternative being to remain silent, wordless), is
nothing: no thing.

Where this becomes even more perplexing is that this nothing is
existent in the form of—in the appearance of a form of—every
thing.

To put this in context: Ramana (among others) refers to the
formless Absolute as the Self—capital S. One of the (endless)
forms which the Self appears as, is the individuated person: you;
your “self”. This self, being a form, is limited. Its appearance is
within the Unlimited. (Even “within” is a misdirection,
considering that the Formless is not an entity.)

The Unlimited being limitless, it comprises all things (which is
how it can be said to appear as every thing). You appear within it.
But it, being without limitation, appears in—so completely that it
is as—you.

So, as the Unlimited appears completely as you, you do not have
any reality as a separate entity (the formless Unlimited, having no
point of beginning or ending, is inseparable). Therefore, it is said
that “You do not exist.”

It can be seen, by this, that it is critical to contemplate the
teachings with a mind which can be fluidly open to the import of
each pronouncement from both, or either, of the relative
viewpoints (You [subject] are That [object]) and the Absolute
perspective (there is no “You” and there is no “That”—only the
unobjectifiable formless actuality).
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Where the difficulty arises is that for the realized (Absolute
awareness) to communicate these truths to the unrealized (with
the limitation of only “relative” consciousness), the sage must,
generally, speak in relative terms. But in order to show that what is
being referred to is without limitations, the sage must also
communicate the Absolute nature.

Where this is done effectively in a book, the bridge is there. But a
bridge is inert; the explorer is responsible for the crossing.

The books that report Ramana’s discussions, like other books of
its kind, contains all that needs to be known by the seeker of
enlightenment.

The Subject/Object Illusion

Your half dozen questions cover a lot of ground, so I'll have to be
brief.

Because of our conditioned, dualistic thinking, the teachers ask
you to divide reality into two categories, subject and object. Then
they show you that our divisive thinking is a barrier to
enlightenment.

In a sentence structure—°I see a tree”—I, the observer, is the
subject of the sentence; tree, the observed, is the object. Such a
sentence presupposes that I and the tree are separate entities.

We think (in our mind) in sentences. So we habitually separate
our self—I—from every object we see. “I”, the thinker, is the
subject of every thought we have—what the importance of the
thought relates to. The object in the thought can be any of the
things in existence, whether material or immaterial.
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We divide the world, in our thoughts: there is “me” (always the
important subject) and there is all else in existence that is “not
me” (the object of our thoughts).

In short, what the teachers are saying is that any object in the
universe is—despite our giving it some separative name—a
manifestation of the Absolute (or Source). They are also saying
that the subject is not an exception to this truth: that everything in
the universe is a manifestation of the same singular Source.

So, at the level of the most basic reality, the subject—I—and the
object—tree—are the same thing: an aspect (although different
in appearance) of the Absolute. This applies to every subject and
every object: all are, at their essence, the same, one thing.

Thus, if we look beyond the separative names, there is only one
universal thing, the Absolute. That is why it is said, “The Absolute
alone is” There is not anything that is not it, in essence. A tree is
That. You are That. And that is why they also say, “You are the
Absolute”

If you are That and the tree is That, there is no “space” between
you, in truth: even what we name as space between things too is
That, a manifestation of the very same Source.

Time is also a manifestation of the one Source, so time too is That.
Therefore, time and space do not exist as anything other than
additional “objects” (not-me) that we have named, and divided in
our subject/object thinking.

The teachers are saying, “The observer (subject, which is That) is

the observed (object—any not-me thing, whether formed or
formless—which is also That).”

19



You (being as much the Absolute—100%—as anything else is the
Absolute) and the tree (being the Absolute as much—100%—as
anything else is the Absolute) are the same thing.

When you comprehend this, you realize that every subject and
every object is That. Therefore, in truth, there is nothing but That.

The “I” and the “tree” names that we give everything are simply
separate “subjects” and “objects” in the sentences that our minds
create.

The teachers are saying that enlightenment is present when the
seeker sees through these false labels—subject/object names—
and realizes that every such name is just another name for the
only thing which has true existence.

When you comprehend that (as they say) “All that is, is That’,
every one of your remaining questions will automatically be
answered.

Where I am Not

Mid-morning, after a light, early rainfall. It is cool, this late
September day, but not at all cold. Surrounded, mostly by
redwoods, sunlight scatters through in places on the ground. A
few insects are on wing, in this clearing; one in particular, a moth
or a butterfly in the distance, seems ecstatically happy. A sole
pigeon is out of eyesight in a cascara tree, but the fluttering of
wings can be heard as it browses among the thinning leaves for
those favored cascara berries. A slight movement of the breeze
shakes loose—from leaves and needles—those raindrops
reluctant to join the earth; some of the yellowed leaves plunge,
freeform, with them.
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The clouds are an attraction. They were at first daubs of gray
against the light blue background. They moved toward my left,
nearly as slowly as the minute hand on a clock. And, throughout,
they maintained their integrity, without changing forms as clouds
seem usually to do. Beneath them, a slight film of wispy cloud
moved, more quickly, in the contrary direction. Soon, this lower
strata had disappeared. And, to my surprise, the daubs of clouds
were moving now toward my right; they had become looser,
cottony, and seemed to want to join with each other, as clouds so
often do.

They are not under control, in any meaningful pattern as we
would define it. Their movements are not to be predicted. In that,
partially, is their beauty. They are not intent on any particular
thing, changing their direction to meet changes in the
circumstances around them.

World peace is here. I ask myself why it happens to be in this
particular spot—but not, according to the newspapers, in the rest
of the world. There's the same blue sky. The same stuff that all
clouds are made of. Tall, silent trees doing exactly what trees do
everywhere. The sounds of birds and bugs going about their
daytime work as if it were their coffee break. There is the
dampened brown earth, with some ants in sunlight, some not.
There is a human, sitting quietly in a canvas chair in the clearing,
watching a cloud that is moving in two directions, away from its
center, in the same moment.

There is peace in this solitary spot on the globe because there is
“no one” here. The human, who is merely part of the landscape,
has no agenda, no ideas, no intent or motivation; he will not be
rising from his chair in a moment to attempt to control
something, to influence or change anything. Where could he
begin to make any changes that would lastingly improve the
situation?
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Realization, Plain and Simple

Ramana Maharshi’s teaching is that the Self (Absolute) alone is.
There is not anything which that is not, therefore it is in no way
apart from anything. Though this is so, we do not automatically
recognize that our fundamental condition is that we are in essence
none other than that.

As That (of which all that is, is manifest), among the
manifestations are the human organism, its brain, its sense organs,
the thoughts which arise, the mind which is comprised of these
thoughts, and the ego by which the organism declares “I think.”

It is this ego—self identification—which constructs the subject-
object duality: me, and that which I do not perceive as me.
Though this separative bias stands as an obstacle which seemingly
causes us to view the subject I as dissociated from anything which
is not recognized as the body-brain-mind-ego, it is in fact nothing
more than another manifested product of the omnipresent Self.
You—all elements and aspects of you, including the ego which
posits otherwise—are only the Self.

When this is clearly realized, it is realized that there is no
individual ego (all egos, as is everything else, are the same Self),
and the subject-object bias disintegrates. There is then recognized
to be but one thing—the Subject which sees no “other”, separate
object. This Self-realization has been the condition of the
awakened throughout the ages, expressed at least 3,500 years ago
as Tat Tvam Asi: That Thou Art. (Whatever “that” is.)

Ramana focuses on the self-awareness which each seeker has, of
his/her own existence. That very existence is essential to the Self.
Our true nature or identity can be summarized as “I am.
Anything which follows, or is added onto that, is merely another
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extension or elaboration of the Self: e.g, “I am the doer”; the Self
is the doer. “I am the thinker”; the Selfis the thinker.

Ramana utilized particular ways in which to attempt to bring the
seeker to recognize his/her underlying essence. (And on some
rare occasions, the seed of realization was obviously planted, as
evidenced by the listener confirming having gotten the point.)

For example, in our relative, human condition, it could be said
that there are three different but connected levels of
consciousness: what we consider to be our “normal” condition,
when our eyes are open and we are wide awake and in relationship
to the “real world”; when our eyes are closed and our body in
repose, yet the thinking, imaginative mind is still functioning in
support of our discriminatory ego, and we are acting in
relationship to an acknowledged “dream world”; and when
consciousness has sunk beneath the stage of thought and ego
identification, and we are in a deep, death-like, “unconscious”
sleep condition, dream-free and thought-free. The connecting
thread in all of these varied, cyclical conditions is consciousness;
if consciousness ceased to be present in any of these three
conditions, the life cycle would end.

While consciousness is the underlying and connecting presence
in all three conditions, it varies in its manifest form in each. In the
awake state, it is the substratum on which the ego interacts with
material elements and phenomenon considered to exist
objectively in time and space. In the dreaming phase, it is the
screen upon which the mind plays images and possibilities, free of
the constraints of limiting time, space or cause-and-effect. In the
period of deep sleep, consciousness exists free of the imposition
of cognitive thought and interpreted sense impressions; purely
subjective awareness with no “real” or “unreal” object envisioned.
This aspect of unadulterated, unconditioned consciousness is our
Absolute essence, the common and unitary presence at the core of
each and every one of us.
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Since this indiscriminate consciousness is our fundament at every
moment, it is permanent and unchanging. It is our true Self, upon
which our changing self—and its consequent thoughts, emotions,
actions, etc.—are passing, inconsequent phenomena. No one can
deny the presence of this abiding consciousness. No one, upon
investigation, can deny the presence or existence of the Self as the
self. The condition of the Absolute, being indiscriminate, neither
denies nor affirms its existence. In deep sleep, we neither affirm
nor deny our existence; we simply are—as (and what) we are—
without any identification or I-centeredness. And also without
any idea of objective phenomenon, either “real” or “unreal”. The
“world”—and every “other” thing—is nonexistent in the presence
of our true Self. When we recognize our essence (in our waking
state), the false identification as a separate I dissolves. This is Self-
realization, plain and simple.

Message from Galilee

Concerning your question: “What is a person to make of the
conflicting tales of the life of Jesus, as they are found in the four
gospels?”

One need only review the Old Testament to recognize that by the
time of Jesus’ appearance historically, the “gatekeepers” of the
Temple had embalmed God.

Jesus—if one follows the thread which run through the accounts
of the New Testament—recognized and emphasized that “God” is
a living presence; and Jesus’ actions were a manifestation of this
spirit. (“He [God] is not God of the dead, but of the living.”)

The accounts indicate that while Jesus was concerned that his

message be understood (even by the illiterate), it became
increasingly prudent—after the beheading of John the Baptist—
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for him to speak in metaphor (parable), to avoid being promptly
constrained by the “authorities” (religious or political). The
calculated risk, that nevertheless he would be understood, has
proven over the centuries to have been overly optimistic.

Not even his chosen disciples managed to agree on the details of
what they had heard—or, in many cases, on even what they had
seen. (Which would probably be true of any typical group of
people today, as well.)

He stressed that one has a personal, intimate, relationship to God,
as a son has to a father; there is a “spiritual” presence in the
universe which is as accessible as is one’s own father to oneself.

That expression which has been translated as the “kingdom of
God”—or alternately, the “kingdom of heaven™—could also be
translated literally as the “presence of God” (See the
Encyclopedia Britannica, and Asimov’s Guide to the Bible by Isaac
Asimov for details.) And such references as to the “end of the
world” are, in consequence, references to an ending of all that is
worldly.

Jesus insisted that his followers must forsake the worldly, and,
while being in this world, not be of it. He urged the giving of all
one has to those who need it, and clinging not even to a concern
for where one’s next meal is to come from, or where one is to lay
one’s head. When dispatching his apostles, he instructed them to
take only the clothing they wore, and not even one coin of money.

His message, in his view, was what was important—not the status
of the messenger. His message, by example, illustrated the
accessibility of a “heavenly”, tranquil presence...and, in its
perception, the ending of fear—which is the release of the energy
of selfless love. His message was that we are each an aspect of God
—present in this presence.
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His references to this presence, or kingdom of God, were from a
first-hand perspective, having apparently been the culmination of
a personal realization during forty days of solitude in the desert,
prior to his appearance at the Sea of Galilee. This living spirit, to
him, was closer than one’s hand. (“The kingdom of God is in the
midst of you.”)

Anyone with the eyes to see and the ears to hear was implored by
him to give every shred of their attention to the immediacy of this
present spirit.

Even his disciples, however, to the very last, could not conceive of
any godly presence except for a “Lord’, nor any heavenly state
except for the state of Israel. Two apostles, after his death, were
still remarking ruefully, “We had hoped that he was the one to
redeem Israel!”

But Jesus was pragmatic, not idealistic: he responded to the
situations which existed before his very eyes. He was not
concerned with whether the world would change, but whether
there were any individuals who might immediately change. The
appointed time, he reminded, is now; and the place to start is here
—with your self. (“... Receive the kingdom of God like a child.”)

We need not concern ourselves with the messenger, nor—once
we have heard it—the message. You need only concern yourself
with whether you are actively living the spirit of that which you
perceive the message of truth to be. “Redemption” is not a
product of the messenger or the message, but of personal action
—the kind of personal action which involves the same insight
which Jesus had ... the insight that nothing separates you from this
presence, but your “self”.
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The Silencing Question

Ramana’s injunction to “ask yourself, ‘who am I?’ 7 is considered
by many to be his most important teaching. It’s importance is in
inducing the questioner to investigate “what is the source of the
presumed entity which is asking the question?” (or any question,
for that matter). The immediate source of any question—of all
speculation, in fact—is the thought, the idea, that there is an “I” to
pose the question: the innocent question “who am 12” can open
the door to the provocative question “Is there an I1?” Or is the “I”
simply another thought form, as are any questions in association
with it?

Yet, another of Ramana’s teachings is even more instructive. He
reminds us that we spend about 25 years of the average lifetime in
sleep. During a portion of these sleeping hours, we are aware
(cognitively) of the fantasy images which we term dreams. But we
are also, for the remainder of the time, in a non-aware condition of
deep sleep. And thirdly, we spend a portion of our daytime hours
in what is called the waking state.

Ramana points out that during the period of deep sleep, we are
“dead to the world” Self-referenced imaging ceases: we are not
aware of our self—or any self or non-self—nor any other thing, or
any conceived relationship between things. Our vital condition,
our immediate presence, is that of (what could be called) pure
spirit. No thoughts arise, there being no conception of an entity
to which to attach them. In this condition, the question “who am
1?7 is automatically self-resolved.

Yet, there is a being—or rather, beingness—present: were one to

be shaken by another’s hand, waking consciousness would
reappear as certainly as ifit had never been absent.
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Thus, Ramana refers to the three states, or conditions, of presence
(or beingness) which we all personally experience: the waking
state: the dreaming state; and the state of deep, un-conscious
sleep.

The latter is our unblemished, original condition of beingness—
such as experienced in the womb, of which we have no cognitive
memory. It is the condition upon which the “I™-oriented dream
and waking states are superimposed.

Dreams yield to it, and the waking state gives way to it (as, for
example, when we are anesthetized); it is the vital, underlying
screen upon which our dream and waking images are enabled.
Therefore, it can be said to be the source of our I-dominated
perceptions, both in dreams and waking behavior.

What “you” truly are, then, in your primal form, is that which
gives rise to—or creates—all that is known to the I, including its
self. “You”, in your purest beingness, are not “I”; you are the
source of the I—and all else which ostensibly is perceived by that
presumed entity.

Ramana would say that this “you” is a “permanent” condition,
therefore ever-actual or “real” The “I” comes and goes, dying
(daily) in its dream and waking states into its persistent dreamless
condition; so the I is impermanent (being recreated daily) and is
therefore not real, a phantasm.

In this sense (only), it is sometimes declared that there is Waking,
Dream and Deep Sleep states, and the Fourth State; the latter
being like a thread which supports the three (aforementioned)
beads, and merely represents the beingness upon which the
previous three states depend. Were this Fourth State to not be
present (as in physical death), you would not experience waking,
dreaming nor deep sleep. The underlying condition of all three is
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the vital, I-thought-free presence that is referred to as the Fourth
State—your unceasing “true nature”.

What makes this (deeper) understanding of Ramana’s teaching so
important is that it is an unerring graveyard for the stubborn I-
thought. Whenever a perplexity arises to the cognitive “self”,
Ramana would advise reflecting: “Did this dilemma arise during
deep sleep?” No. Therefore, it is a non-real, a phantasmic,
dilemma.

Did the question “who am I?” arise in deep sleep? No. Therefore,
if you understand “who” you are in deep sleep, you need not
concern yourself about it—or any other thought-generated
concern, for that matter.

So, even more fruitful than asking your “self” who-am-I?, is the
one-pointed reflection “Did this thought occur in deep sleep?”
This reflection will silence the I-generated conflicts.

The Bottom Line

What is the first and foremost conscious priority in your life? If it
is not to recognize your inseparability with the absolute, then
neither spiritual reading nor guidance is appropriate to your
primary interest or pursuits.

But if that divine recognition is your urgent priority, then the
essential aspects of your daily life are—or are obliged to be—
organized around that sustained motif. Are they? If not, then
conditions are not appropriate for proceeding (whether or not
one reads, or is attracted to, spiritual guidance).

What are the appropriate conditions for recognizing

inseparability with the absolute? A woman, whom I know, was
suddenly hospitalized. A surgeon insisted upon an immediate
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operation. She declined. He remarked, “Are you prepared to die
today?” How would you answer? Are you ready and willing to
relinquish all, today? Are you positioned to live from moment to
moment in that condition? If so, where was the point of
“embarkment” on the spiritual journey?

To be willing to relinquish all, from moment to moment, is to
abdicate the future. When you are no longer inclined or impelled
toward some future moment, you have come to a standstill (in
terms of temporal reckoning). This private standstill is indicative
or representative of surrender of the personal will. It is out of this
emptiness which a revived spirit embraces and possesses our

being.

This voluntary standstill is not a logical or rational procedure; it is
founded on intuitive trust, or instinct. It is, in a sense, a matter of
surrendering to one's deepest intuition. It is a matter of abiding by
what one knows in one's heart is sacred—despite the supposed
cost to oneself.

The appropriate condition for recognizing inseparability with the
absolute is to give all that one has and is—for that is all that
lingers “outside” It is for each person to consider what he
individually ‘has’ or ‘is’

This letting go is not a one-time event; it is a letting go as long as
there is anything left to which one clings. For, anything to which
we can cling is not our sacred self. This includes our ideas about
the urgency of life itself. Inseparability makes no conclusive
distinctions.

So, it is not reading or learning, it is the resolution of fear that we
are engaging. This must be underwritten internally, without
regard to anything ever read or learned. It is a solitary,
glamorousless endeavor, and you will not know when or if it is

ended.
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Therefore, for one reason or another, people generally end their
reading and pursuit. For some, the trust is present to let go of all,
including assurance of knowing. Only when all is gone, is there
only one thing which remains.

Is that what you want?

Fabled Enlightenment

The late Alan Watts titled his autobiography In My Own Way, a
double-entendre to indicate that, in the quest for enlightenment,
he was his own worst enemy. And so it is for most of us.

Not only does the self have a stake in doubting one’s own
liberation, it has an equal stake in doubting the liberation of
others.

But even for those who are at the point where they can see
through the transparent concept of the self, and its inherent
insecurity, there often remain concepts which stand as a barrier to
full realization.

There is, after several millennia, a mystique which surrounds
enlightenment... a folklore of mythology: for example, that there
is a moment of ecstatic clarity invariably accompanied by an eerie
brilliant light. Or that the person, so enlightened, will henceforth
beam a sense of charismatic tranquility on all whom they
encounter.

Such stereotypical generalizations lodge as images in the mind of
the seeker—and actuality is then compared with these images
(and thereby deemed deficient). An example of such a
generalization is the oft-quoted comment, “Who knows, doesn't
say. Who says, doesn’t know.” If this implies that anyone who says
that he knows, does not know, then it also implies that anyone
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who does not say that he knows, does know. But the inference that
is drawn from this is that anyone who admits to his true identity
cannot be worthy of an unbiased hearing. Someone once replied
to such a person, “But aren’t you the carpenter’s son?” (To which
the carpenter’s son commented, “A prophet is never recognized in
his own homeland.”)

Of those whom the seeker senses has abided in the place of
realization, the seeker often asks direction—and that passerby
may respond to the best of his ability. But when the seeker carries
to the encounter an image of the passerby’s mythical features
(“the Son of David...King of the Jews”), he has no capacity to
recognize the anonymous messenger.

When someone tells you that he knows, listen without
judgmental thought or conditioned image.  Suspend your
concepts of what enlightenment is, or how the enlightened
appear.

If such a person asks you for anything, question his motives. But
if he is trying to give you something, ask him to tell you what he
can about love.

Neti, Neti

Without focusing on any particular question, here are some
general comments that might be helpful.

Bear in mind that such terms as awakening are not meant to
suggest a movement from one “state” to another, such as to a

“higher” state.

When you awaken from sleep in the morning, you are not moving
to a “higher state”: you are merely continuing your existent life in
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a different form; more actively. Thus, a “spiritual awakening” is a
continuation of the present life—in a different form.

What is on the other side of the coin of awakening is not a “higher
(or lower) state” but “a different way of living”: living from the
perspective where the ego self is no longer the center of the
relational universe.

In a sense, this represents the abandonment of the illusionary
world, as waking represents the discontinuation of a fascinating
dream. In this way, it could be said to be the ending of self-
deception, similar to the way that the dream self was an illusion.
In this case, the waking self is realized to be similarly an illusion,
and our “belief” in this self—as a “separate entity”—a deception.

That this awakening—the ending of “self™-centered deception—
has occurred for some and not for others appears to be related to
how deeply one aspires to abandon the saccharine dream for the
glaring reality of “awakened” life. If realization of the true nature
of the self is not at the top of one’s list of priorities, the egoic self
“fulfillment” will ever take precedence.

But for awakening to be the number one priority, it must be
acknowledged that the pilgrim will have to be willing to confront
fears of “annihilation” of the self-created person-ality, the person-
al image. It is this fear of the disappearance of “self” identity
which stands as a barrier, even for those for whom awakening is
their fundamental priority.

What is discovered is that there is no “individual” self to be
annihilated, neither in life nor in death. The self that “dies” is
nothing more than an illusion that dissipates. ~ With the
dissolution of the self, goes the dis-appearance of the self’s fears
—including the fear of “nothingness” or “the void” To the
question, “Why is this fearful (or blissful) experience occurring
(or not occurring) for me?”, the answer is finally evident: “It’s
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not.” Are the experiences that “occur” for the imagined figure, in a
dream, real or imaginary? In deep sleep, when the imagined
figures and their activities are absent, what can be said to be the
present condition—except for nothingness, or the void?

We cannot even say what this nothingness or void is “like”, as an
experience. If we could come away from this condition as a
knowledgeable “experiencer”, it would not truly be the condition
of nothingness. So we need not fear the condition of nothingness,
because there is no identifiable experiencer of it. If there is any
residue—any thing at all—in (or as a part of ) the “void’, it’s not
the void.

Thus, all we can say about it is that there can’t be more than one
actuality that could be represented as nothingness. And because it
is the one thing of which there can be no “parts” or fragments, it is
that which has been characterized as “oneness”, the all-
encompassing essence, or Absolute.

From this nothingness, or void, arises the dream; and from the
dream, awakening. And if we trace anything—whether waking
occurrences or dream occurrences—back to the source, we
inevitably arrive at the actuality, or presence, of the one, ineffable
formlessness.

So, it is from this formless source that consciousness arises, and
thus self-consciousness, or the “I-thought” And it is to this
insubstantial “I” to which all “other” appears; the embodied “seer”
and the “seen” world and universe, manifestations of the same,
one source—the formless, through form, seeing “its self”;
embracing itself, as the all-embracing.

The formless, as the all-embracing actuality, knows nothing of
exclusion. All manifested forms, whether material or immaterial,
arise from—rather, as—the same essential presence. You are that,
and anything that you would rid yourself of—or become—is that.
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You are already that which any “higher state”—which any
conceivable form—could possibly be.

So, realization is not about going from one form or condition to
another—both already being a manifestation of the same, one
thing. It is not about moving from one form (“me” as the body)
to another form of the formless (me as “pure consciousness”).
Therefore, realization is not what most people think it is.

It is not about having some particular experience.

It is not about getting to be a “better” person.

It is not about making anything (such as the world) better.
It is not about maintaining a spiritual “practice”.

It is not about an entity (“me”) becoming some other entity
(Buddha).

It is not about something that can be objectified, since it is
formless, and thus inseparable, in essence.

It is not about something which appears (or is present) in a
particular time or place, since time and space are dependent
manifestations of this source.

It is not about something of which there is any subject apart from
it (such as “me”), since the formless essence cannot be
fragmented.

It is not about something that can be associated with any special
experience, state or phenomenon, since all conditions are equally

in its embrace.

What is referred to as awakening is the realization that there is no
actual I apart from the formless essence; it is about the dissolution
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of self identification; the egoic mind’s relinquishment of the hold
on its projected image; the conscious erasure of the line between
“observer” and “observed” And it’s about living life from the
continual reference point of this profound realization. As the
sages have assured us, it is possible to live a fulfilling life without
the persistent condition of a self image.

For everyone, there is at least the occasional experience, during
the day, when one does not exist as a separate entity—to one’s
own consciousness; when one is so deeply engrossed, in what
one’s attention is focused on, that there is no sense of “self’-
awareness. And yet we do not cease to function bodily, even
though we are free of the image of our identity, in these moments.

To be spiritually “re-born” is thus to again abstain from self image,
as if we were a baby: to be, without the brackets of “was” or “will
be”, without “did” or “will do”; the individual that would “be
something” or “do something” gone, with only that which is aware
and present remaining. This is the relaxation of tension, so that
one is in attendance to “what is”—just as it is.

If one were to coin a phrase for the awakened perspective, it might
be “proscient awareness”: that is, a “knowing before” in the sense
of an operative intelligence which continually directs one’s
behavior. It is merely a generally unrecognized aspect of the
Absolute, of the source of even our superficial, egoic
consciousness—the source, in essence, of all that is done. All that
everyone says, does or thinks originates with this ever-present
source. So, this essence is the only identity which any of us can
rightfully claim. Recognize that this formless essence is your
fundamental condition; and that proscient awareness will dictate
the direction of your every act—without a “self-ish” perspective
to be concerned about any outcome.

This extension of your present existence, into freedom, is
“awakening”—just a different form, an inclusive form, of living.
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So, while it’s not about “doing good deeds”, as a means to a
desired end, being of dedicated service to others is an uncontrived
consequence when personal self fulfillment has disappeared from
the agenda.

Mind
(from the Greek “menos”; spirit, force)

“Mind” is a key element, from the standpoint of enlightened
awareness. The spiritual seeker is asked to trace back (in
contemplation) the source of the presence that we commonly refer
to as mind. The usual initial response is that “I am the source of
my mind.” The seeker is then urged to “find the I”; trace back the
source of the I-thought: where does the sense of being “me”
originate? Where can the mind be located? Being itself
immaterial, can it be a product of the brain—which is material?
Where is the sense of “being present” centered; is it within the
body? Find it!

Is it possible (and you can discover this first-hand, if you will) that
your self-identification is nothing more than a projection of the
mind; and that mind is merely an extension of the self? Since they
are each fundamentally a reflection of the other, what is their
originating source?

What is your bodys originating source? Is it not, ultimately, the
same as the source of all material manifestation in the universe,
animate or inanimate? What is the source of animation that we
refer to as life? Your awareness of being alive is not something
which you created. That which is the source of your sense of
presence is the source of your sense of being a unique
“person” (the root of the word means ‘a mask’), an individual; and
your sense of being a person is the source of your reference to “my
mind”.
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But whose mind is it? Who is responsible for the creation of its
thoughts?...You?...

“You” as a physical being (no matter how full “your mind” is with
“thoughts”) are powerless to effect the course of nature in the
universe. What is the power responsible for your (and the
universe) being “present”? Is that not the origin from which your
body, your sense of self, your thoughts and your very mind arise?

So, whose mind is it? Whose thoughts are these? Who is the self
that is animate in all “selves” and says “I exist” in all
consciousness? When you've discovered the source of your real
identity, you've discovered the source of “your mind” and “its
thoughts™—the source of “everyone’s” mind and “everyone’s”
thoughts.

In Buddhism, they refer to this omnipresence as Buddha Mind, or
just Mind: “Buddha Mind” because Buddha discovered that it was
this singularity which was the root of his “true nature”, and that all
beings share this nature in common. In Eastern spiritual literature,
the question is asked (for contemplation): Who is the doer? Are
there countless “individual sources”™ —“minds” which have no
connection with one another—which are responsible for the
natural unfolding of events? Or is the very unfolding of events the
extension of the presence which represents life from its very
beginning?

So who, ultimately, is the doer? You; or that origination of which
you are a collective representative? Whose mind is at work in
“your mind”? What is the origin of all minds? Is there such a thing
as an individual “mind”?
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Your Departure Time

If you go to the airport to catch a flight to California and the
departure board says to go to gate 8, you will miss the flight if you
go to gate 10 instead. No matter how many times you persist in
returning to gate 10, you will continually miss the flight that is
listed to leave from gate 8.

The questions you ask about external “realities” will not get you
where you want to go.

The solution to the dilemma of spiritual confusion cannot be
found in propositions of logic. “If A=B and B=C, then C must
equal A” makes sense from the standpoint of the material world.
But what you are seeking—every teacher has said—is beyond the
confines of time, distance or causation: in other words, not
limited to a question-and-answer paradigm.

All of the teachers tell you to look for what you are seeking within,
not outward in terms of conceptual forms.

More specifically, the teachers tell you to discover the source of the
questions, instead of pursuing answers to questions.

Questions are gate 10. The source is gate 8. Don't ignore the
departure board: “Go to gate 8. You will waste your life if you go
to gate 10

To take just three teachers alone, Buddha, Ramana and
Krishnamurti taught for a combined total of more than 150 years.
None of the three retired before they died, so evidently none
“finished the job early” of transmitting the Truth. That is because
the Truth contains a tough message.
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The tough message is that when you close your eyes for the final
time, the “you” who you maintain that you are—and everyone of
its questions and answers—will entirely disappear, completely
evaporate. So, of what value are these things? Ultimately, none.

The only thing that is of any value to you during this lifetime is to
perceive the true nature of what it is that is dreaming this dream.

The “you”, and all that you think is important, is a dream. What is
real? This is the only question that you need to concern yourself
with.

Could it be that there is That which is beyond time, which
therefore is so permanent that there is no “arrival” and no
“departure” for it> We know that every thing in the material,
external realm “comes” and “goes” What is more “real”: that
which is impermanent, or That which persists when everything
else has come and gone?

If the latter, is it possible that this timeless actuality is the
“background” for all of the transience that is as un-real as a
dream? If so, is this the source, the fountainhead, from which all
that we perceive makes its “appearance?”

If this is the source of all that is impermanent, is it not the source
from which “you” emerge? And, by extension, isn’t it the source
from which your thoughts and questions arise?

So, what is more important, contemplating the answers to an
endless stream of (ultimately useless) questions, or contemplating
your innate source? The teachers urge, “Look within.” Isn’t that a
clue? If they said, “Keep your attention busy with asking endless
questions” that would be a different kind of clue, wouldn't it?

That’s why the teachers find the teachings to be a tough sell.
When we look within, we discover that we are not who we
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thought we were. And this might just change our lives, and our
lifestyles. It’s possible that we may not “like” what we find behind
gate 8. Buddhists, for example, call it the Void. “Void” means
“nothing”: 0.

That’s where the answers to all the questions lead: ultimately no
where; to the source that has no specific location, no material
“reality”. It’sthe One who has no questions to ask.

Find this One. That’s the answer to all questions. Head toward
the proper gate: self-realization.

Substantive Enlightenment

What is the meaning of enlightenment? The literal meaning of the
word enlighten is “to give the light of fact to; reveal truths; to free
from ignorance; to make clear the nature of something:
illuminate”

And so we speak of an “enlightened scientist”, such as Galileo.
Until only about 400 years ago, it was rational (reasonable) to
suppose that the sun revolved around the earth, since it is
apparent that the sun “rises” in the east and “sets” in the west.
However, when it is clearly understood that the earth is a globe
(which became obvious once navigators were able to sail around
it), it is evident that the sun never actually “rises” from anywhere;
it is, instead, the surfaces of the earth—in the globe's revolution—
which rise to meet the illumination of the sun.

Now every rational person is an “enlightened scientist” (science
means “to know”) today, because of Galileo; he was
“enlightened” (free from ignorance) because he was aware of what
the vast majority of people were not yet aware.
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By the same token, there are other enlightened scientists (who are
actually “investigators”) today. Although the form of light has
always appeared to be that of a ray or beam, Einstein's theories
predicted that light could be observed in the form of particles
(“discrete packets” of energy dubbed quanta). Because Einstein's
other theories had generally proven true (he had demonstrated
his capacity to “reveal truths”), research scientists set about to
determine whether this could possibly be true—however
irrational it sounded. And, indeed, Einstein's enlightenment has
been transmitted.

Subsequent experiments have even surpassed Einstein's intuition.
Experimental physicists have discovered that if you set up an
experiment to monitor light in its particulate form, it will appear
as particles. But if you set up your experiment to observe light in
its radiant form, it will appear as a vibratory wave. Such
experiments have been replicated so many times that physicists
now accept—and operate on—the fact that light does not only
take the form of waves, or just particles, but both, depending upon
the circumstances of observation.

Therefore, when we speak about light “waves” or light “particles”,
we are speaking about the same thing. Prior to the enlightenment
of science on this matter, no rational person would have
maintained that a wave and a particle were interchangeably the
same thing: merely different names, or description, for the
fundamentally same phenomenon.

Another source of illumination for man’s science has been the
discovery of a level of radiant heat in the galactic universe which
indicates a primeval combustion or “explosion”. It suggests that
there is a point to which all matter in the universe can be traced
back to its original or common origin (so-called “Big Bang”). Out
of the material of the stars, all substances we know on earth today
—including our fleshy bodies—were formed. We could as well

4



call every tree “stardust”, refer to every rock as “stardust”, and give
every bird the generic name of “stardust”

If a scientist these days were to make a comment that, “Everything
is the same: it's all stardust”, another scientist would acknowledge
the basic truth of his statement. But that statement, a hundred
years ago, would not have been commonly accepted.

If we were to make a similarly unorthodox statement and say,
“The observer is the observed”, this would not appear to be so.
Our currently common (due to our training or conditioning) way
of appraising this proposition would be to say, “If I am the
observer, and I observe a tree, I am not the tree!” But if the
proposition were phrased, “The stardust is the stardust”, the
deeper meaning of the equation would be clearer; and by
examining the content of this paraphrase, one can see that it
points to the same conclusion as saying, “There is only stardust;
everything is the same.”

If I were to take a wide bowl, full of water, and dip a spoon into it,
then ask a science student, “What is this?”, she would logically
reply, “A spoonful of liquid.” That would be the label or name for
the exhibit—just as “a human being” is the label for what you are.
If I were to take another teaspoon, dip out a second portion and
hold it alongside the first, its label would be “a different spoonful
ofliquid”, or, alternately, a “separate spoonful”. I might even switch
to a tablespoon and dip out a bigger spoonful. If I were to name
the first one “Me”, and the second one “You”, we could call this
third one (by way of illustration) “God”.

But what is the underlying common characteristic of all these
spoonfuls of liquid? It is water. When these “separate” spoonfuls
are released back into their common source of origination, the
bowl, what was their condition prior to being labeled? They were
all one—and the same—thing: undifferentiated water. In this
reservoir, there could be no such distinguishing entities as
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“observer” and “observed”. If there were any “observing” at all
going on within the water, it would have to be one portion of the
water observing itself as an associated portion of the water.

Therefore, the full implication of the proposal that “the observer is
the observed” is that the observer which is observing “that” is
none other than “that” in another (or different) form, observing
itself.

The intuitive recognition, or realization, of the fundamental
rightness of this cosmic, or universal, relationship (or, more
rightly, principle) “frees from ignorance” and “makes clear the
nature” of the truth of our actuality. It is “enlightenment”.

However, we might say, enlightenment is as enlightenment does.
Although Galileo's illumination changed him in no way except for
his newly-aware perception, if he had ignored the importance of
his insight, or realization, he would not have expressed himself as
an enlightened scientist. If Einstein had said, “These intuitions
cannot be true, because they are not entirely logical or
indisputably rational’, an unknown German would one day have
retired from the patent office.

Although it still appears that the sun revolves around the earth,
once you have recognized that this is simply ignorance, you do
not persist in referring to the earth as “the center of God's
universe”. And once enlightened to the significance of the deep
meaning of “the observer is the observed”, you do not revert to
the myopic question, “Then why do I seem to be separate from
the tree?”

Where there has been penetrating clarity, such a question will not
be seriously entertained. Any “me” which has the capacity to
wonder about the universe is recognized to be nothing other than
an aspect and expression of the universe.
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Your consciousness which asserts that it is “conscious” of
“consciousness” is nothing more than absolute consciousness in
awareness of its very own presence. The stardust which this
consciousness identifies as “you”, standing in awe at the stardust
of the galaxy, is the ineffable—embracing itself in its varied forms.

Even if we were to simply state that “You are that”, it would merely
compound the matter. When you acknowledge that all is that,
every sense of division is recognized to be merely misperception.

That which is, is; it has no obligation to follow man's notion of
what is rational. To comprehend that the observer is the observed
is to witness the disappearance of the “observer”, the “observed’,
and the “observing” That which remains is our own true nature.
The “making clear” of our nature is enlightenment—"“that which
is” in comprehension of itself.

Once this comprehension is present, the false appearances fall
away (are seen through) and thus the proposition is self-evident,
similar to the way that a mathematical equation is self-proving.

Starting a Revolution

The most important single thing you can recognize about the
human condition is this: for whatever reasons, we each
“normally” evolve from childhood with the sense of being a
separate individual, a particular “person’, an autonomous “self”.

It is obvious that, under this circumstance, we develop “self-
interest”: primary concern for the welfare of one human being
before all others. It is evident that a self-centered focus inevitably
results in selfish behavior. In a world in which each person’s
priority is to advance one’s own interests, it is unavoidable that
conflict will result.
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A world in conflict is not a stable or secure environment in which
to live: it is difficult to make practical plans for the future, where
unpredictable disruption is virtually certain. Therefore—even
though our own selfish behavior may be contributing to the
potential for destructive developments—we recognize that it is in
our own self interest to encourage cooperation.

The consequence of this contradictory dilemma, for most
everyone, is a form of externalizing. We look out upon the world
of self-important persons, or collective groups of such persons,
and conclude that “they” are at the root of the problem. In our
own self-concern, we ponder how we can encourage them to
cooperate rather than compete.

The contrary option requires us to embark ourselves upon the
course we advocate: to dispense with self-interest as our primary
concern. It is a consequence of internalizing, of “looking within”
and acknowledging that we have not yet relinquished self-
centeredness ourself.

Where, do you suppose, we have the greatest prospect in
convincing a person to eradicate selfish behavior: ourself, who
comprehends its necessity; or another person, who may or may
not be thoroughly convinced?

There is only one way in which you have definite assurance that
selfishness will be reduced in the world. Once you have
accomplished that, for yourself, you will be best qualified to
instruct others in how it can be done.

There is a clear and continuing need for such instructors. Indeed,
if there were such a thing as a social duty, it would be to labor in
the vineyard uprooting selfishness. Your first obligation, then,
would appear to be to discontinue externalizing and—with
intensified focus—internally eradicate the self who persistently
operates in a vacuum.
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But how can the self eradicate the self—rationally, a
contradiction? Could it be possible that our earliest assumption,
that we even exist as a separate self, is fundamentally a
misapprehension?  Some aver that our earliest condition of
consciousness—before we considered our “self”—was without any
perception of self or not-self. It is, further, alleged this primal
consciousness is the platform upon which our subsequent sense
of self arises. In the same manner in which that sense of self has
arisen, it can again subside. In other words, they say, the
assumption of self existence is not entirely necessary to the
function of operative consciousness.

If this is so, if our consciousness can operate without the
perception of a “self” or non-self (“other”), this could have a
profound effect on our self-conscious behavior, couldn’t it?

To discover for oneself whether or not such an operative form of
consciousness is a practical possibility, as some of sound mind
have claimed, would seem to merit more of our attention than
that directed toward fruitless externalizing.

Were we to discover for ourselves such a possibility, perhaps we
might then have some effect on the “me” against “them” mindset
among our neighbors.

Who Is God?

Due to our divisive (subject-object) habit of thought, the average
person tends to envision God in two particular ways: as an entity
unto itself; and, as standing apart from oneself. Thus, the
traditional depiction of God as Jehovah, “up there” somewhere, to
whom one raises one’s eyes in supplication like a teenager asking
dad for the car keys. Contemporary references to God as
“Goddess” are the same kind of thinking, merely modified.
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“Who sees not God everywhere”, as Meister Eckhart said, “sees
God nowhere”” If the Almighty is indeed everywhere, that must
include where you are standing. In other words, one who
recognizes the nature of the Absolute recognizes that God is one’s
own personage. But it is not to say that the Absolute is confined to
any particular personage. The shrub outside of your window is no
less God. The realization is not that you are God alone, but that
you are—along with all else that is—God. To suppose that you
were God alone would be to suppose that God is a singular entity,
with the capacity to stand apart from other entities. Such is a
notion which many orthodox religionists hold, which prohibits
them from recognizing, and acknowledging, their own identity as
God.

No one is more—or less—Godly than you.

Science as Spirituality

If it could be proven that there is an intelligence operating in the
universe that is superhuman (the dictionary defines this word as
“divine”), it ought to put to rest the question which heretofore has
been resolved only by faith. If scientific proof could be cited,
would this not affect the very behavior of the man-in-the-street?
No: not if such evidence was indifferently noted and casually
ignored.

But the evidence has not gone away; nor is it being ignored by
those who recognize its significance.

Superhuman intelligence, by its definition, is not limited by
human standards. Humans are constrained by such relative
considerations as, for example, time and space; humans are not
accorded such exalted descriptions as omniscient, omnipresent or
omnipotent. But some scientists have long suspected that there is
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an intelligent hand-print on the canvas of reality which is other
than—and far surpasses—the human alone.

Physicists speak of “locality” and “nonlocality” A locus is a place:
it has a particular relationship to space; and a location can change
with time. Cause and effect, too, are related to time and space: a
cue ball, which is here, “now” strikes a billiard ball, which is there,
“then” deflecting it into a side pocket. The cue ball is said to be the
cause of an effect on the billiard ball: a “local” event has transpired.

The best way in which to translate “nonlocality” is to say that
events in this category are not confined to a relationship in time
or space. Put another way, nonlocality is transcendent of locality,
similar to the way that the omnipotent would have to be
transcendent of cause-and-effect.

Physicist David Bohm, as a consequence of his quantum research,
began to sense a nonlocal reality at the base of our physical
universe. A development in physics had made it clear that an
observer (experimenter) cannot be considered to be objectively
isolated from the observed (experiment): in other words, an
experiment is not unaffected by the experimenter. Indeed, physics
had gone so far as to conclude, as a result of laboratory
experiments, that the outcome of an experiment can depend
upon the intent of the physicist's investigation. If the cause
(physicist's intent) cannot be conclusively separated from the
effect (experimental outcome), what are the broader implications
for assumptions based on “locality”?

In 1959, David Bohm read his first book authored by the sage
Krishnamurti. This initiated a series of dialogues between him
and Krishnamurti (such as that published as The Ending of Time).
By 1974, Bohm had (co-)authored a paper entitled “On the
Intuitive Understanding of Nonlocality as Implied by Quantum
Theory”.
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“Parts’, said the theoretical physicist, “are seen to be in immediate
connection...extending ultimately and in principle to the entire
universe. Thus one is led to a new notion of unbroken wholeness
which denies the classical idea of analyzability of the world into
separately and independently-existent parts...”

Bohm's earlier writings along these lines inspired another
physicist, John Bell, the author of Bell's Theorem. Bell initially set
out to disprove the principle of nonlocality, but his mathematical
conclusions actually supported Bohm's premise. However, though
proof, it was merely on paper.

The mechanics of the calculations in Bell's Theorem lent
themselves to laboratory experiments—most notably one in 1982
performed by physicists in Paris.

Because the description of such experiments can become so
technical as to be opaque, the following will be so oversimplified
that it may contain some omissive errors. However, various
scientific reports of this material are available for you to verify at
your local library (such as the article I will later quote).

Suppose that you simultaneously fired off, in different directions,
“paired” photons. By paired, we mean that one of them, say, was
negatively charged, while its twin was positively charged. Let us
say that, mid-flight, the polarity of one of the photons was
mechanically switched. This change should not affect the other
photon, causally, since both are racing away in entirely different
directions.

And, yet, the remaining photon will simultaneously react to the
identity switch of its twin—by instantly reversing its own polarity.

Such a supernatural occurrence—as that demonstrated to be

physical actuality just twenty-seven years ago—can have only one
reasonable explanation, in terms of “locality” or normal causality:
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somehow the first photon communicated its change of state to the
second photon.

However, in our known portion of the universe, anything which
moves (or is transmissible)—within the confines of relative time
and space—is limited to an upward speed. Not anything, in the
natural world, can be “propagated” at faster than the speed of
light, according to a fundament of physics. Therefore, any earthly
message which is transmitted between subatomic particles could
be communicated, over a distance, at no more than 186,000 miles
per second.

Twelve years ago (May 1997), the experiment was repeated, this
time outside of a laboratory. Given the minuscule size of a
subatomic particle, any interactions over a mile or so apart are
akin to “universal” distances. The experiment was conducted by a
physics team at the University of Geneva, who effected the
phenomenon at a distance of approximately seven miles.

"Measurements at the two sites”, says the Encyclopedia Britannica
Online (Year in Review: 1997), “showed that each photon ‘knew’
its partner's state in less time than a signal traveling at light speed
could have conveyed the information—a vindication of the
[nonlocality] theory of quantum mechanics (but a problem, for
some, for theories of causation).”

Without speculating about an omnipresent field of omniscience
that is transcendent of cause-and-effect, it can at least be said that
it has been proven to be a fact of life that an unearthly intelligence
is present in our physical sphere.

How many people do you know (you, of course, excepted) who
are aware of this scientific—not “merely” spiritual—truth? By its
very nature, such information will be sequestered to the science
page of the Daily Times: the copy editor is saving the 34-point red
italics for the Second Coming of Christ.
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There is another reason—aside from its obscuration in technical
jargon—that the man-in-the-street will not be aware of
paranormal discoveries (this, and more yet to come). Such
powerful information is co-opted by the military. As I write this,
physicists in government research facilities, of the major powers,
are siphoning this research into a system for the transmission of
codes (negative and positive photons can represent the zeros and
ones of binary encoding, and changes in their polarity can signal a
message).

But there is an even more critical reason why such information
will be overlooked or dismissed, even though it can no longer be
categorized as mere conjecture. If there is indeed a supernatural
force or intelligence, it is not unreasonable to suppose that it
forms “an immediate connection” between every particle (and
antiparticle) throughout the realm of space and time,
“nonlocally”: “extending”, as Bohm put it, “ultimately and in
principle to the entire universe” It would connect the observer
(me) and the observed (you) in an “unbroken wholeness which
denies the classical idea...of...separately and independently-
existent parts”.

Do we live that way, with a recognition and acknowledgement—
unequivocally—that this is the actual, physical condition of our
biosphere ? Or do we ignore this truth, even when it is proven?

The Beat Goes On

These little brown ants have finished their siesta of some one and
a half hours, which began about noon. It's shadier and cooler now.
The tentacle has reached out again from the handful of mounded
sand that surrounds the entry to their earthen village, and it
stretches north to south along the path's edge. They follow one
fallen stalk of grass after another, on a microcosmic single-lane
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freeway. At any given moment, there are about six moving bodies
per inch of route, and the route stretches for five or six feet before
you lose sight of it from your chair. Given their tiny, relative size
this must be a foot journey of many miles in each direction. They
are travelling fast enough that it is difficult to follow any particular
individual by eye, and so each ant presumably travels many
roundtrips per day; none of them appear, from here, to be
overweight. You cannot discern that they are carrying any cargo in
either direction; these hundreds of commuters are continually
encountering one another head on, along a wire-thin stalk of
grass, sometimes climbing over each other; given their speed, we
humans would doubtless find this cursingly stressful.

You cannot help but wonder what is the source of the direction
for their ordered, cooperative and coordinated behavior. Their
communal energy is directed to, and from, the cool and dark
subterranean mecca, and you would like to be able to look down
in there and try to possibly make sense of what is going on. But
you could not, even with delicate scientific instruments, unearth
and cross-section this community and expect that its organic
mysterium would meanwhile remain intact. Unfortunately, when
man observes, man inevitably affects that which is observed.

There is, in truth, no observer which can be apart or disconnected
from that which is observed. For as long as we view the mystery of
existence as a question which can be posed and answered by the
questioner, as subject to object, we cannot be one with, or wholly
involved in, the question. Asking “Who am 12” is to irreparably
sever the “I” from the “Who”. There is no “I’, there is no “Who’,
there is only being. The “Who” does not issue forth the “I”, and
the “I” does not return to the “Who”. That consciousness which
we know as a fragment—the personal self—can never know the
consciousness which is wholly unfragmented, or “universal”...the
consciousness which transcends individuated intelligence and is
your true self and that of the ant.
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Who Says “That Thou Art’?

The teachings of nondualism have been with us at least as long as
perhaps the earliest written language. The Vedas (of India),
recorded before 1500 B.C., were an oral tradition before then.
(“Veda” is Sanskrit for “to know” Truth being the implied
knowledge.) ‘The celebrated Upanishads (“secret doctrine” or
teachings) were one part of the Vedic literature.

The subject of these writings is the ultimate, universal and single
underlying reality which is termed Absolute. Such wisdom
teachings are referred to as Vedanta, which means “the end of
knowledge”; that is, complete ultimate clarity regarding the nature
of the Absolute. The Sanskrit word used to convey this sense, or
“knowledge”, of the presence (“always already here”) is advaita,
which means “not two”: non-dual.

The earliest teacher of advaita, of pronounced historical
importance, was Shankara (788-820 A.D.). His yoga (“yoke”, or
way) was jnana, “self-knowledge” or Self-awareness: being aware
of one’s true nature, or identity. (An enlightened person is
known, in Sanskrit, as jnani: an unawakened person as ajnani—a
being “not”) Shankara’s teaching (in Sanskrit) was “tat tvam asi”:
That thou art.

The Vedanta advaita teachings of Shankara were basically not
different than those of Siddhartha Gautama (563-483 B.C.), the
Buddha (Sanskrit for “the awakened”). After six years of ascetic
disciplines, the former prince surrendered to “not knowing” and
was enlightened at 35, without recourse to a teacher (guru: “who
points the way”).

Meanwhile, the teachings of the Tao (“way”, or path) were

exemplified in the Tao Te Ching, reputedly written by Lao-Tsu,
whose birth is given as around 600 B.C. Taoist emphasis on
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surrender to “what is” is relevant to the non-separative
enlightenment of advaita. China’s teaching successor to Lao-Tsu
was considered to be Chuang-Tzu.

When Bodhidharma brought Buddha’s teachings to China in the
Sth century A.D., it wedded with the Tao as what we know today
as Zen. A major figure in Chinese Zen was Hui-neng (638-713
A.D.), an illiterate woodcutter. He was followed by a lineage of
Zen masters, as Zen migrated to Japan in the 14t Century, such as
Hakuin. The writings of D.T. Suzuki and Alan Watts have been
primary in introducing Zen to the West.

Padmasambhava was the patriarch of Buddhism in Tibet, in the
8th Century. 'The nondual teachings of Tibetan Buddhism are
embodied as Dzochen (zo-chen); also spelled Dzogchen.

Meanwhile, the most enigmatic of Eastern teachers of the
nondual presence (who may have been influenced by the earlier,
historic teachings), Jesus lived and died. His perspective was at
least understood by the German monk Meister Eckhart
(1260-1327 A.D.), whose sermons have rarely been translated
accurately. The Church regards him as a “mystic”—enlightenment
being a forbidden term.

In Islam, the nondual teachings are most readily found in the
poetry of Rumi and Hafiz (Persia: 1207-73 A.D. and 1325-90
A.D.); and are categorized as Sufi (rather than Muslim).

The late 1800’s saw the birth of several sages of nondualism of
whose words (and existence) we can be confident; such has even

been preserved in film and on tape.

Krishnamurti may be the most perplexing of these, but probably
none has ever reached a wider audience.
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Shankara’s true successor has been Ramana Maharshi. He is
primarily the fountainhead of today’s panel of teachers in the
West. He is also probably the most direct, due to the profound
depth of his awakening.

Among his “lineage” are HW.L. Poonja, who died in India
recently; his American “disciple”, the woman known as Gangaji;
and her follower here in Ojai, John Sherman.

A contemporary of Ramana, Nisargadatta lived in India; his
primary disciple has been Ramesh Balsekar (also of India).

Today, there are a number of teachers here in the U.S. which are
sharing a common message of nonduality, such as: Francis
Lucille, Satyam Nadeen, Steven Harrison, Eckhart Tolle,
Adyashanti, and Toni Packer (and in England, Tony Parsons)—to
name a few.

The sources—old and new—are readily available... plentifully!

Tiger By The Tail

Our world, of reality, appears to be an organism which
symbiotically integrates myriad disparate, yet quintessential,
parts. We each normally think of ourself as one of these inter-
dependent parts, somewhat like an atom in a cosmos that we liken
to a vast molecule. Viewing ourself to be a “part” of the cosmos,
we are ineluctably condemned to be “apart” from the very cosmos
that we determine that we are “in”, in the same way that we
consider an electron to be “apart” from the atom that it is “in"
(Such typical “logic” is in disregard of the fact that when an
electron is truly apart from an atom, it ceases to have existence.)

We hold the idea that while the cosmos is entirely necessary for
the presence of my particular being, my particular being is not
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entirely necessary for the presence of the cosmos. In other words:
the cosmos is limitless, I am not. Put another way, the deep feeling
is that the cosmos is one thing, I am something else.

The consideration that you are a non-essential part of a
quintessential whole is bound to present a psychic quandary,
however unconsciously. Because of a subliminal sense of being
organically incomplete, our sensitivities often lead us to seek a
“union with god”; that is, to experience what is poetically referred
to as “cosmic consciousness”.

And, indeed, serious contemplation of the meaning of wholeness
—indivisibility—makes it evidently clear that any sense of
separateness which we harbor is a contradiction of truth, if there
is any univers