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Essentials of a Spiritual Metaphysics

Chapter One: What do we know?

Whethemwe aretalking aboutanindividual man,anindividual woman,or anindividual elephant,
each individual only ever has contact with its own experience.

Pick up anappleandlook at it. Whatdo you see?Some
will say "matter.” That is wrong.

All youseeis color. Evenif youwerecolorblindandonly
sawshadef gray,grayis color. Black, white, gray,and
red are all colors. So all you see is color.

But color arisesonly in the mind when the apple is
perceivedthroughthe conditioninglens of eyes,nerves,
and brain. There is no color independentof its being
perceived All thatis thereare frequenciesof radiation.
The skin of the appleabsorbscertainfrequenciespthers
are reflected. One frequency that meets the eye is
interpretedoy the mind asred.Oneis interpretedasblue.
Thusyou seethecolorthatyou do, the picturethatyou do. You do not seethe matterof theapple.
You see your own mental states.

Thisgoesfor all theothersensesiswell. Tasteis aninterpretatiorof somethingastelesssoundis
an interpretation of something silent, etc.

So you are, in a sense, stumbling blind in a world of your own experience.

Yet throughthe mediumof your body, you haveaccesdo the whole wide world. So througha
gross body you experience the gross world.

Now, what can you say of the apple in itself B as it exists unperceived?

All the gualities you can assignto the apple, even frequencyand vibration, are irrational
applicationsof afallacy. Giventhefactthatyou only haveyour own experiencef theapple,you
necessarily}canonly describethe applein termsof analoguesrom your own brain-conditioned
experiencef it. And of courseyou cannotbesurethattheactualappleis in anyway analogougo

the qualitiesyou perceive,for you haveno way to compareyour experienceof the appleto the
actualapple.This fallacy of readingyour appleexperiencento its cause(the actualapple)is the
fallacy of reading effects into causes. It is false thinking B even though it feels totally natural.



Sogiventhatan individual only hasaccesgo his own conditionedexperienceandhasno way
to understanar describgheworld asit is in itself, independendf his perceivingit, the question
ariseswhetherthe individual hasany way to say anything at all aboutthings as they are in

themselves?

Yes.

But beforethisindividual candiscovemwhatthatis, he hasto give up mostof his conditioningand
become completely honest with himself.

For he mustfirst admit that, asfar ashe knows, all things are provisionally possibleaboutthe
apple. In fact, of the world beyond his experience, absolutely all things are possible.

No progress in understanding can happen until this is fully grasped.

Understandhatwhatis saidhereis not thatall thingsareactuallypossible Forit is alsopossible
that somethings are impossible.But what is being said is that, given the extremelimitation
of the individual's scopeof knowledgeof things as they are independenbdf his experienceof
them,he hasno leverageagainstwhich to asserthatany particularpropositionis impossible So
this potentialwe aretalking aboutis a prescriptiveattitudefrom which to move forward, not a
description of things as they are.

If a manassertghata propositionis impossiblebasedmerelyon his prejudice what he so often
mistakenlycalls his intuition, this alsois of coursebogus.For, sincehe is limited to his own
orbit of experienceandhasnoimmediateaccesgo theworld asit is in itself, independenof his
perceivingor intuiting it, any claimsfrom his so-calledintuition are merely a repetitionof the
fallacy mentionedabove .Havingno accesdo theworld asit is, independendf his experiencef
it, he has no way to compare his intuitions of how it seems it ought to be to how it is.

Now somesaythereis a classof propositionsthat we mustsay are impossible,i.e. thosethat
areself-contradictoryThis line of thinking holdsthata propositionsuchas"The manboth exists
andat the sametime doesnot exist" cannotpossiblybetrue, for it defiesthelaw of the excluded
middle B wherebysomethingmust either be or not be. The claim that such self-contradictory
claimsarenecessarilffalsestill bleedsfrom the samefallacy asbefore.For suchlogical notions
as the excludedmiddle, soundas they undoubtedlyfeel to us internally, are still groundedin
intuitions found in experienceWhile it is soothingto the individual to havefaith that his logic,
derivedfrom hisintuition, is right, he hasno way to comparehis intuitions to conditionsasthey
are independent of his experience.

Now thereis anotherargumentfor impossibility that is equally false. It is the argumentfrom
definition B consideredby logiciansto be foundationalto truth. This is called analyticity. For
instancethe term"an immortalman"is deemeddy logiciansto describeanimpossiblecreature
becausehe definition of theword "man” includesmortality. But this definition of menasmortal
is merely a regurgitationof the definerOpastexperience®f men.Whatif therewere menthat
theindividual hadnevercomein contactwith thatwereimmortal?Not havingexperiencedhem,



the individual would not havecountedthemin his definition. His definition is thus objectively
vacuousbtelling us everythingaboutthe definerOassumptionsboutthings and nothing about
thingsastheyare.Wordsaremereplaceholders$or beliefsbasedn experiencenotacompasso
truth about things as they are.

If a logician continuesto protestthis point on the sheargravitas of analyticity (the power of
definition), immortal men could be renamed'men prime," placatingthe logician with his own
self-styledconventionof attachingassumptionso signs(words).By sucha simplechildOgame
the logicianOsoncernsarerecycledto the oblivion from which they emerged proving thatthe
semanticistives in his own hall of mirrors. ThelogicianOsotion of truth is attachedexclusively
to his limited experienceand bearsthe fig leaf of gentlemanlymannerismsThe only thing that
definitionstell usis the supposition®f the definer,nothingabouttheworld asit is in itself. Thus
all thatis knownby definition is definition. We certainlycannotinform ourselvesnetaphysically
from them.

If alogiciansays,"It is not possiblethatthereis animmortalmandueto my choserdefinition of
theword man,by which | includeonly thosemenwho dieGheis not sayinganythingsubstantive
about the world beyond his experience by which we include his experienceof words and
definitions.And it is preciselythis world asit is independentf experiencehatwe areseekingto
describelLogic is merelymannerf speakingvithout contradictionboftenformalized.Manners
of speechdo notandcannotimpugnthefactthat,giventhelimitation of our experienceall things
remainpossibleirrespectiveof words. So analyticity (loading definitions into words and then
derivingthosedefinitionsfrom thosewords)bringsusno closerto comparingour experiencavith
reality.

Now thereis anothersemanticobjectionto thefactthat,giventhelimits of thescopeof individual
experience, all things remain possible. It is sort of a pun. It goes as follows.

If all propositionsare possiblethenit follows thatthereis at leastone propositionthat is not
possible.That propositionwould be thatDit is not possiblefor thereto be anythingimpossible.
And if there is at least one thing that is not possible, then it is false that all things are possible.

While this sounddike a fair objectionto the propositionthatall thingsarepossible,in factit is
merely an entertaining abuse of words.

A logicianwill readily seethatoncethis argumenis statedformally, andthe doublenegativeis
canceled, it merely reiterates that all things are possible.

It is retpossible that there is at least one proposition thaeigossible.
Reduces to:
It is possible that there is at least one proposition that is possible.

Reduces to:



At least one proposition is possible.
Enough said.

Thereis yet anotherway that peoplejustify their assumptionsboutwhatis andis not possible.
It is modallogic. In this formal languagecertainconditionsare deemedoossibleandothersare
deemednot possible.However,the criterion that is usedto assignpossibility to conditionsis
the imaginationof the logician. Thus modal logic presupposeshat the logician'simagination
is the paragonof all possibility. But this assumptiorabouthumanimagination,asthe criterion
for possibility, has no justification. If there was ever a game that logicians played without
implications outside of logic it is modal logic.

Possibility is not the samething as probability. Probability is a quantifiableattribute of world
eventsPossibility,ontheotherhand,cannotbe quantified,nor canpossibilitybe saidto be strong
or weak.Note thatif, given the limits of humanexperienceandimagination,all thingsremain
potentially possible,and sincepossibility cannotbe quantifiedor comparedn termsof relative
weaknes®r strengththenany claimsof possibility are necessarilytrivial claimsbthatis, they
haveno actualworld implicationsandtell us nothingthat wasnot known. And if possibility is
ubiquitous and trivial than nothing substantive can be derived from it.

We have established four facts then:

=

Individuals only ever have access to their own individual experience.

2. Given the limit of the scopeof individual experienceall things remain potentially
possible.

Given that possibility is ubiquitous, it is trivial.

Since possibility is trivial, nothing certaincan be derivedfrom humanguessingat the
nature of things as they are independent of experience.

Hw

Theseareactualfacts.Fromthesefour establishedacts,it would atfirst blushseemto follow that
we couldnotderiveanythingatall aboutconditionsindependentf our experiencesitherthrough
observationjntuition, or inquiry. And sincewe haveonly theseat our disposal,we canknow
nothing at all.

It is explainedalreadythat the propositionthat all things are possibleis not meantto be a
descriptionof things as they are, but rather an admissionof the human condition of being
helplesgo discoverhowtheyare.lt is a prescriptiveattitude ,not a descriptionof conditions.This
admissionof mind, this completesurrenderingand giving up of the old modesof thinking Bin

termsof imaginationjnvention,pretensionpresumptionprejudice claimsof intuition (whichare
mostoftenreally a meresenseof familiarity), claimsof commonsensgwhich arereally relative
subjectivesensations)consensudpgic, definitions,languagegames possibility,impossibility
giving all this up honestlyand completelymarks preparednestor the attitude of thoughtand
feeling thatis the prerequisitefor embarkingupontrue andfruitful inquiry, the pathof dnyana
marga This prerequisitecleansingof the mind of the methodsof falseimaginationarerequired



beforediscernmentanbegin,i.e. the gradualmaturationof discriminationbetweernhefalseand
the real.

Coupledwith this abandonmenof old false practicesijt is imperativeto retainthe open-handed
attitudeto receivethe graceof truth from a previouslyunexpectedngleb nay evento expectit
andbeimpatientfor it. If therewerenotavenue®f inquiry left to thehonesthumanspirit, thenall
individual seekingwould be pointless. And the immediateimplication of this would be absolute
nihilism B the spiritual death of man.

Fortunatelyfor the life of man,not all thingsare possible not evenfrom the perspectiveof the
individuallockedin hissolipsistinterpretatiorof reality with nowayto comparat to theobjective
world. Fortunately,for the life of man, thereis exactly ONE propositionthat is known with
absolute certainty, and its negation is not possible by any argument.
It is that, from the point of view of any individual, it is necessarily true and obvious that

5. The percept presents itself as it does.
What this meansis that the movie screenof experiencgsensationemotion,thoughts)presents
itself to the individual, howeverconditionedt mayor may not be,andby whateverconditioning
factors might be active in its presentation, as it does.

In other words, "This (pointing to what appears to be my world and thoughts) is how it appears.'

That cannotpossiblybe diminished.It is anindisputableunconditionalfact for the individual B
the only unconditional fact that the individual has.

Everything else is a mere guess.



Chapter Two: The objective and the subjective

Soif theindividual is limited to this solipsism,a bubbleof personalexperiencethenhow can
he determineanythingat all? How canhe evenguessat anythingbeyondit? How, for instance,
would he even have guessed about the frequencies of radiation causing his sight perception?

Fortunatefor the individual, it is generallyagreedthat thereare hints within the scopeof his
experiencasto its cause While he cannotgetoutsideof his own experienceo directly perceive
the objectiveworld, a man canexaminehis individual experiencanore closely for cluesto its
nature.

Theprinciple cluethatsomethingmoreis going on thansolipsismarethetwo typesof properties
that a human being can find in his experience D called the primary and secondary qualities.

First let's look at the secondary qualities and see how early thinkers discovered their presence.

A medievalphilosophethasafever.He liesin bedashis wife caresfor him. In themorningheis
hot, perspiring.The bedis soakedHe stripsto his undershirtJays ontop of his beddingba cold
towel on his forehead.

Laterthat sameday he finds himself shiveringwith cold, calling out meeklyto his belovedwife
for more covers through chattering teeth.

WhathaschangedNot theair in thehouse Nor hashis bodybecomecolder.Ratherthe apparent
changeof temperatureés in theman.lIt is not objective.lt is subjectivebfrom the point of view of
the subject.

He recoversfrom the fever, having learnedan important lesson. The sensationof the air
experiencedhroughthe mediumof the skin, nervesandbrainis notthetemperaturef theair. It
is arepresentationf it which, whensick, fails to deliver properly.Evenwhenheis well now, he
recognizeghatit is nottheair on his skinthathefeels,but his mind'srepresentationf something
he cannot directly feel or analyze.

An automobilenventoris standingwith astopwatchobservingwo carsracearounda smalltrack.
Beforethe racebegan,as the driversthrottled their enginesthe pitch of the engineshad been
consistentBut now asthe carsapproachon the track the inventor noticestheir pitch is higher.
Thenassoonasthey passhim the pitch drops.As an inventor he knowsthat the sourceof the
pitch, the speedof the pistonsfiring, remainsconsistent.The pitch that he hears,then, is not
primarily asoundof pistonsatall. It is arepresentatioof theirvibration,takinginto consideration
the Doppler effect.

Graduallymencometo recognizehatsensealata,i.e. thatwhichis broughtto themby thesenses,
is subjectivelt is relativeto thereferencdrameof the observerthe conditionof his organs state



of mind, laws of physics, etc. Subjective qualities are always relative.

The realfacts,i.e. the objectivedata,are thosefactsthat are not relative and remainconsistent
when measured.Theseare invariably only describablein terms of geometryand ratios. For
instancethe speedof soundat sealevelis a measurableatio of distanceto time, i.e. 340.29m /

s. This law neverchangesevenif it appeargo changefrom a particularinertial referencdrame

of theobserverTheseobjectivequalitiesarecalledthe primaryqualities. Theyarecalledprimary
because they are first in the causal chain between objective world and subjective experience.

So, summingup, it is assumedhat secondaryqualities are how the body representgo itself
the primary qualities.In otherwords, throughthe mediationof the centralnervoussystem,the
individual experiences the primary qualities as secondary qualities.

Chapter Three: Why not worry?

Now a seriesof concerngnight arise.How, if we only havethis paltry accesgo our own private
experienceganwe besureof anyof thisaboutprimaryandsecondaryualities”How dowe know
we arenot all alone?Are we not lockedinto a limited solipsism?Did we not first asserthatwe
are only guessing?

Yes, it is all just guessing.Given the patheticlimitation of the scopeof personalexperience,
locked into the mediationof our nervoussystems,nothing is certain. Not eventhat we have
nervous systems.

These are some of the concerns that philosophers have raised:

¥ How do we know there are truly other minds?

¥ How dowe know we arenQdisembodiedrainsin atankhookedto a computerfed false
appearances electronically by a mad scientist?

¥ How do we know our logic aboutthe primary and secondaryqualitiesis right, when
it is alreadyestablishedhat intuitions usedto form logic haveno genuinejustification
independent of experience of them?

These are all good questions, but no reason to worry.



If you seewhereyou arein the
diagramto the left, you will see
why it is sohardto graspwhatis
going on.

The seeming intractability of

suchproblemsis causedby the
fact thatyou canneverdiscover
the sourceof the perceptin the
perceptdueto the way you are
situated in relationship to it.

Plato describedthis as a cave,
and from this come numerous

mysticalphilosophiesuchasEmanationismilluminationism,etc. In this chartwe simply update

the metaphoiinto a moremodernform Btakinginto accountclu

eswe know now thatwe did not

know then, such as quantifiable natural laws. The principles remain the same.

But there's no harm in addressing some of these concerns.



How do we know therearetruly otherminds?Whenyou dream,no oneevertells you anything
true you didn't alreadyknow. It is impossiblebecausan a dreamyou are the only mind and
containall thereis worth knowing, eventhe contentsof the apparenthermindsin the dream.
Life is different. In life, peopleconstantlytell you thingsyou neverguessedYou cango and
confirm thesethings. You canproveto yourselfthat othershave mentalcontentthat you don't
have. So you can't be the only mind.

Theideathatyou might be a disembodiedrainin avat, fed electronssimulatingsenselataby a
mad scientist,is interestingasa narrative but not very interestingphilosophically.The scenario
assumeshatmuchof the contentof the brainOgxperiences

in fact correctbthatthereareotherminds(the scientist) that
therearecomputersthatbrainsarebrainsandthescientisthas

a body with a brain, that at leastone other personhas had

similar ideasto the brainOgthe computemprogrammer) This

whole idea presupposeshat the world beyondthe brainOs

experiencés muchlike thatexperienceBut notecarefullythe

absenceof profundity in the scenario. Beyond being a

somewhanhovel paranoiacstory aboutthe kinds of tricks that

might be playedon usoutsideour rangeof view, the scenario

is strangelyincurious aboutthe more interestingquestions,

suchashow the scientistknowsthatthereis a world outside

his experience?And so forth. Regrettably,bad things do

occasionallyhappen,and sometimeshey happenin placeswe canOsee.But suchimaginative
scenariosrenotrightly calledphilosophical Theyaremereamusementby peoplewho havenot
yet developed much intellectual discrimination.

How do we know our logic aboutthe primary andsecondarygualitiesis right, whenit is already
establishedhatintuitionsusedto form logic haveno surejustificationindependentf experience
of thoseintuitions? From a purely intellectual point of view we simply donOtThe way that
contemplativedavetraditionally dealtwith their own limitationsis to seeka teacheror examine
the testimonyof scriptures.Plato learnedfrom SocratesAristotle from Plato. Socrateswas a
master Spiritualinquiry divorcedfrom respecbf the perfectmastersandthe Avataris barrenand
boundto be fruitless and frivolous. Shankaranterpretedthe UpanishadsMeher Babalearned
from UpasniMaharaj,Maharajfrom SaiBaba.Thereis no beinga maverickonthepathof gnosis.

Someonencewrote to MeherBabaabouta scientistwho waskeepinga monkeybrain alive by
feedingit bloodfrom adonormonkeyin agrotesquandcruelmannerHe claimedthis provedthe
soulof themonkeywasin thebrain. Thiswasin 1967.Babaaskedhatthescientistbe senta copy
of GodSpeakandthathewrite to himimmediately. Thecorrespondendeasnot survived.Thisis
all I canthink of to say.Onecanonly readGod Speaksthe Vedas,the scripturesof the great
traditions,or seeka masterdirectly. All this thatl am writing, right or wrong, is in oneway or
anothermno morethanan interpretationof God Speakswith an eyeto sheddinglight on certain
scientific and metaphysicalpoints, and integrating those points into a cohesive spiritual
metaphysics that might be of use to others.



The aim of dnyanais different from what people ordinarily call intellectual inquiry. While
logic seeksto distinguishtruth from falsity, the path of gnosisseeksto distinguishthe real
from the illusory B knowledgefrom delusion.The first relies most heavily on inferencefrom
axioms,but in the path of gnosisinferenceis only one provisionaltool in a lengthy processof
excavatingandeliminatingself-deceptionThe pathof gnosisalsousegheheartin choosingwvhat
testimony(suchaswhat masteror religiousscripture)to trustthatgoesbeyondits axioms,andit
discriminatesn the kinds of observationandjudgmentst shouldrely on, andwhatit relieson
themfor. In its questfor thetruthdnyanamarga(the pathof gnosis)remainssuspiciousf its own
judgment® neverideologicalaboutits methodsor axiomsasin the caseof logic divorcedof the
heart.

Summingup, the pathof gnosisrequiresa kind of sheddingratherthanacquiring,of imagination.
It works by respecffor the teacherpbservationself-examinationreleaseof falsethinking once
recognizedD ratherthan by empty proofs basedon axioms.It is an unearthingof the essential
throughthe gradualremovalof the unessentialin stagesTruth, in its traditionalworldly sense,
is derived by unexaminedntuitions. For this reasonit has beencalled Ouncritical.@ut true

knowledge,i.e. gnosis,is uncoveredoy the seekellike the pealingof an onion, which amounts
to the gradualrefinementof the intuitions by recognitionand purgationof hallucinations As the

mind is purgedthe intuitions grow finer, analogiedbbecomesubtler,and eventuallyit is hardfor

the logicians, working uncritically and like automatons, to keep up.

Very often this leavesthe logiciansno choicebut to judge the mystic, who hasfiner thinking
than himself, in a poor light, as the one who is superstitious,obtuse, mysterious,or less
epistemologicallyigorous.The oppositeis true, but only by experiencas this understoodThe
logiciandealsalmostentirelywith projectionsof his own egobandis disingenuousvith himself.
Thednyan ontheotherhand,honestlyseekdo overcomehis projectionsby graduallydiscerning
and overcoming his own fabrications, and thus conquering ignorance.



Chapter Four: Is there a me?

Most famouswesternphilosophersare really not very good. Therewas a very famousFrench
philosophernamed RenZ Descartes RenZ Descarteshad a lot of trouble distinguishing his
assumptiongrom what he really knew. This is all the worsebecauseat washis intentionto do
exactly that.

Onenight Descartestayedup late andmeditatedon his thoughts He
thenaskedhimselfwhathe wasreally certainof. His intentionwasto
slough off all his presuppositions and begin fresh upon solid ground.

He noticed that he could see the room, and ruminated that this

appearancmightbeatrick beingplayedonhim by anevil demonand

hewouldn'tbethewiser.Sohe determinedhathe couldinfer nothing

from his experiencewith absolutecertainty beyondthat he hadit

muchaswe havepreviouslysaid. Thenhe turnedhis attentionto his

linguistic thoughtstrying to examinethemwith the samehonestythat
hehadaffordedtheroom.But whenit cameto hislinguisticthoughtsDescartesameto somevery
odd conclusions.

Whenhe examinedhis thoughts Descarteslecidedthat, at the very least,he knewthathe wasa
mind havingthesethoughtsHe hadthethoughtthatsinceheexperiencedhinking, therehadto be
a thinker (sincethinking implies a thinker), and this thinker hadto be him. Thus he wrote his
famous cogito, "I think, therefore I am."

Actually, for all his goodintentions,assumptionglungto Descartedgntellectlike barnacleso a
ship lost in the fog.

Whencontemplatinghoughtsthereis no reasonn the world to supposdbeyondideology)that
you are causing them. That thinking implies a thinker is a mere convention of speech.

If Descartesiadwantedto strip himselfof his assumptiondyewould havedonebetterto become
a painterthan a philosopher.For philosophersare takenin by their beliefs,and cannotdetach
themselves from thoughts enough to simply observe them impassively.

Whatdo| seewhenl look atmy thoughts? seemuchthe samesortof phenomenasl dowhenl
look attheroom.With eyesopenl seeakaleidoscope call "color" andto certainformsof color |
assigrnwordslike "chair" and"window." To suchwordsl furtherassignusessuchas"sitting" and
"staring."So,really speaking) seeonly thoughtsbcolors,words,anddefinitionsbBthe contentof
my mind with eyes open. It is all a game of giving name to form.

Now whenl closemy eyes,| seediffuse picturesandhearadiffusevoice. Throughthebeliefthat
there is a me who has a voice, | assign my name to this voice.



Now | call all thisthatl see,with eyesopenor closed,my perceptlt is a gestalt,which takenall
together call theworld. It is justby virtue of namingthatl seesomeof it asrealthings,someas
dreamtthings,someasideas,someassoundsandsoforth. So,really speakingandl meanreally
speaking, | see thoughts through the veil of thoughts through the veil of thoughts.

But| canfind nothinkeratall in anyof it. | canfind no sourceof eitherthoughtswith eyesopenor
thoughts with eyes closed in their field.

Whereis its origin? | have no way to determineit for certain. From where doesit spring?
Obviouslythe samequestioncanbe askedof its owner.Whosethoughtsarethese?So far they
aren't telling me.

Unlike Descartes| recognizemy ideaof myself (as somethingindependenbf the percept)for
what it is B simply another thought found in the percept.

| most certainly cannot,in good consciencegclaim all the various things that Descarteshas
claimed,e.g.thatheis amind havingthoughtsthatGodis anothemgreatemind, thatGodis good
by definition, that beinggood God cannotdeceivehim, thusthe world hasto be real, etc. How
does he make this stuff up?

| only seethat thereis 'this' andit presentsasit

does.l canonly openmy eyesand armsand say
truthfully, "It presentsthusly.”" How can| guess
where it arisesfrom or to whom? The perfect
masterUpasniMaharajoncesaidthateverythingin

this world is good simply becauseit appears
spontaneouslyCan | be so vain as to contradict
him?

Somesaythatwherethereis a percepttheremustbesomeoneeeingt. It is saidalso,wherethere
is smokethereis fire. Thiswitnessor fire is calledthe Absolute theUnmovedMover, the Creator,
theLight, andGod Almighty. Beinginfinite, it is said,thewitnesshasinfinite namesit is saidby
afew thatl amin Him, andHe is in me.If | amamind asDescartesays thenl amGodO#ens.
The proponents of advaita say that | am not the real witness, but neither are we two.



Chapter Five: Explaining the quality distinction

The artist who did this painting was namedHenri Rousseau.
According to my father, Lyn Ott, Henri Rousseauwas a
primitive artist,which meanshe hadno formal educationin art
and was self-taught.He was also a customsofficer. One day
Rousseausaid of Picasso'spaintings, which he could not
understand;Picassaand| arethetwo mostimportantpainters,
me in the modernstyle b and him in the Egyptianstyle." My
father used to laugh and laugh.

Similarly therearetwo mainexplanationgor
human experience, the evolution of
consciousnesas explainedby Meher Baba
andall mysticsbeforehim, andthe deusex
machinaexplanationA deusexmachina(lit:
god from the machine)was a method of
solving story problems in ancient Greek
theatre.Whenthe writer couldn'tthink of a
way to solveall the plot problemsat theend
of thestoryhewould arrangeto havea crane
lowerin astonestatueof agod.Thenthegod
b someonehidden from the view of the
audiencespeakingfor the statue would
magicallysolveall theproblemsTo thisday
the termrefersto an artificial or improbable
deviceresolvingthe difficulties of a plot, a
cheap seemingly magical solution to a
problem, or an unexpected solution for someone in a hopeless situation.

Firstunderstandhe deusex machinaexplanationof experienceTakeanindividual,amanor an
elephantHow dowe explainhowits experiencarisedn it asit doeswith primaryandsecondary
gualities?Easy.We hypothesizean invisible, odorless,untestablejndescribablenert material.
Now we definethisinertinvisible undetectablenaterialas"the cause.'By definingit thisway,the
inert somethings by definition the causeof everythingincluding experienceThat'sit. Problem
solved. 1tOs impossible to refute.

Theonly problemwith this machina(in the moderncasebmatter)is thatwe areleft still with the
machinato explain, along with how it causesexperience Whereaswe beganwith only our
experience to explain, we wound up with our experience and its explanation, matter, to explain.

The moderndeus ex machinatheory is of coursematerialism.It is impossibleto mount a
refutationof materialismbecauseét hasno argumentof its own to refute. It offersno accountof



itself. Thatis why | sayit is a deusex machina.lt works by magicif anythingat all andis
entirely unsatisfying.lt is a cheapsolutionthat leavesone stupefiedand thirsting for answers.
Like Tinkerbelle it only lives if you clap your hands and believe.

Materialismis appealingto somewho poseas contemplativegreciselybecauseof its magical
nonsensicahuality. It works becauseyou say so. It can't be arguedaboutbecausat hasno
articulation.It causeso concerndecauseét can'tbe understoodlts existencecanObe disputed
because there is no test for its existence. tsus ex machina

In fact, | would write alengthysectionabouthow materialismis supposedo work, sothereader
could examineit, if therewassomethingto write. | did my masterOthesison materialism,and
therejust isnOtAll that can be said is that materialismis the view that thereis an invisible

substratumof matter that you canOsee and the primary qualities like numberinhere in it.

And this archaicenlightenment-erdurn of phraseis believedto somehow(no explanationis

yet forthcoming)explainyour secondaryexperiencecalled Osensdata. Materialismis actually
defined as the belief that Osome day everything will be explained in terms of matter.O

maéteariaalaism -noun

[muh-teer-ee-uh-liz-uhm]

the theory that physical matteris the only reality and that psychologicalstatessuch as emotions,
reason, thought, and desire will eventually be explained as physical functions

(Encarta World English Dictionary © 1999)

Now, besidesnaterialismthereis a secondexplanatiorfor experiencealongwith its dualquality
nature.lt is a process(or evolution) of conditionsthat are found every day operatingin our
experienceand doesnQequire positing a mysteriousinvisible metaphysicakntity. To seehow
process theories work, let's take a look at one in service today.

How did contemporarygeologistsgo aboutguessing
how the continentgyotinto the positionstheyarenow

in? First they examinedthe processeghat can be

foundstill occurringon the Earth,suchasvolcanism,
subductionanderosion.Thenthey measuredherate
of theseongoingprocessedBasedon this information
they extrapolatedhow such processespver a long

period of time, might have causedthe continentsto

take the shapethey now have. This field is called
"plate tectonics.”

Similarly, with a processof evolving consciousness,
we searchwithin our mind for ongoing processes,
such as sight, memory, and apperceptiorb and we
extrapolate backward to a simpler state of these



conditions.

Justasin plate tectonicswe discoverthat once the continentswere unified as the continent
geologistscall Pangaeawe speculatehatindividual perceptionwasonceunified in a statethat
some mystics call the Universal Mind.

Materialismis nota processheorylike theselt is a steadystatetheoryfrom anerawhenthatwas

theonly kind of theorythattherewas.It requiresnventiveimagination,a strongdesireto believe
thatthe conclusionis right regardles®f absencef evidenceandis markedby a lack of genuine
curiosity. It is faith-based®in the sensehatit is groundedn belief without evidence And it is

superfluouslymetaphysicabin thesensedhatit is entirelyimmodesin its relianceon mysterious
unobservedagenciesand entitieswith no clear explanationof their natureor accountof their

declarectausapower.And it is irrationalin thatit offersnojustificationwhatsoevefor its axiom

that matterwill oneday explainexperiencgandeverythingelse),beyonda kind of complacent
timeworn familiarity thatit incorrectly calls "intuition.” The sensatiorthat materialistsascribe
to their intuition is actually the quality that mysticscall grossor ordinary consciousnes® the

baselessensatiorthatsenseobjects(like cupsandsaucersarethe ultimatereality andthattheir

cause must therefore be analogous to them.

Evolution of consciousnesgquiresunflinching honesty,disgustfor complacentacceptancef
thebaselesswillingnessto reexamineassumptionshownto be groundlessgeepobservatiorand
introspection, acceptance of facts as they present themselves, and reason.

Sucha view asthe evolutionof consciousnessanbe intellectually calamitousto the individual

for aperiodof time, becausé demandshatthe contemplativegive up age-oldanddeeplyrooted
beliefs.But the fact that it resolvesriddles materialismcannot,addresseguestionamaterialism
fails evento poseto itself, andis intellectuallyandemotionallysatisfyingto the individual who

contemplates it, offers a great deal of compensation.

There are at least ten questions materialists can't answer.

1. How doesmattercauseexperience?Allusionsto nervoussystemsarea red herringand
avoid the question. Materialists know this.

2. Whatdoesthe theory of matteraccountfor besidesandbeyondwhat supposedlyeally
is real,i.e. matter?DoesnQnaterialismonly accomplistthis featby definingOmatter@s
theonly reality?Whatif thisdefinitionis theresultof awrongbeliefby thedefiner?How
would you know?

3. Howdid or dothenaturallawsevolve?Are theymaterialAf not,whatis theirontological
state7Explain betterwhatyou mean.How do you know?How is this answerconsistant
with materialism?

4. Whatexistedprior to theBig BangNasthis amaterialstateVhetheryesor no, by what

method was this determined?

What prompted the Big Bang to occur?

Is a moment in time for the Big Bang a coherent concept?

2



7. What is time? How did time emerge?Explain the mechanicsby which time arose
precisely, without inventing anything that cannot be observed within or around us.
8. What is space besides Ospace?0
9. What is the logical justification fanodus poner¥s
10. What is the cause of healthy human intuitions, and by what faculty do you know this?

Decadeafter decadematerialismhassurvivedthroughevasion,obfuscationyed herrings,appeal
to consensusappealto authority, straw man,ad hominem,and posturing.Suchmethodsnever
satisfy the heart and mind of a true contemplative.

Chapter Six: "The Matrix" as a depiction of materialism

Somepeoplemistakenlybelievethat the movie OTheMatrixO
depictsa philosophicalposition known asidealism.In fact, it
portrays many of the aspects of materialism.

In the movietwo worlds aredepicted analogougo the dualism
found in materialism.On the one handthereis the world of
senseexperiencgsecondaryjualities)thatNeoenjoyswhenhe
is pluggedinto the computethe pluggingin beinganalogous
to the network of nerves and brain that, according to
materialism,feed us illusions from somewherghe materialist
cannotisolate.At the promptingof Orpheus,Neo experiences
the primary or real world, depictedin the film asa gruesome
parallelduplicateof the sensoryworld of experiencepnly more
hard-coreandolder. Thetwin realworld is distinguishablenly
by Orpheus. Anyone stumbling around wouldnOt be able to tell.

Thisis the view of materialismba confusednotion of a parallelworld analogougo the oneyou

see Whereyou seethe filmOdogic breakdownDvery muchat the point that materialismbreaks
downbis whenNeois freedby beingunhookedrom his patchthatis analogougo his nervous
systemSoheseeslearlywhenhegetsunhookedrom hisownhead(???7?)Thisis like removing
your eyes in order to see properly.

This movie confusesthe dualism of materialismwith mysticism or even Buddhism.In real
mysticismthereis no suchnonsensicatlualism.For the actualmystic,the SupremeRealityis not
analogous to the world of sense experience b but to the witness of things seen.



At best,OTheMatrixOdepictsexperienceof alternatestatesof

consciousnesthat haveonly relatively higherreality, but does
notdepictthe SupremeRealityor first causehatis of interestin

dnyana marga

Theaim of mysticismor margais notto tradeoneform of sense
experiencdor a secondlt is to seeall sensationgsillusions

causedby conditioned mind, and to transcendillusion to

remerge with the all-presiding source.

In the understandin@f the evolutionof consciousnesthereis only oneworld, the oneyou see,
becausehereis nothingto world(s) exceptyour seeinghem.World is createdn theactof seeing
it as such B by how you see. Oh! And you can't unplug your head.

Materialismis a two-world Platonic philosophystrippedof PlatoOsnysticism.In it thereis the
physicalworld you can'tseeunlessyou takea pill Bsignifying becominga philosopherAnd then
thereis the faux world of mereappearancethat the slaveslive in. OTheMatrixOis, in the final
analysis, faux mysticism.

It would be hardto makeaninterestingmovie aboutperceptuakvolutionbecausehereisn'tany
cool otherworld you cangoto Bjustthedumbrealonewe live in until we overcomeheinfluence
of Maya. This is the sensdan which Platointendedthe tied slavesin the caveto be understood.
Theymustuntie themselvespassevenbeyondthe archetypegsanskaral andexit the caveinto
the unified and undifferentiated light of the Absolute Perfection.






Speaking Plainly

Metaphysicss the areaof philosophythatdealswith problemsthatthe humanbrainwasn'treally
createdto understandWhenwe were cavemenand our brainswere evolving, we were dealing
with physicalobjectslike food and water, sticks and stones.So we were born into this world
adaptedo aharshphysicalworld, makingobjectsandcountingbeadsnotfor thefine subtletieof
abstract ideas.

So there is nothing so natural as having trouble with metaphysics for an ordinary man.

But just asthereare finer thoughtsthan merely countingbeads thereare finer facultieslatent
within manthat, in the courseof time, can graduallybe unlockedand put to use. Thesefiner
facultiesdo notevolvein usin thesameway thattheroughersensibilitiesve adoptedo copewith
physicallife did, butratherthesdiner facultieswerealwaysdormantlt is notby evolution,butby
wearingawayof therougherfacultiesthatthesefiner facultiesarerevealedAnd generallythisis a
slow process of wearing away of veils to expose the higher intuitions.

Still, if apersonis interestedandwilling, is sincereanddeterminedandaboveall is honestwith
himself,theunlockingof thesehigherfacultiescanoccurmorequickly to somedegreegvenif the
seekeris very new to the path.For to the degreeof honesty,determinationand concentration,
maturation can be fast or slow.

To this end,of explainingwhatmetaphysicss andgiving a boostto the seeketthatis unfamiliar
with suchissuesandis perhapsntirelylostor confusedby them,| havedevisedwvhatl hopeis an
introduction that is more simple without being simplistic.

We begin by isolating in our thinking what we mean by physical stuff.

To makeit very simple,we cansaythatphysicalstuffis stuff we canputin ajar. We canputrocks
in ajar. We cangrind up big objectsand put the grindingsin several

jars. We could evencloseup a jar andtrap air in it. We could put

anything in a jar so long as we found a big enough jar.

But we can'tput freedomin ajar. It's not thatkind of thing. We can't
put happiness in a jar. We can't put seeing in a jar.

Thesethings that we can't put in a jar are the kinds of things that
metaphysicians think about.

Now, becausehe ordinary humanbrain we all havewas evolvedto
dealmostly with physicalthingsthatcanfit in ajar, whenwe try to
think aboutthingsthataren'tphysicalwe arevery oftenproneto try to



think of thosethingsLIKE theywerethingswe couldfit in ajar. As silly asthissoundst is really
avery importantpoint to gethold of. Considerthis quoteby MeherBabawhereheis expressing
the same point in a little bit different context.

If the mind tries to understandhe spirit independentlyof the heart,it is boundto
useanaloguegrom the materialworld. (Discourses;1967 edition, The Avenuesto
Understanding, p136)

An exampleof applyinggrossanaloguesvhere
they donObelongis a personwho thinks his
seeingcomesout of his eyes and lands on
objects it seesD like old comic strips of
SupermanOseat vision. Such a person is
makingthe mistakeof imaginingseeindike it's
air or water. That'scalled an "analogue."He's
thinking of somethingnonphysicalb seeingb
asif it's "analogous'to physicalstuff. That'sa
problem.| canObveremphasizéiow common
such a problem in thinking is, or how much it impedes progress.

MeherBabawasnot only very smartandknew everything,but he wasalsovery consideratef
wherepeopleareandhow theythink. He knewtheir limitations but alsowantedthemto progress
beyondthesdimits. He knewhow peoplethink, so hetook the thingshe wantedto communicate
andheexplainedhemin awaythatpeoplecouldjustbarelygetif theyreallytried, evenwith their
very physical kind of thinking.

Soto makemetaphysicathingsclearenoughfor peopleto focusonin orderto progressheused
simple analogueghat his devoteescould picture, like dropsandan Ocean,to explainissuesof
spirit and Existence.

But moreprivately,whenBabawantedto takecertainpeopledeepeiinto his gnosis,if theywere
duly preparedas his mandaliwere, he usedfiner, somewhaiessphysical,analogue® but still
things from their experiencethey could relateto. So, for instance,in the Infinite Intelligence
Notebookgakenfrom more private discoursegjiven directly to his early disciples,Babaspeaks
aboutexperiencemore like it is, usingthe word opabhog(meaningenjoymentor taking the
experience of),0 asdnskarasnore as they are B analogous to glasses on the eye.

So the seeingof the shadowor the experiencingof the universeis doneby
his eye accordingto the glasses,.e. subtle and grossforms, that his eye
receivesandtheseglassesreproducedppositeheeyeaccordingo the past
impressions attached on the eye. (Infinite Intelligence)



WereBabato useno analogiesatall from our experiencewe wouldn'thavea cluewhathemeant.

Now, one of the reasonamy own writing in the pastwasdifficult to understands that| often
write in finer analoguer no analoguegrom the physicalworld at all. So, for instance,l will
speakof perceptuakchematgwaysof organizingexperiencepr of the procesf psychological
apperceptionandl will give examplef sensoryprocesseatwork in experienceahatthereader
can discover in his experience by examining its workings, but few or no analogies.

Nothing appearsto be more difficult than when | talk about perception,for perceptionis
somethingl donOunderstandn a discursivelinguistic way, but is ratherintimately familiar to
mein away | canOeasilyarticulate.Sometimed askthe readerto notice his seeing But this is
really confusingfor somereaderdecausgeoplearen'tsureif | meanthethingstheyseelike the
thingsin theroomtheyarein, or somethingelse.Sol explainl don'tmeanthe impressionthey
experiencef thingsin theroom.That,| explain,is theimageor the perceptl meantheactualact
of seeinglike a verb.| havelearnedthroughtrials thatit is hardfor manypeople,but not all, to
hold their perceptionin theirthoughtshisway. As | havesaid,theyareusedto thinking of things
like rocksandwaterandnot at all designedoy natureto think aboutthe act of seeingthe rocks,
divorced from the rocks.

Sothat'swhat'ssohardaboutmuchof my writing. It's thesubjectmatter,notthelanguageOr this
is what | now suspect.

Sonow thatl've explainedall this, the readeroughtto be morethanpreparedor meto explain
some of my most basic ideas D in very broad terms P in simple words.

There really is only perception.

There isn't even someone doing the perceiving.

If there is a seer, it is seeing itself.

If thereis somethingseenit is theresultof the actof seeingbandis nondifferentfrom the seeing
itself.

Now if thereis only perceptionthenit is no contradictionto assumethat there are ways of
perceiving.Justas,if therewereonly running,therewould be no contradictionn sayingthereare

ways of running.

| discernfrom readingBabaOwriting thatthesewaysof perceiving(sanskarasevolveandcollect
to produce an image.

This evolutionof waysof perceiving(sanskarashappendirst in perceptionn its undifferentiated
state of course. For by what manner of perception would it have to be divided?

Now, asthisundifferentiatecstateof perceptiorevolvesjt graduallygivesriseto individual states
of perceptiorcalledatmas which arereally only apparenstatesn theundifferentiatedcausedy



the accumulated ways of perceivirsgiskaras

So,we takethis alwaysfrom the Beginningandmoveforwardto seehow this miracleof theselfOs
apparent emergence takes place.

First, time evolvesin perceptionTime is away of perceiving.Seeinggemporallycauseshingsto
be seen temporally.

Next is space.Spaceis a way of perceiving.Seeingspatially causeghingsto be seenspatially
(with extension).

All natural laws are relations of space and time.

Sonow, relationsof spaceandtime evolveasnewwaysof seeingb andthis is calledtherise of
natural laws.

Natural laws are ways of perceiving b laws of perception.
For example, seen through the law of gravity, things will be seen to fall.

Theselaws of seeingevolvedevenbeforetherewere any Othingst be governedby them,e.g.
gravity evolved as a way of seeing before there was anything to be seen falling.

So if the laws of nature are laws of perception, note the enormous implication:

Scientistscan describeabsolutelyEVERYTHING aboutphysicalobjectsand their motionsin
terms of natural laws. This is not an exaggeration.

Sowhenit is saidthat the naturallaws arereally laws of perceiving,nothingis left out of this
account of physical things seen.

Sospeakingruly Pall thatis (physically)is seeing And all thatis everhappeningphysically)is
seeing and ways of seeing.

All living forms are reducibleto naturallaws, not simply governedby them. Thus arisesin
physical evolution the individual creatures.

Thecreaturej.e. theorganism|js thenthe lensthroughwhich perceptiorbeginsto perceiveasan
individual.

The brain and nervesof the organismevolve further. As it evolvesmoreis seen,heard,smelt.
Soonthinking evolvesvia ways of seeing.Seeingsignsas symbolsgivesrise to words. Seeing
objects through words gives rise to judgments, etc.

So the mental events also are caused by ways of perceiving.



Forexample a manseeinga manthroughthe schemaof rich andpoor,basedn learnedcustoms
of dress and manner, he will see the man as rich or poor.

Now finally manfinds himselfin the world of his experienceywhenall the while his is nothing

but UndifferentiatedPerceptiorthatneverwentanywheresinceit wasneverin spacebbutrather

producedspacein the act of seeingspatially. Perceptionneverreally movedforward in time,

becausdt wasnOin time P but producedtime in the act of seeingtemporally.Perceptionwvas

neverreally conditionedby the laws of nature,becausd’erceptiorproducedthe laws of nature
by seeingin termsof them.Perceptionvasneverreally a thoughtbecausderceptiorproduced
thoughtin the act of seeingthingsassignssymbolically. Perceptionwasnevera thing, because
perception produced things in the act of seeing in terms of name and form.

This is consistentwith Meher BabaOgrinciple book God SpeaksCreationis containedin the
UniversalMind andis sustainedy God seeingit. In jivatma (incarnateman)state,God seeghe
world asanindividual,andthis seeingsustaingheworld for him. In Paramatmg God)state,God,
focuseduponGod,would seeGod,butbeingseeingtself thereis nothingfor Godto perceiveput
only Be. He knowseverythingfor thereis nothingbut Himself to know, andhe is formlessand
colorlessSowhatis thereto know?Whatis thereto see™He simply is. All thatis apparentlyseen
andknownin illusion by manor the UniversalMind is the resultof Maya (trickery of evolving
imagination).

I'll repeat my main thought.
All that is is seeing and ways of seeing.
ThatOs it.

Removethe obstructiongo seeingthe schemataf seeingthe sanskarasandyou seeclearbyou
see your Real Self B by which you see nothing at all. You simply ARE.

Now this mightfrightensomeoneBut Babatells usthatthis stateis a stateof Blissandequipoise,
andnot annihilationof Consciousness husBliss experiencestself asBliss. Whendelusionis
removed sufferingis removed Whensufferingis removedthe Bliss thatwasall alongthere,but
not experienced for it was latent in Unconsciousness, is revealed and never lost.

This notion of the endgameof Creation being the event where God overcomesdelusional
separatiorfrom Himself is the ancientperenniaknowledgeyou will find told in numerousvays
in all mysticaltraditions.In the Westit wasexpressetby the GermarnphilosopheiGeorgHegelin

the expression Spirit meets Spirit.

It is formulatedin so manyways, andthe manywaysit is formulatedcan confusepeopleand
makethemthink therearemanystories.Thereis onestorytold in manyways,from manyangles.

| like my formulationbecauseé think it is accessibleo our modernseeing-orientedcreen-loving



civilization. | evenfind meaningin the fact that so many of Meher BabaOslosestdisciples
were artistsand screenartists.| also take heartthat my book The Evolution of Perception&
the Cosmologyof Substanc€2004) cameout beforel readthe analogiesn Infinite Intelligence
(2005). This gives me hope | am doing some good for someone.

Justso| wouldn'tdie andleavemy daughtemot knowing what her Dad wasdoing B becauset

couldbeprettyhardto determinaf you watchedmebl askedherto memorizethesewords:"The
laws of natureare laws of perceptionb seeingand ways of seeing."In a real sensejtOsreally
thatsimple.l hopelOnright. How canl know until | havethe experienceof Reality?But these
thoughts encourage me to believe there is a Reality.

To makethis idea that the laws of natureare laws of perceptionwork brilliantly to explain
experiencaccuratelyandcompletelyaswe receiveit, it wasimportantto proposeanexplanation
for howtherecanbetheobjectiveworld andat the sametime our ownindividual experiencef it,
whichis alittle differentfor eachpersonlt wasveryimportantto explainthis. Evenmaterialism
cannot explain this. It just waits for an explanation.

To do this it wasimperativeto formulatethe problemperfectlyb explainingwhy therearetwo
kinds of qualitieswe observewhen we look at things. There are facts that are the samefor
everyonelike relative measuregeometry,and naturallaws, andthingsthat are a little different
for everyonesuchashow thingsfeel, taste andhow we judgethem.We hadto explainhow there
were both "objective" facts and "subjective" facts.

This involved explaining how the two kinds of facts evolved, one from the other.
To explainthis | positeda processthat | now think is more easily understoodrom studying

diagramghanwords.| myselfstudiedthe centralchartsin God Speakdor years.| havethe main
chart framed in my living room and have literally studied it.



Explainingthechartabove:Theobjectivefacts(samefor everyonevho measurethem)arein the
singularUniversalMind, while the subjectivefacts(moreor lessuniquefor eachpercipientwho
looks at them)arein the individual minds. The individual mindsare containedn the Universal
Mind, accountingfor the fact that the objectiveand subjectiveexperienceare compossibleand
explainingwhy theindividual hasaccesso bothbthe subjectiveuponlooking, the objectiveif he
checks closer and thinks.

Anotherway to say this, and more accuratealso, is that the individual minds are conditioned
individually, andthe UniversalMind is conditionedin a singlestableway by the laws of nature.
Sinceall individual minds are containedin the UniversalMind (or more accuratelysupervene
upon the natural laws containedin the Universal Mind), they sharethe conditioning of the
UniversalMind Bthuseachindividual continuedo seea persistenandstableobjectiveworld. But
theydo not sharetheir individual conditioning(unlessthey do so by culturalaccident).This then
accountdor the apparenibjective(stable)b subjective(relative) distinctionfound in ordinary
human experience.

Therearemanyfascinatingimplicationsto all of this. Oneof the mostinterestingis thatit turns



outto beanoriginalidea.No oneat Harvard,Stanford,Cambridgepr Oxford hasthoughtof this.
Thereason knowthatis thatthreeof my professorsverefrom Harvard,onewasfrom Stanford,
onefrom Cambridgeanda friend studiedphilosophyat Oxford. Plus| studiedphilosophybooks
written at all theseplaces.There'sno suchthing asArkansasphilosophy,sol didn't havemuch
choice.

Now whenl readinfinite Intelligencel wasdelighted thoughnotsurprisedto learnthatBabahad
usedsomeof the sameanalogieghat| did Bthe movie projector,the projectionist,the lensesof
glasssignifying the sanskaraor conditioningon the mind. Sonow | am pretty confidentthat I
am not far off the mark.

But, like | said, this is difficult. If peoplefeel more comfortablewith otheranalogiedike the
Oceanand dropsthen they should not worry. Babagavethemtoo. For all I know my ideas
could do peopledamageby confusingthem. So choosewhatOsight for you using your own
discrimination. Baba is perfect. IOm absolutely positive IOm not.

| see twelve hopeful things about this model.

1. Understoodoproperly andin its entirety this ideaexpressedn my chartsandwriting givesa
lucid accounffor theevolutionandapparenpresencef time, spaceandthefixed reliablenatural
laws. Prior to this therewasno explanatiorat all. That'svery exciting. Whenl wastwelve years
old | burieda time capsuleon the Meher Spiritual Centerthat containeda letter titted ONoteto
futurescientists.™aybenow | havesomethingo tell them.Thetime capsulés still there by the
way.

2. This idea explains gravity in a metaphysicallysimpler way than the General Theory of
Relativity and certainly simpler than String Theory. It has Olessnoving partsCas one kindly
reviewerof my book oncewrote on Amazon.And metaphysicasimplicity, lessmoving parts,is
the criterion science uses for choosing theories. It's called "Occam's Razor." That's exciting too.

3. This idea, whenfleshedout asit is in my book, accountsfor numerousthings that no one
couldexplainbefore, suchasthe ontologyof mathematicsgolor perceptiontheriseof thehuman
psyche etc.

4. As of this writing, the most progressivetheory of languagewas developedby linguist and
socialphilosopheNoamChomsky.In my book| explainwhy my own theoryof languagewhich
falls naturally out of my idea, actually succeedsn accountingfor the rise of language while
ChomskyOfails to correctly isolate the centralissueand thus necessarilyfails as an account.
That's extremely exciting for linguists.

5. Thisideacanaccountor whatis calledthe primary-secondarguality distinctionin philosophy
without havingto proposeanunobservablsubstancéike otherphilosophersiavebeenforcedto
in the past.This meansthat the systeml proposeis (perhapssomewould think ironically) less
metaphysical than materialism.



6. Thisideaexplainsthe speedf light without producingparadoxesEinstein'sparadoxesrethe
causeof scientism,which | argueis one of the six plagueson modernintellectualthoughtand
development.

7. Mostimportantto me, this ideais completelyconsistentvith the teachingsof MeherBaba,as
well as Advaita Vedanta and llluminationism.

8. Thisideaexplainseverything(both physicalandmentalobjects)without postulatinganything
newto explain.Materialism,on the otherhand,wastotally incapableof explainingtime, space,
naturallaws, or humanconsciousnesst couldn'tevenexplain how matterarisesor evenwhat
they meantby matterbesidesOthatwhich is real.OMatter createsa useful model for physical
chemistry butlittle else.Similarly, Ptolemaicastronomy(theold Earthbasedsolarmodel)is still
useful for nautical navigation. Models ought not be confused with reality.

9. This idea produces a far more elegant and robust theory of money. | show this later on.

10. This theoryobviatesnumeroudiffuse othertheories supplantinghemwith a single unified
theory.

11. This theory,asfar asit goes,hasno looseendsthat anyonehasbeenableto determine.lt
explainseveryquality of experienceboth actualandpotential by explainingit awayasa way of
perceiving,or perceptuakchemagvenitself asa theory.The only thing it cannotexplainaway
is theunified perceiverj.e. God. Yet is doesthis without makinga secondzat(reality) outsideof
God, which would contradictGodOsmnipresenceThusit is completelyconsistentjf different,
as far as | know, with the few mystical schools that Meher Baba upheld without qualification.

12. This idea explains everything while positing nothing. Thus, given Occam'sRazor and
extrapolatingt to its ultimateconclusion this ideais the ultimateidea. Thusto my mind it must
be nearly true.

Now is Godreallyjustperception? don'tknow. | don'tthink so.Whatl gatheris thatsuchaview
would be closer to Buddhism than Advaita Vedanta.

But perceptionsomethingwe takefor grantedeverydaythoughwe cannotseeit, is the closest
thing we canfind in our own daily waking lives to whatspirit is Dif it is not spirit itself. | once
wrote that perception is not consciousness but we enjoy our consciousness as perception.

If Godis morethanhis creativeandimpulsiveimaginationl havenowayto know, butl doubtthat
He existsapartfrom his nature.And creativeandimpulsiveimagination,i.e. creatingby seeing,
is his nature.| think of this impulsive and creativeimaginationthat we enjoy as GodOswn. |
guessthat'slike sayingl think God is imaginationandbeyondimagination.He is the imaginer,
theimagined,andbeyondthedistinction.He is incomprehensibleyut not asincomprehensiblas
matter.






Seeing Through and Seeing As

Below is a visual metaphoricaimodelof my ideaof a processof perceptionasdescribedn my
book, TheEvolutionof Perception& the Cosmologyf SubstanceThis model(andthetheoryin
my book) explainswhatis knownin philosophyas"the primarysecondaryuality distinction." It
alsogivesanaccountfor experiencehatis missingfrom contemporarymodelsof reality based
on the corpusculartheory of reality that is fashionablein westernphilosophyat the moment.
Finally, andperhapsnostimportantly,it entailsa view thatwe areall fundamentallyof onecloth
metaphysically, a view which, in my opinion, has powerful ethical implications.

It may help to understandhat my backgroundis in cinemaand philosophy.l have beena
projectionist,a cameraassistant,have a degreefrom U.S.C. film school and a mastersin
philosophy.Thus it should be little surprisethat | adopta cinematic metaphorto explain a
philosophical theory of perception.

Think of perception as light. Call it "the light of consciousness." This light is all that is.

If we wantto speakof Godwe would saythatGodis this light Bthelight of consciousnes3.his
light doesn'haveconsciousnes#t is consciousnes# doesn'haveimaginationlt isimagination.

What but imagination can imagine? What but consciousnesgan be conscious?What but
perception can perceive? Nothing. Nothing. Nothing.

Now usethis analogy.Godimagineswaysof seeing statesof consciousnesd.iken these'ways
of seeingto lensesGodimaginesensesandthroughtheseimaginedlensesseesBut whatdoes
he see’AVhatis the objectof his perceptionight Bbecausehereisn'tanythingelse.ThusGod
is bothprojectorandcameraHe seesnothingbut himselfthroughhis imaginedlensesHe is both
whathe seegworld) andwhathe doesnot see(witness).He is both what he takeshimselfto be
(body)andbeyondwhathetakeshimselfto be. Thereis nothingthatGod (light of consciousness)
iS not.

WhenGodlooksthroughhislensheseesnly thelight thathe projects And eventhelensthrough
which the world is formed andthroughwhich God is informed are nothing but figmentsof his
imagination, thus not divided from himself.

Whatreally existsin the absoluteand eternalsenses the light. The percept(forgedin the light
castethroughthelenses)s illusionNan ephemeraligmentof God'simagination.Yet thisillusion
is not separatdrom God, nor independendf him. Justas a dreamis not really separatdrom
the dreamemor independentf the dreamer.Thereis nothing but the light. Thus,illusion and



reality bothareof God.Godis tooinfinite to bedisplacedy thatwhich he createut of himself,
whether real or imagined.

He who knows everything displaces nothing. (Meher Baba)

Now think of a projector. For we are going to discuss the formation of things perceived.

The projectorhaslensesTheyarenothingbut light (God'simagination)but throughtheselenses
theworld formsin thelight asappearance§odseeghelight he projectsfrom himself, casteinto
forms through the lenses. Being the light, God is really sediimgelfas all these forms.

To understandhis we mustunderstandhelensesandwhattheyformin theworld of appearances.

Thefirst lensthatformsin God'simaginationis time. And afterit comesspaceAnd throughtime
andspacewe havethe potentialfor the distinctionsof before-and-aftehackward-and-forward.
But the sourceof thelight (the spectatorGod)is really locatedbackwith the projectorwherethe
light source is. The source or spectator is not really "in" time or space.

Time and space(lensesin the imaginationof God) do not really ever materializeexceptin
appearancesothelight (spectatori.e. God) neverreally entersinto theworld of time andspace,
for time andspaceare merelyimaginedwaysof seeing.Likewise the dreamerof a dreamnever



really entershis dream.But from the point of view of the mind of God thatis immersedin his
illusion (in the form of man) he finds himself convincingly in the world of time and space.

We areensconcedh thedimensionghatarisein the perceptasaresultof thesdensesThusthey
conditionour mindsandexperiencesSoif we ask,"ls Godhereor there;is henow or then?"the
real answer is that he precedes as imaginer all such imagined distinctions.

Now we canusethis analogyof the projectorto seenowtheworld forms,andespeciallyto explain
whatis calledin philosophythedistinctionbetweerthe objectiveworld (samefor everyonesuch
asthe fixed formulaof gravity F=Gm1m2y2) andthe subjectiveworld (a little differentfor each
observer).

We accountfor this differencewith the orderof thelensesWhenwe understandhe sequencef
thelenseswe seewhy we find this objectivesubjectivequality distinction. Theanswelliesin the
order of the lenses.

Each lens forms the raw material for the
next distinction. For examplenaturallaws
are merely variationson pure relations of
time and spaceandthe body of a man (or
animal) is merely variations of pure
relations of natural laws.

Studythe pictureabove.ln it liesthekeyto

why the facts of reality were so hard to

discover. Seeing the world through the

distinctionof time we saythatthereis time.

And we cannotconceiveof a world without it. This is becausdime is part of the fabric of our
conception.Thuswe cannotpossiblydiscoverthe causeof our perceptby simply examiningour
percept.It must be revealedby a masteror through inspiration. This explainswhy western
philosophyhasmovedin endles<ircles,chasingits owntail asit were.Time, spaceandnatural
laws,we thought,mustbeindependentf perceptiorsincetheyarethe samefor everyobserverin

facttheyareindependenof theindividual'sperceptionput notindependensf perceptiontself B
for they preceden the perceptuabrocesshe rise of the senseof individuality. We havebeen
mistakenlyreadingthe effect (laws of nature)into the cause.This errorin thinking is calledthe
historical fallacy as described by philosopher John Dewey.

A setof considerationsvhich hold goodonly becausea completedprocesss read
into the contentof the processwhich conditionsthis completedresult. (The Reflex
Arc Concept in Psychology, 1896)

Now look at the picture below. It showswherein the sequencef the processof perceptiorthe
primary and secondary qualities (and the worlds that supervene upon them) emerge in the image.



Note that the real witnessof all of the percept(both the objectiveworld andeveryindividual's
subjectiveimpression)s all the while at the point of the projector.The realwithess(God) never
really enteranto his perceptpbutmerelyevolvestheimpressiorthathedoes.Thusin thisview we
are all One with God.

| havedrawnlight linesto showthat
the samelight is passingthrough
everylens,eveneachhumanbody.
And thus the experience of
distinction of 'selvesis actuallyan
illusion.

In this view there is only

perception, an evolution of

perception,in the imagination of

God.God (light of consciousness$ the only perceiverandall thatGod everperceivess himself
(light). The perceptthat God perceivess his own inventedillusion, which he takeshimselfto be
partof asman.WhenGod (asman)realizeshis realoriginal nature he doesnot seelight somuch
asbecomedight andconsciouf his true identity as light. In mysticismthis greatlyanticipated
event is called "God-Realization."



Theaboveillustrationis meantto showthateachpersonseeshe sameworld conditionedby the
primarylensessuchastime, spaceandnaturallaw, butseeghatworld slightly differentaccording
to theirownindividual psychologyandbiology. Realizetoo thatthe psychologyandbiology they
areusingasa mediumfor interpretingtheir perceptionof theworld of laws, is itself an outcome
of thoseprimarylenseghatpreceddghemin the procesghatis forming theimageworld. Thus,a
way to think of thisis thattheworld is partially formedbehindthem,andpartially in front of them
Bbehindthemby God'slensesjn front of themby their own. The personarisesin the middle out
of the laws. Thus, like God, man is really looking at the light of God through his lenses.

Thus eachpersonseesa slightly different variation of the sameworld. The world is filtered to
the individual throughthe eyesandbrain. But the onereceivingthe impressionss God himself
actually. The onewho searchess God himself. The onewho becomesonfuseds God himself.
The onewho realizeshis true original natureis God himself. This non-differencebetweenthe
individual andthe whole is called nondualismthe view thatthereis no true separatiorin time
or spacebecausdime andspaceneverreally existedat all. Thusdivision (world) is illusion and
unity (light) is reality. But both are Divine becauséoth originatein God andremainin God for
there is nowhere to go but God.

Fromthepointof view of onewho hasnotgonebeyondMaya,it seemghatthereare
asmanyindividualsastherearemindsandbodies.In Truth thereis one Universal
Beingbehindthemindsof seeminglydifferentindividuals,who throughthemhasthe
experiences of duality. (Meher Baba)



It is truerto saythattheworld is in youthanthatyou arein theworld. (MeherBaba)

Neithershalltheysay,Lo herelor, lo there!for, behold thekingdomof Godis within
you. (Luke 17:21)

Whatis uniqueaboutthis view is thatit doesnot fall into the spiritually paralyzingtrap of "mind
idealism"wherehumanintellectis the ultimatereality. Ratherit is both perceptualdealismand
perceptuatrealismand obliteratesthe distinction, for the world that peopleandliving creatures
experiences the actual world. In this view Plato'sforms becomeways of seeingandlosetheir
ontologicalexistencebceasingo be mysteriougnetaphysicathings. Theimageworld is theonly
world to see,not a faint copy of anideal primary one. Thusit is the first systemto escapavhat
is calledrepresentationalisntheideaof perceptiorasa faint copyingof somethingunseenEven
materialismhasneversuccessfullyescapedhis intractablenoose wherethe so-calledqualia of
experiencere believedto represenin unseerunheardmysterioussubstratumThe systemalso
is compatiblewith bothbiological evolutionandanall-creating all-knowing, all-seeingGod, yet
doesnotcollapsento anthropomorphisror atheismit is evencompatiblewith existentialismand
onecoulddoawaywith theideaof Godif theyhadtoo manybademotiongiedto theword"God".
Soit is avery elasticandadaptivebasicconceptlt represents generalizedshift in paradigma
turning inside out of our old conceptions, but not a new dogma.

Anothernote of interestis that this model obliteratesthe needfor a model of anatom®bif one
wantedto takeit to an extreme.The naturallaws (including quantumones)are reassigneds
perceptualschematapr regularways of organizingexperience ratherthan propertiesof tiny
entities,amannerof thinking thatseemdo haveno conclusionaswe subdivideandsubdivideand
never seem to find the working core of reality.

If we wereto sumthis view up we would saythat consciousnessyhich is real, createsmatter,
whichis appearancelhisisn'tvery original. Whatis original is the orderof lensesandthe notion
of replacing metaphysical entities with a single repeating process.



In theevolutionof perceptionrepresentedsprogressindgrom left to right in theabovechart,each
perceptuaschemgrepresentedspink ovalsor lenses)givesriseto the raw materialfor the next
perceptuaschemaAs theyemergdn God'simaginationtheimpressiortheyproducesupervenes
with the previousimpressiorto form theworld of appearance3.heworld of appearances what
we referto asthe phenomenalvorld. Theworld is illusion in everysenseof theword, acomplete
chimera,a delusion.Yet whatarisesout of this processs God'sown awarenessf his existence.
Godhimselfis causeandworld (appearancay effect.Only the causgGod)evertruly exists.God
(who is invisible) exists. The world (that appears) is illusion.

Post-modernism

Oneof the problemsthat facesour time is the view of relativism. For instance peopleseemto
havemisinterpretedheimplicationsof quantummechanicgo bethatthe percepis entirelyin the
individual'smind. This misunderstandings expressedn new ageliteraturesuchas SethSpeaks
andJitterbugPerfumeandpopularmovieslike Whatthe#$*! Do WeKnow?The newly popular



but confusedview is thateveryonehastheir own reality (ENTIRELY?!). This hasled to the false
ideathatthewholeworld is anexpressiorof your own egoor thoughts An individual'sthoughts,
it is falsely assumed, is causing the image world. How absurd!

Whatneedgo beunderstoods thatsomeof theworld thatyou perceives the samefor everyone

andsomeis anoutcomeof your personabiology andbeliefs,i.e. aninterpretatiorof thatobjective
reality.

Currentlythe world is divided into two false views. Oneis thatthe world is independenof all
perceptiorbobjectivism.Theotheris thatit is dependenbnanindividual'sbeliefsbsubjectivism.
Both arewrongin thattheyareincomplete Thewholeworld is perceptionput notthe perception
of the individual.

The abovemodelaccountdor both the objectiveand the subjective.lt doesawaywith the old
false dichotomy that it is one or the other.

Anotheroutcomeof this confusionis the sensehatthereis no truth andthatall beliefsaremere
opinionbor worsebmere"languagegames'(Wittgenstein).This frighteningview hasled to two

equallyfrighteningresponseOntheonehandyou havealossof respecfor truthandaview that
everyonehastheir own truth...andof courseatotally self-absorbedavay of living. The otherisin

reactionto this nightmareb fundamentalismFundamentalisnithe reactionto relativism)is now
leading us backward to a time of dogmatism and superstition.

In thenewview it is possibleto havea clearsenseof reality, without succumbingo dogmatism.
For one hasa senseof whatis true for all andwhatis not. And one neednot choosebetween
"all is individual” or "nothingis individual." So| think this view healsa terrible divide between
relativism and fundamentalism.

Quantum Mechanics

Quantummechanicshas come to be associatedwith a lot of hocus pocus. Peopleuse the
apparentlyamazingnatureof quantumeventsto justify almostanything.This s aterrible stateof
affairs,asit leadsto theargumentfromignorancethatcanbe abusedo justify almostanyclaim.
In the newview, quantumeventsareratherboring andtrivial. In The Evolutionof Perception&

the Cosmologyof Substancé explainwhat guantumeventsare andwhy they seemso bizarre.
They only seembizarrethroughthe lens of the old way of looking at reality. In the new way
they haveno magicandthey haveno importantimplications.Quantumevents,in recenttimes,
have also beenusedto further justify that everythingis in your head.This is a socially and
scientifically dangerousmisunderstandingQuantumlaws arise prior to the rise of individual
mind. Thus individual observersare not creatingquantumeventsas certain philosophershave
thought.Nor aretheyvery mysteriousvhenunderstoodn the contextof anorderedprocesghat
gives rise first to individuality and then to the image world.



George Berkeley

GeorgeBerkeleywasthe philosophemwith a
view closesto this one.WhatBerkeleycalls
'ideasin the mind of God'simply arelenses
in this view, ways of seeing.But Berkeley
failed to accountfor the influence of the
principle of time andthusimaginesGod as
truly distinct from our minds. Yet Berkeley
comes amazingly close.

Myth

Anyone who hasstudiedthe work of JosephCampbellhasrealizedthat the subjectof myth is
embeddedn adeepmystery.l believethatmyth arisesn man‘'sown mind andis alayerof man's
individual lenses porn of thoughtand educationBut what hasmystified me is thatall cultures
havecertaincommonmyths (SeeThe Hero With a ThousandFacesby JosephCampbell).This
hasmademe wonderif | haveit wrong. Doesmyth ariseearlierin the processpeforetherise
of individual awareness®r couldit be thatthe universalmind (collectiveunconsciousjealizes
its own journeyin the stateof manasindividual andthenexpresseshis dimensionas myth. If
onestudieswhat Campbelicalls "the heromyth" he seeghatit oddly reflectsthe whole process
aboveasaninnerjourney.l think theseare questiondor future generationsMyth is key. In the
heromyth manseemdo haveguessedis own real purposeto journeyinto illusion to discover
by trials his own real original identity.

Understanding how the model works

| want to try to explain the logic behind processtheories.This will help to understancdthe
evolutionof the perceptuakchematahownaboveandhow they give

rise to the aspectsof what we see.My daughteronce saw a steam

shovelandaskedwhatit was.Perhapghey call thembackhoesnow,

but| said,"It's a steamshovel."Thensheaskedme how it wasmade

andl said,"It wasmadeout of metal." Thensheaskedme whereall

thatmetalcamefrom andl said,"It wasdugoutof theground."To this

sheaskedhowwe gotthemetalout of thegroundandl said,"We used

steanmshovels."Of courseshelaughedcauseshehadcaughtmein acircle of reasoningSol made
up the following story.



"Long agoamanpickedupastickanddugup somesoftmetalnearthe
surfaceof the soil. Fromthis soft metalhe madea little trowel. With

his little trowel he could dig muchdeeperanddug up heaviermetal.
With this heaviermetalhe fashioneda stronghandshovel.With this
stronghandshovelhe dugup evenmoremetals,mixed themto make
evenstrongeralloys,andfrom thesenewalloys he fashioneda steam
shovelandmanyothermachinedike cranesAnd with thesecraneshe
built this city."

As you see,the only way out of circularity is to postulatea processOtherwisewe fall into an
infinite regressThe samestory canbetold abouttheimage-worldandhow it wasformed."Long

agotherewasperceptionputit hadawhim to knowitself andsoit wentseeking Sincetherewas
only perceptionperceptiorhadto inventafirst way of perceivingsoit couldbuild somethingout
of itself. Thisfirst way of perceivingwasdistinctionor duality, i.e. splitting in two. But thiswasn't
enoughfor perceptiorcouldnot pull its distinctionsapartfrom oneanotheisoit useddistinctionto

makea particularkind of distinctionwhich servedasa mediumin which to manifestits ideaof

distinction.And this way of perceivingwastime. Time madeit possibleto perceiverelations.Out
of relationsperceptioncreatednaturallaws. And out of thesenaturallaws perceptionformeda
body.And nowlookingthroughthis bodyperceptiorsawotherbodies And now usingits old idea
of distinctionsperceptiordividedthebodiesit sawinto up anddown,goodandbad,rich andpoor.
Then perception(seeingand moving about through the vehicle of its inventedbodies) built

buildingsout of decomposedtodies(treesandstones)andshapechousesandroadsandlabeled
somegoodandsomebad,somesacredandsomeprofane,etc. And thenperceptiorhadcreateca
world out of distinctionsin a world thatwe call the world of duality, which is really only in the
imaginationof theoneandonly reality which itself neverwentanywheresincetherewasnowhere
in reality to go. But by this time perceptionwas quite caughtup in this fantasticillusion it had
formedandtook itself to be this oneandthatone. Slowly perception(in the form of amanor a
woman) beganto questionthe distinctionsit saw all arounditself and wonderaboutits true
identity. And onedayit dawnedon perceptiorthat perceptiorhadalwaysbeen alwayswas,and
always would remain the one indivisible sourceof all that it had come to perceive.Then
perceptiomo longertookitself to bethethingsit saw,butrathertheir source And it sawthatthat
impressionwassimply its own indivisible reflectionin theworld of forms. Theworld wasof him,

yethewasnotof theworld. In thatmomentperceptiorrealizedthattheworld of duality wasreally

nothing and that perception, its source, was really the everything.

In short,out of perceptions formedthe schemataf time andspace Out of the schemataf time
andspaceareformedthe laws of nature.Out of the laws of natureareformedindividual bodies.
Throughbodiescolor, soundetc.areperceivedThroughthe schemaof referenceobjectsareseen
assigns.Throughsignslanguagas formed.Throughlanguagentellectis born. Throughintellect
cultural schemata are perceived, creating the cultural world around us.



Mysticism

What doesthis model allow us to
seethat is of spiritual value? It
helpsus understandvhatis andis
not real?

Whatis importantto seethroughthis modelis thatthatwhichis truly real(ontheleft of theabove
diagram),precedesor transcendghe percept,i.e. doesnot fall into the scopeof its imagined
schematgseenin the gray region of the diagram).In other words, God (or Self) cannotbe
understoodn termsof the dimensionghat we think in. Evento say"God is One"is merelya
conceptunderstoodn contrasto duality. And no suchcontrasicanapply. Thusthe mysticssayof
thetranscendentalnot one,nottwo.” Whattheymeanto communicates thataboutthe”l am"we
can only speak in negative terms, for we have no schemata to understand it with.

To understandvhatwe '‘cannotknow andwhy is the endof philosophy(andthefinal frontier of
humanintellect) andthe beginningof mysticism.If this modelallows oneto seethis singleidea
thenit is of value.Of coursethe'eyepicture'on theleft is simply a symbolthatmapsto nothing
that we can conceive. It is more a 'place-marker’ for what we cannot know with the mind.

Comparing the Old Model and the New

The old modelwas called 'representationalismThat ideais that you are looking at something
primary (noumenalor mathematical)and interpretingit with your brain. The new model is

different. It is a seeingthroughinventedevolvedschematgwaysof organizingexperiencejpnd
theresultis seeingas. Eachperceptuaschemabrings complexityto the perceptwhich itself is

nothingbuta seeingas.In this sensehereis no subjector object,but ratheranevolvedprocesof

simply seeingWhatl seeis aresultentirely of how seeingis occurring.The sensatiorof subject
and objectmaterializeout of this processin a sensehereis no seeror seen but rathersimply

seeing. But this is nothing new to the mystics. In reality this is the truly old model.

We live in succession, in division, in parts, in particles. Meantime within man is the
soul of the whole; the wise silence; the universal beauty, to which every part and
particle is equally related, the eternal ONE. And this deep power in which we exist
and whose beatitude is all accessible to us, is not only self-sufficing and perfect in
every hour, but the act of seeing and the thing seen, the seer and the spectacle, the
subject and the object, are one. We see the world piece by piece, as the sun, the
moon, the animal, the tree; but the whole, of which these are shining parts, is the
soul. (Ralph Waldo Emerson, Essays: First Series, The Over-Soul)






The Holy Book of Science

Scienceis reasoned-baseghalysisof sensatioruponour awarenessAs such,the
scientific methodcannotdeduceanythingaboutthe realm of reality thatis beyond
whatis observabléy existingmeansN LawrenceKuznar,Reclaiminga Scientific
Anthropology

Picturea fictional planetthat explainsits cornerof the Universeby
imaginatively inventing magic invisible objects, forces, and
substancesHow easyit would be for the priestsof this planetto
explain whateverthey wantedwhen their inventedinvisible objects
could do it by a simple decree. Where is the scientific genius in that?

Now further picture this planet.lIf someoneasksthe priestsfor an

explanationof theseinventedinvisible magical entities, forces,and

substancebeis lookeduponasamaverick.If hedemandso seethem

heis told they areknown only by their effects.If he asksfor proof of

thismagicalrealmheis told thatits existencas soself-evidenthatit requiresno proof. If heasks
the prieststo articulatea way to comprehendheseobjectsheis told they are beyondthe mortal
mind Daskedfor their causehe priestsaresilent.If this someongoesfurtherandasksthepriests
how theinvisible objectsthey speakof createthevisible world, theyaretold thatthe priestsdonOt
know, but that it is so obvious that they do that the question is silly.

Thatplanetis Earth.And thosepriestsarethe magiciansandsophistghathaveusurpedhetitle of
Oscientist® perfumethe expressionsf their quasi-religion.The invisible objectsarethe forces
andmetaphysicasubstancethattheyinsistaretherethatno onecansee.Thisis notscienceatall.
This is pseudo-science, and we have been living in a dark age of it for a very long time.

Science must find itself again, upon a renewed empirical footing.

Chapter One: Observation
What kinds of things can be observed?

Pictures.

Sounds.

Taste.

Fragrance.

Pressure upon the skin, pain, heat, cold, itchE

abkhwbdE



WeOlusethefirst asan exampleto makea point. We observepictures.Wherearethesepictures
that we observe?

Canwe honestlysaythat thesepictures,that appearto bein front of us, areactuallyin front of

us?IsnOthis notion of a headon our shoulderswith thingsin front andbehindit derivedfrom

the pictureitself? It makesno sensethen,to saythatthe picture,from which we areattempting
to deriveinformation aboutthe location of the picture,is whereit appeardo be in the picture.
Rememberit is the picturewe areaskingabout,nottherelativelocationof objectsin the picture.
How thencanthepicturetell uswherethe pictureis? We only havethe picture,andnotadiagram
of wherethe pictureis. Now if we wereto askhow the pictureoriginated,from whenceit arose
and by what process, we would encounter once again the same problem.

Now observestill deeper.Do not give up observingwhat exactly you observe.Think backin
memory on what varieties of experience you have had.

6. Emotionbsuchaslight or heavyheart,butterfliesin the stomachor a senseof strength
andcan-doenergy alertanticipationof themind or boredomanddisappointmentanxiety
in the form of tension and fear.

Strength and weakness in the body.

Night dreams.

Thoughts such as internal talk.

Pictures in the head when we imagine or fantasize.

Memories.Right now you areobservingyour memoriedo seeif thesethingsarepresent
there.

e
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Where are all these subtle experiences we observe located b such as our dreams and thoughts?

If wethink theyarein somethingcalledamind, didnOtve getsuchanotionfrom our thoughtsand
thus from our mind?

Remembe® our visual picture of physicalobjectscantell us wherethoseobjectsare located
relativeto oneanothemwithin thatpicture,but thatvisual picturecannottell uswherethe picture
is. This is becausave cannotget a vantagepoint from outsideour picturing to seewherethe
picturing is occurring. Nor see what is causing it.

Similarly, the mind canshowus a thoughtaboutthoughts suchasa theory,but the mind cannot
observethe mind or how it comesinto being. This is becausewhile the mind containsmany
marvelousand interestingthoughts,it cannotpossibly tell us anything definitive aboutitself
as a whole D but only its parts.It can merely guessand expressits guessesising analogues
borrowedfrom experienceThis creationof analoguesrom experienceo explainthe mechanics
of experience is pleasurable but not rationally justifiable. It is not really science.

At this point the mind rightfully gives up. For if we cannotget far enoughoutside of our
experiencao sayanythingdefinitive aboutexperiencatself, whatis the pointin talking aboutthe
subject?f themind is smartit finds a guru at this point andsurrenderstself to him. Theguruis



theonewho hasgonebeyondthe mind itself andthusknowsthe natureof the mind. MeherBaba
is such a guru.

Chapter Two: Reason

Notice whatis meantby intellectand notice what is meantby reason By intellect we meanall
the operation®of the speakingmind, bothsmartandstupid,bothgoodandbad,bothmundaneand
profound, both passZ and novel.

But by reasonwe aremore specific. We meanonly thosethoughtsthat havea reasornto be had,
i.e. ajustificationor rationale.Furthermorewe do not meansomeabsurdrationalethatcould as
easilyleadusto falsity astruth, but only thoserationaleghat could neverleadusto a falsity but
only lead us to truth.

How do we demarcate just rationalefrom an unjustone,i.e. a goodreasorfor holding a belief
from a poor reason.The principle methodis to test the justification by meansof a counter-
example.lf someoneoffers a justification for a belief andyou canshowan instancewherethat
exactsamejustification canleadto a false belief, thenyou haveshownthatit is aninadequate
justification.In facttheinitial lawsof logic arederivedin justthis way BDassimpleandcrudeasit
may appeatr.

But thereis a secondpart of reasonthat arisesonly whenwe measurehe veracity of a belief
within the larger context of a full set of beliefs. This second part of reason is consistency.

If a systemof beliefscanbe derivedby argumentghat cannotbe shownto leadto falsebeliefs,
andsecondlythat systemof beliefsdoesnot containan irresolvableself-contradictionthenthat
system is said to be a rational (internally consistent) system.

Now, thequestionwill arise:canwe havetwo systemghatarebothlogically soundandinternally
consistentand entirely completein their explanationof a particularphenomenon®he answer
is yes.Thusit is possibleto be rationaland alsowrong. The commonexamplethatis givenis

Aristotle who wasentirelyrationalin his beliefthatthe Sunrevolvedaroundthe Earth(giventhe

facts he had), but he was wrong.

Now this appareninability of reasonto determinetruth with any degreeof certaintywould be
enoughto leadoneto be a relativist or evena nihilist. It could makea persondespair.But this
pitfall is a chimera and can easily be transcended.

For, while a particularphenomenonsuchas the relative orbit of two heavenlybodies,canbe
explainedby two opposingsystemsthe Universein its entiretycannot.Thereis only onerational
system that can do that.

To understandhe relationshipbetweenthe global and the particularin explanationsgconsider



this. The principal reasonthat Aristotle could not guessthat the Earth orbited the sunwas that
he did not havea global enoughpicture of the movementof other bodiesandthe evolution of
the CosmosHad he hada morecompletebody of informationhe likely would have.Havingan
incompletepictureof whatit is youaretrying to describeandexplaincanhaveadetrimentakffect
on the soundness of the system you form to explain it.

Soin explainingthe Universein its entiretyit need4o be understoodvhatit is we areexplaining
b and with a completeness of observation that has not been previously practiced.

| do notmeanwe needto know all the factsaboutthe Universe.Therearetoo many.But we need
to know all the factsaboutthe natureof our experiencef it. Oncewe fully graspour experience
of the Universewe canexplainthe Universe,whereit is, andhow it originated.But only a true

guru (sat guru) can divulge its theme and purpose.

Chapter Three: Science as an examination of experience

It seemsstrangeto saythatsciencds a discussiorof experienceBut if it is not, thenwhatis it a
discussion of?

Scienceinterestdtself exclusivelyin experiencebecausdhereis nothingelsethatit can,by its
methodsof observation,concedeexists. For, if it createsa conjectureof some metaphysical
separatiorbetweenexperienceandthe physicalworld, it canoffer no justification. If it createsa
conjectureof a metaphysicasubstratunthatis not observedr observableéhenit hasabandoned
its tenets and embraced those of pseudo-science where anything is believed on a whim.

Now it is not controversial that a person only has immediate access to his own experience.

A professottells you somethingo betrue. The soundof his voice wasfoundin your experience
even if it did not originate there.

You think aboutwhatthe professohastold you andcometo your own conclusionsThis thinking
you havefound in your experience Regardles®f how or whereyou might theorizethat that
experienceoriginated,you find it in your experienceYou cantraceit no further exceptin your
fantasies (theories) and even those you find in your experience only.

Thereis nothingyou cantalk aboutthatyou did notdiscoverin yourown experienceAs you muse
onyour memoryto seeif it is true,you aremusingon your experienceAs youreadthis page you
arereadingyour experienceof a page.You pick up the pageandfeel its temperaturendtexture
and you are feeling your experience. Smell it and you are smelling your experience.

Evenby thetheoriesof sciencedisregardingor a secondvhetherthoseideasaretrue or not, you
only have access to your own experience. Let me explain this, for it is helpful.



Sciencepositsthata treethatfalls in a forestdoesnot makea sound.
Ratherit makesa vibration that we can only describein algebraic
terms.Thevibrationof thefalling treeshakegheair moleculesandthe
frequencyof this vibrationis transferredo your eardrumin the form
of asoundwave.Whenthe soundwavehits your eardrumthis shakes
the drum, which then sendsan electrical signal, again sendingthe
frequencyinformationandnot a sound,to the brain.Only atthe brain
is the sensedata of the frequencyof the vibration interpretedas a
soundwith aparticularpitchandvolume.Thus,sciencepositsthatobjectivelyspeakingve live in
a silent world.

Thisrepeatswith all the otherphysicalsensesBut I'll justcoverpicturesyou experienceScience
again posits that when you look at a room the picture is only in your head.The color you

experienceis really only the brainOsnterpretationof a colorlessfrequencythat can only be
describedhlgebraically Evenblack,white,andgrayareonly interpretation®f frequencieshatin

themselvesaveno color. Sofrom thepoint of view of sciencewe live in acolorlesssilentworld.

Sound and picture supervene only in the mind. They do not exist in the world.

If we follow this throughto its conclusionwe seethatthe entiretyof our experiencef the world
is Oinour head(Gaccordingto science We thus do not experiencehe world asit is, but only a
neural interpretation according to science.

| needto clearup onemisconceptionSomepeoplethink thatthe experiencef touchis unlike the
otherfour sensesindis direct. Thustheyimaginethatthefeel of the shapeof anobjectis afeel of
how the objectQisn itself.OThis notionis incorrect.In actuality,sciencepositsthatthe brainand
nervesof the skin areinterpretingsomethinghatthe mind cannotdirectly verify. To assumehat
Otheworld in itselfOis analogousto the brainOsnterpretationof it is again a metaphysical
conjecture that has no rational justification at all.

| will takethisjustabit further,for it is vital thatthereademeta strongsensef just how Ointhe
darkO science posits that we are.

| saidthatthereis no rationaljustificationfor assuminghattheworld asit is in itself is analogous
to ourexperiencef howit feelsto ourtouch.Therearereasongor believingthatit is. Buttheyare
not rational reasons. Here are some such reasons.

¥ We all assume that itOs that way.

¥ It just feels that way.

¥ It conforms to my intuitions.

¥ | canOt imagine it any other way.

¥ 1tOs just common sense that it is that way.

Conviction in this belief would only be justified by thesekinds of reasonsf therewere no
instanceswvhere suchreasonsvere usedto justify beliefsthat later turnedout to be false. We
neednOook furtherthanthe Earth-centeredolarsystemof Aristotle. Certainlytheworld hashad



beliefsthat mostpeopleassumedveretrue, that seemedight, that conformedto our intuitions,
andthatwe couldnOimagineany otherway, thatturnedout to be false.And aboutthe notion of
commonsensemanycommonlyheld beliefsthatareexperiencechscommonsenseby a person
beforeheis educatedn aparticularfield of studyareabandonedncehebecomedully ensconced
in the detailsof that subject.Additionally, whatis commonsenseto onecultureis not common
sense to another, and so forth.

We have established that:

It is a non-controversial point that we only have access to our own internal experience.
We only have our internal experience to rely on as a basis for introspection.

Even our introspection is a form of experience.

This is consistent with the prevailing notions of sciences to date.
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This is not to saythatthereis nothingbeyondour experienceWe havemerely establishedhat
we haveno choicebut to beginto wonderaboutOrealityn itselfGalongwith its mechanicsand
causesby observingandcontemplatingpur internalexperiencelf we don'tunderstandhat, then
we are too unintelligent to continue.

Chapter Four: Positing a substratum
It's important to understand what is meant by a material substratum.

Very few areactuallyawareof whattheword "matter"denoteslf askedacommonreactionis to

pointto somethingn one'sexperiencer to pick somethingupto show.Thisis notright. Theword

"matter"doesnot referto objectsor substanceasexperienced:Matter" is a word for something
metaphysicathatno onecansee feel, or confirm throughobservationlt is atheoreticakentity, a

placeholdefor whatscienceassumesnustexistin someyet undeterminedvay. It is theorizedto

be colorless, tasteless, odorless, and beyond the scope of human imagination.

Thereasont wastheorizedwill be explainedin greaterdetailin the nextchapterBut in shortit
is saidto be the first causeto be known by its effects,to be the true underlyingsubstancend
fundamentareality that undergirdsand createsexperientialphenomenathoughto this dateno
onehasever offeredany explanationfor how it doesso. In philosophyit is often referredto as
"the substratum.’As somethinghatis beyondthe scopeof observationyetthe fundamentatore
reality andcauseof all things, it hasevolvedto takeon all the characteristic®f the deity that it
replaces B minus the personality.

The constantly repeatedrefrain that matter and energy are interchangeabldyy established
equations,and that this somehow establishessomething about matter, is misleading. The
equationsreferredto are found in analyzingeventsin experienceb not by observingthese
theoretical entities. Rather the data found in observing eventsin experienceis attributed
theoreticallyto theseentities. They arenot actuallymeasuresf the substratumNo oneis trying



to fool anyone;scientistsare simply so generallyconfusedby theseconceptghat many of them
honestlythink theyaretouchingtheir createcconceptionsOtherdefensesf theconcepbof matter
thathaveemergedn the lasthalf centuryincludethatmatteris simply identicalto experienceor
that experiencas a "function" of matter.Theseviews andotherslike them offer only semantic
solutionsto the intractableproblem of explaining what matteris, and can offer no proof or
observationjn fact or in principle, to testif they aretrue evenif you canmakesenseof them.
Thussuchviews areno lessmetaphysicandimaginarythanthe original form of the notion. In
other words, it's just a lot of talk.

By positing a metaphysicakntity, by any name,sciencelosessite of the central purity of its
method.As said above,it is by focusingmore deeplyinto humanexperiencehat sciencewill
beginto comeout the otherendanddiscoverthe truth aboutexperiencetself, its nature,cause,
etc. It is not, assciencehasvainly attemptedcandcoveredits failureswith alluring fictions, to be
found in circumventing experience by positing non-experienced fantastic analogues.

Scienceneeddo returnto examiningexperiencef it wishesto find its causeandbelowwe begin
to make a start at doing just that.

Chapter Five: The public and private quality distinction

Let's talk a moment about the nomenclature of the science of experience.

By the words Oexperience @perceive,@nd Oobserve e includethoseobservationshatoccur
through the faculty of thought, the organsof sense,and through the medium of scientific

instruments.

Onewho experiencesomethingwhetherwe are talking aboutphysicalobjectsand events,or
mental thoughts, is called a "percipient.”

Thatwhichthe percipientexperiencesyhetherwe aretalking aboutphysicalobjectsor thoughts,
is called the "percept.”

In therelationshigbetweemercipientandperceptthepercipients knownasthe"subject"andthe
percept is known as the "object.”

The various piecesof information that the subjectcan ascertainabout an object are called its
"properties” or "qualities."

Now, we are going to point out an importantaspectof the object of experiencehat mustbe
observed with extreme clarity to make further headway.

This aspects calledthe primary-secondarguality distinction,andit is mostly misunderstoodby
this name.Here it will be explainedproperly and by a different nameb public and private



qualities.

To point this distinction out it will help to take a very simple physicalobjectthat one cango
outsideandcarefullyobserveor examinementally.lt will alsohelpto chooseanobjectthatcanbe
observedwith the eyessince the experienceof sight is the most constantand thus the most
conducive to slow methodical analysis.

The simple objectwe will examinewill be a commonstop sign. We will choosea stop sign
because it has an easy to discuss quality, a familiar easily describable shape B an octagon.

Normally when examining a stop sign,
nothing of particular philosophicalinterest
pops out at us.

But it is whenexaminingonein personand
walking aroundit with anothempersorthatits
public and private qualities emerge.

The stop sign has two distinct sets of
gualitiesb thosequalitiesthat are the same
for every observer, and those that are
different for each observer.One set are
shared. The other are had only by the
individual.

Hereinlies oneof the major cluesleft in the
perceptby the Creatorto direct manto the
truth of theorigin of everythinghe perceives.

Now it is importantto properlyteaseout of the visualimageof a stopsignexactlywhatqualities
of the sign areidenticalfor all who labor to ascertainthem,andwhat qualitiesare different for
each individual who observes.

We aregoingto a greatdealof troubleto avoida commonmisconceptionThatmisconceptions
thatthe shapejn the senseof how you seeit with your eyes,is a primary quality. Thatis entirely
incorrect.

The apparentshapeof the sign is different for every observerfrom every given angle. The

observedhapas thereforea subjectivanterpretatiorof theactualshapehatmustbethesamefor

everyone.Each observersimultaneouslyexperiencesis private qualities (visual and slightly

differentfor everyobserverandthe objectOpublic qualities(samefor all who laborto ascertain
them mentally from his experience).

The public qualitiesarepurely conceptuabnes,suchasthe number,geometryweight,andmass
of the sign alongwith its electromagnetiédrequency.They are only describablén mathematics
and geometry.



The private qualities are the individualOsmpressionof the stop sign, such as color, apparent
relative shape, apparent relative weight, apparent relative distance, and apparent relative size.

The public qualities of the sign (such as electromagnetidrequency)are not observedby the
sameprocessas the private qualities (suchas color). Private qualitiesare experiencedhrough
the mediumof the senseorgans Public qualitiesareascertainedhroughthe mediumof the mind
while reflecting on that experience.

As mentionedalready,a commonmisconceptions that the shapeas experiencedthe apparent
shape)s anobjectivepublic quality. Thereis adifferencebetweertheobjectiveshapedescribable
in geometridermsandtheapparenshapeasit appearso the sensesThefirst is public; thelatter
private.

This misconceptions oftenexpressedh the statement,One couldimaginefor exampleanapple
without color. One cannotimaginean applewithout a shape becauset is a primary quality; it
existsevenif unperceived.This is incorrect.You cannotimaginean applewithout color. You
canimagineonein shadesf grey, but greyis a color. And if you imagineits shapethattoo is
color andform andis only amemoryof its apparenshape And if you imaginehow it feelsyou
are imagining sense data.

Now thereis anothemrmisconceptioraboutqualitiesthat hasbeguiledphilosophergo their great
detriment.

It is true that public qualities are not relative in any way. But this is generally misunderstood.
Themisunderstandingrisedrom thebeliefthatthe public qualitiesincludenumbeBthatnumber

is the samefor everyoneandis not relative. This is partly true. The numberof stopsignsis the
same for all who count them.

But whenwe go to applythis to weightandmeasureywe mustmakeonecaveatln regardgdo the
public weightandmeasurave aremore correctto speakof a ratio thatis constantbnot a single
number.And interestinglyratios are a measureof relativity. Whatis constantis the measureof
relativity (the ratio) and not the unit measure.

Let uslook atanexample.The sign canbe weighedwith a scaleto be 100 pounds Anyonewho
laborsto weighthe signwith the sametype of scalesystemwill arrive atthe samenumberb100.
Fromthisit is sometimesassumedhatthe numberitself is primaryandis notrelative.But in this
casewe aremistaken.The actualnumberis merelyan outcomeof the units of the scaleused.To
measurehe weight of the sign with a truly universalscalewould requirea scalethat compared
theweightof thesignto afixed objectin its Universe.This measurdaratio) would thenbeareal
constant and it is this ratio that is primary and not relative.

Now considerthe laws of nature.Thosethat can be quantified are alwaysratios of time and
spaceand never single numbers.The speedof light is not a constantnumber,but a constant
ratio betweena unit of duration(time) anda unit of distance(space).The numbersin the ratio



186,000miles per secondarearbitraryunits. Whatis constanis the ratio thatthey expressAny

peopleusingany systemof unit measuresvould eventuallyarrive at the sameratio, 186,000:1.
All measurements,o matterwhatsystemwould bereducibleto thisratio. Thusit is theratio that
is a constant. This is repeatable with gravity, etc.

Thereare just a couple more things to know about public and private qualities of perceived
objects.

The only public qualities are:

The number of objects under consideration.

Their location relative to other objects in their environment.

Their motion relative to other objects in their environment.

The geometryof thoseobjects,understoodn abstractgeometrictermsonly, not in the

senseanalogoudo the impression althoughderivablefrom impressionsconsideredoy

the mind.

5. Thelaws of naturethat governthoseobjectandtheir particles,understoodn algebraic
terms, once again not analogous to the impression, though derivable from it.

6. Thefrequencief vibrationsunderstoodasratiosof time and spaceb not analogougo

the impression, though derivable from it.
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The private qualities include all the sensationderived by the medium of the senseorgans,
including the eyes, mouth, nose, ears, nerves, and brain.

These qualities include:

Color b includes the impression of light and dark, shape, line and hue.

Sound, including pitch and volume.

Fragrance

Taste

Touch, including numerousimpressionssuch as ache, itch, tickle, nausea,vertigo,
numbnessgnergyandexhaustionhotandcold, painin theeyesfrom light intensity,pain
in the ears from loud noise, pressure or resistance on the skin, weight, and form.
6. Apparitions of imagination.

abrwbdE

Now we havemadethe public andprivatequality distinctionvery clear.lIt is time to seethe past
attemptto explainthis andseewhy it failed. Thenwe will showthe a coherentsystemthatcan
account for it.

Chapter Six: Materialism

The traditional explanation for the distinction between public and private qualities is as follows.



The public qualities can be discoveredby anyonewho examinesthem in equalmeasureFor
this reasorthey are called Oobjective.@ is supposedhat theseobjectivequalitiesinherein the
objective object and are independent of perception.

It is true that public qualitiespersistwhen humanbeingsare not withessingthem, as we know
from testimony.Thusthey areindependentf individual perception However,the problemthat
arisesin the view thatthe public qualitiesinherein the objectiveobjectis thatno one hasever
been able to explain what they mean by this.

While it is not difficult to articulatea cogentsentencesuchasthat certainqualitiesinherein the
object,the notion createsmumerousrresolvablequestionsWe will coversomeof themoneby
one.

What is the object they are inhering in?

In orderto makethe notion that public qualitiesof observedobjectsinherein the objectmake
senseit is necessaryo postulateaninvisible metaphysicabbjector materialthatis independent
of those qualities. For, what would OinherdnO meanwithout somethingto inhere in? This
somethinghashadmanynamesn the history of thoughtb mostnotablymaterialsubstratunand
noumenon.

It mustbefully understoodhatthis somethingwhateveiit is called,cannotbedirectly perceived,
for all thatis directly perceivedarethe privatequalities.No onewill denythatwe canimagineno
morethanwhatit is possibleto perceiveby meansof the sensesSincethis somethingwhatever
it is called,cannotbe perceivedby the sensest cannotbe imagined.The substratumis thusnot
only invisible but beyond imagination and conception.

Remembetthat scienceis reasoned-baseanalysisof sensatiorupon our awarenessAs such,
the scientific methodcannotdeduceanythingaboutthe realm of reality thatis beyondwhatis
observable by existing means.

Thus materialism is not science, but metaphysics.

Beyondthefactthatit is notreally sciencesomeoneouldstill arguethatthereis nothingwrong
with scienceadoptinga fundamentametaphysicapositionasanintellectualanchorsolong asit

is good metaphysics. But is materialism good metaphysics?

Thereis only onereasorfor postulatingthe presencef aninvisible andundetectablsubstratum.
That is to explain the public private quality difference.

So to see if materialism is good metaphysics we should see if it actually achieves this aim.

In whatsenseado the public qualitiesinherein or adhereo theinvisible substratum®Vhatexactly
is the relationship that these words name? What is the mechanics of this relationship?



Theanswelis thatno onehaseverbeenableto proposeananswerto thesequestionshbecauseave
are talking about something we cannot even imagine, let alone see.

How do the public qualities get into the brain or mind?

It isn't difficult to tell a story aboutlight bouncingoff the substratumand hitting the eyesand
stimulating the nervesin the corneas.But rememberthat such an accountimagineslight as
somethinganalogoudo the imageof light spilling in througha window. But thereis no reason
to believethatlight hassuchform. Remembett is the public quality we aretalking about,which
in the caseof light is merelya frequencythat canonly be describedn mathematicaterms.To
imagineit asasubstancanalogougo wateror somethingn thepercepis to committhehistorical
fallacy Bwhereonereadsinto a procesgheresultsthatoccurbecausef thatprocessThe same
holds for the substratum that is imagined as analogous to an object in appearances.

The error in thinking is bestseenwith an example.Considerthe stop sign again.A fallacy of
reasoningis madewhen a personimaginesthat the public qualities of the sign b suchasthe
geometricconceptof a hexagoror the naturallaws that governthe signOsubatomicparticlesb
behaveandactjustlike objectsfoundin the perceptwhich havetheir relativeextension)ocation
andsoforth. It is of coursenotdeniedthatthe stopsignhasextensiorandlocationrelativeto other
objectswithin theframeof experiencdbutto readthesequalitiesinto the causeof theexperience
is very primitive thinking. The actualsigndoesnotreally havelocation.It is notanalogougo the
signthatis seenlt is conceptualThis error of committingthe historicalfallacy is the main one
made in current science, but this is likely to change very soon as consciousness increases.

Oncethe public qualitieshavearrivedin the brain,how doesthe brain or mind convertthe public
gualitiesinto privatequalities?0r converselyhow do the public qualities,oncetheyhavearrived
in the brain, convert themselves into private qualities.

This conversiorhasneverbeerfiguredout. It is left hanging |t is calledOthemind-bodyproblem®
andis accompaniedy a paradeof long but ultimately unsuccessfubooksattemptingto solve

it. Most attemptsaremerelylinguistic attemptshopingto solvethe mind-bodyrelationshipwith
semantic$n muchthesameway thatthe Bushadministratiortried to solvethe problemof torture

by playing with words and definitions. Such attempts satisfy their proponents, but no one else.

How did the invisible substratum of the world come into being?
Intelligentscientistsavoid the postulatethat'it alwaysexistedbecausehereis no scientificbasis
for believingit. Theydon'tknow. Theyaren'tevensurewhatthe questionrefersto asthereis no
clear referent.

Whatarethe naturallaws, how did theyform, whatwasthe mechanic®f their evolution,whatis

their ontological nature?

There are no currentanswersto any of thesequestion.While they rightly belongwithin the

scopeof science(sincethe effectsof naturallaws areobservablesciencagnoresthesequestions
becausets metaphysicahpproacho understandingnatureat its core precludesvenforming a

guess.



The prevailing notion of an invisible substratumwhose sole purposewas to explain human
experienceof the phenomenaWworld alongwith the public and private qualitiesfoundin it, has
not actually explained it.

From a scientific point of view a theory is an hypothesisthat has gaineda high degreeof
acceptancevithin the scientific community,and an hypothesigs an attemptto explaina setof
observed phenomena.

Therefore from the point of view of sciencea belief thatsucceeds explainingnothingis nota
theory.

It follows thatthe belief thatthereis aninvisible substratumhavingexplainednothing,is at best
apoortheoryandmaynotbeatheoryatall. Evento sayit is weakmakesno sensefor it manages
to explain nothing. It canOt even be coherently understood.

Thereis a positionin philosophythatthereis aninvisible world wheremathematicexists.This
world postulatedy philosopherss believedby themto causeéhe phenomenalorld (theworld of
our experience)However,theydo not speculatéhow thisis possiblelt is notatheory,butrather
a philosophicalpositionwithout argumentsThe only thing thatthe belief is meantto explainis
the philosopherOs inability to resolve the private public quality distinction.

But asif it wasnObad enoughthat the substratumconceptfailed to explain the phenomenal
world it waspostulatedo explain,it hasan evenworseproblem.The notion of the substratum
hasaddedto the body of thingsto explainits own postulatesvhich it hasfailed to explain.So

while, in the beginning therewasonly thevisible world to explain,proponent®f the substratum
haveaddedaninvisible one.Whatis it? Wheredid it comefrom? How did it form? How does
it work? The philosophersstartedout with only their experienceo explain,andby postulating
metaphysicakntitiesto explainit that didnOtind up doing thatthey woundup with more and

not lessto explain. This is working in reverse.Thereis one postmodermotion that famously
takesthis problemto its absurdconclusionb string theory. String theoryaddsandaddsandadds
entitiesto explain,but still neverwindsup explainingthe only thing we everreally hadto explain

b experience.

Not only is materialismnot science,but it is poor metaphysicsOf the view that thereis an
invisible parallelworld of mathematicshat mysteriouslycause®ur experience| can'tseehow
to argue with it because | can't see how to even understand it.

The meaningof the opening story of the planet whose priests believe in a magical set of
explanations that donOt explain anything, but are beyond repute, should now be obvious.

1tOs time now to explain the only system that actually works.



Chapter Seven: The evolution of consciousness

Go backto the stopsign. Remembethat we foundin it two setsof qualities,thosethatarethe
same for everyone that checks them and those that are a little different for each observer.

The traditionalway to conceiveof this wasto postulatethat the public qualitieswere objective
(inheredin the object)while the secondaryjualitiesweresubjective(inheredin the subject).This
createda problemin forcing the theoristto postulatean invisible object. This invisible object
wound up being conceivedas analogousto the subjectiveone. This committedthe historical
fallacy and the theory never really had a chance.

After that the problem arosethat this configurationcould not really explain anything. ThatOs
because it was wrong.

In actuality,bothsetsof qualitiesaresubjective But thereis a public subjectanda privatesubject.

Furthermorethe private subject (the individual observer)is himself containedin the public
subject.

In mysticalvocabularythesetwo subjectsarereferredto astheindividual mind andthe Universal
mind.



Firsttheinorganicworld (aspublic qualities)evolvesin the Universalmind. Thentheindividual
mind evolves in the Universal mind.

Thus you are seeingthe public qualities (such as naturallaws) from the vantagepoint of the
Universalmind, and the private qualities (suchas color and apparentshape)from the vantage
point of the individual mind.

First the laws evolve as laws conceptuallyin the Universal mind. They are mathematical,
geometric,i.e. purely conceptual Out of the laws superveneshe body and organicworld (not

originally seenassuch)andthe body evolvesby Darwin'slaws. Oncethe body evolvesenough
to havebrain and senseorgansthe public qualities(suchas math) are seenas private qualities

(suchascolor, sound.etc.). Thebodyandbrainarethusa mediumor lensfor convertingprimary

gualitiesinto secondaryualities.Therelativelocationandconditionof the body naturallyshifts

the image slightly and gives it an individual cast.

This so easily explainsand accountdor the private and public qualitiesthatit is hardto know
what else to say.



Chapter Eight: The cosmology of substance

Note: Theword "schema’meansaway of organizingsomething:'Schematafis simply theplural
form of "schema."

Here I'll explain how the historical fallacy can be avoided.

Remembethatthe historicalfallacy is whensomethingfoundin an effect, broughtaboutasthe
result of a completed process, is read into the process.

Going over it againb an exampleof this fallacy being committedwould be imaginingthat the
causeof our phenomenaivorld is much like our phenomenatvorld. Whenwe fall victim to
this fallacy while trying to explainthe processthat givesrise to our experiencewe postulate
metaphysicasubstanceanalogougo onesfoundin thatvery experienceve'retrying to explain,
metaphysicamovingobjectsanalogougo oneswe see factorssuchastime andspaceanalogous
to thosethat condition our experiencegtc. This is the primitive thinking that has causedan
impassefor science.Once this primitive thinking is transcendedsmoke clears and a full
understanding of the mechanics of the Universe becomes attainable.

To avoidthis errorwe musttakespecialcarenotto postulateany metaphysicaéntities.Ratherwe

mustsupplanthenotionof inventingentitieswith consideratiorof anearlierevolutionaryprocess
of eventsandhappeningshatwe alreadyfind all aroundus. By extrapolatinga processof what

is occurring,from simpleto complex,ratherthanpostulatingoriginal theoreticalentities,we can

avoid the errors of the past.

In additionwe mustnot makethe prior mistakeof makinganunfoundedmetaphysicatlaim that
perceptionandthe thing perceivedare separateBy doing this we areinadvertentlyinventinga
parallelworld, andthis is far too Platonicto work within the rulesof sciencewhich only accept
what is confirmed by observation.

Thisdoesnotmeanthatwe assumehatobjectsarein theindividual mind Basin solipsism.Thisis
auselessbsurdity Rathewe mustaccounbothfor the objective(public) andsubjective(private)
aspect®f experienceThuswe speakof perceptiomotsolelyasanindividual possessiorhutasa
globalindivisible andself-evidenbccurrencelFor no onewould denythatperceptioris occurring.
We thus postulatean evolution of this occurrencgrom simpleto complexb and disregardthe
two-world metaphysics that has been our undoing.

We find thatit is possiblethatthe privateexperiencas an outcomeof anevolutionof the public
experience. For this to make sense, the public experience must evolve first.

Starting then at the beginning of this evolution:

Now if thereis originally only asingleindivisible eternaloccurringof perceptiorthatseesothing
sincethereis nothingfor it to seebut itself, what could changethis indivisible eternaloccurring



of perception in such a way that it would begin to see objects?

It is essentialnot to add anythingto perception.That would just give us somethingelse to
explain. Thuswe merelypostulatéwaysof perceiving.1n the Eastthesewaysof seeingarecalled
"sanskarasandin my bookl call them"perceptuabchemata,by which | simply meanwaysthat
experience might be organized.

The following is roughly how I explain it in my book:

Thefirst perceptuakschemawastime. Seeingthroughandthusin termsof the schemaof time
(away of organizingexperiencgemporally)perceptionoccurstemporally. The sameis repeated
with space. Seeing through and in terms of the schema of space, perception occurs spatially.

Throughthe schemataf spaceandtime, purerelations(or ratiosif it is more helpful) become
conceivable to the Universal Mind that is beginning to emerge.

Now notice something:Spacecanonly be understoodn termsof time (i.e. throughthe schema
of time) Bfor you musthavehereandthenhere.[In casethisisn'tunderstoodyou can'tconceive
of a spatialseparatiorbetweentwo objectswhenthosetwo objectsare conceivedat the same
time. A temporalsequencas necessaryo apprehenda physicaldistance.Try it.] And motion
is releasedas a potentialas soonasyou haveboth time and space And naturallaws (ratios of
time and space)are conceivableas soonasthereis time spaceand motion. Out of naturallaws
supervenesgthroughevolution) the inorganicworld, and out of the inorganicworld supervenes
(throughfurther evolution) the organicworld. And in the organicworld are forms with sense
organghatallow perceptiorto experienceghe organicworld in termsof color, sound,andvarious
other types of sense data. Thus the conceptual becomes tactile.



Notice that the phenomenalvorld (the complexworld of experience)s accountedor without
postulatingany new metaphysicaforce or objects.All thatis found in this 'story'is found all
aroundus b suchastime and naturallaws andthe self-evidentoccurrenceof perceptionacting

upon our awareness.

But whatis accountedor (with lessl remind)is far far more.For it
accountsnot only for the public privatedistinction,but alsofor time,
space, and natural laws.

This is consistentwith Meher Baba'sTheme of Creation.It is a
scientific overlay that incorporatesobservationtime, space motion,
and natural laws, which are the core of science.

Chapter Nine: Gross misunderstandings

Now therearesomanyimplicationsto this newdevelopmentMany of themwill bedisappointing
to peoplewho feel hopefulaboutthe "New Science'that prevailsin popularbooksandscience
fiction. To explainawaycertainappealingnotionswill be aspopularasexplainingawaythe JFK
assassinatioascommittedoy Oswaldalone But at somepointit will benecessarfor humankind
to put away childish things. | doubt I'll be here.



Thefirst is the notion of curvedspace.This notionis an
outcome of the samekind of primitive thinking that
producedthe material substratumThe idea of "bending
something'is a geometricconcept.Geometryis a spatial
concept.Thus space which conditionsgeometry,cannot
be bent. Nor cantime be traveledor be madeto move
backward.Theseare all errorsborn of imagining space
andtime as substanceanalogoudo substancefoundin

space and time like water or plastic.

Thereis no "spacetime fabric of the Universe."Thatis a @Eﬁ@lﬁ@ @g w

childish notion. Laws suchasthe speedof light areratios

of time and space,and as suchcannotbe understoodn

termsof just oneor the other.This factled to a newmetaphysicatstuff." Einsteinwasa genius,
but his metaphysicavasunsophisticateddad he understooKant he might haveseenhis error.

Einsteinusedhis excellentability for visual fantasyto createa metaphoricamodelof spaceand
time thatwoundup working andpredictingeventsin spacetime. But hewentfurtherandthought
this meantthathis modelwasarealmetaphysicateality. Thisled to thefalsenotionthatspaceor

"spacetime”can be bent. It is a misunderstandingSpaceand time are merely ways of seeing
things,not things.Whenyou seethroughandin termsof the schemaof time you seetemporally.
When you see through and in terms of the schema of space you see spatially.

Additionally, thingsthathavewowedandperplexedoeoplefor a hundredyearsarealmostbanal
throughthis new way of understandinglf you readmy book you will seehow badly special
relativity has been understood.

I'll briefly go over it here.

The speedof soundis around700 miles per hour. But if you arein a jet anda soundwaveis
chasingyou, the wavewill "appear"to you to be going slowerbandthusthe crestsof the wave
fartherapart.Thereforejf you heardthe soundfrom the jet you arein, it would be lower thanit
would be if you were standing still.

But light is different. Its speed(186,000miles per second)is the samewhetheror not you are
standing still or moving. To understand how weird this is, | give this little illustration:

Imagine Supermanand Lois Lane are on the rooftop of the Daily

Planetat night. Lois suggestdo Supermanthat she test his super
powers.Shesuggestsheturn on a searchlight andseeif Superman
can keep up with the front of the light beam.

Supermariikes the ideaand preparedo lurch into the sky after the
beam.Lois flips the light on and Supermargoesatfter it b traveling
186,000miles per hour. Now exactly one secondafter take-off, let's
freeze the frame and see what has happened. It is so weird.




From Superman'point of view (heis travelingthe speedof light) he

experiencefimselfasnot beingableto keepup with thelight beam.
Thefront of thelight beamappeardo him to be 186,000miles ahead
of him Balmostlike heisn'tmovingatall. But if helookedbackatthe

Earthhewould seeit is 186,000miles behindhim. What'sgoing on?
Rememberpneseconchasgoneby andheis traveling186,000miles
persecondthe speedof light. He shouldbe keepingup with the light

beam.

FromLois' pointof view it's analtogethedifferentstory. SheseesSupermarkeepingup with the
beam of light D flying right beside the front of the beam. What's happening?

HadAlbert Einstein thefirst to guesghatthe speedf light wasa constantunderstoodvhattime
is hewould not havebeenvery disturbed But Einsteinthoughttime wassomethindike thelines
in his High Schoolgeometrybookthathetreasuredll hislife. Sohefabricatedanalgorithmfor a
bendablespacebonethatbendddifferently accordingo thepoint of view of movingobjects.This
is whereyou getthe notion of bendingspacetimelt is just a misunderstandingf whattime and
spaceactually are. The speedof light is a naturallaw, a ratio of time and space.And both
Supermarand Lois Lane, along with all other sentientbeings,experiencethe motion of light
throughthe schemaof this regularequation.ThereasorthatLois andSupermarbothseethelight
moveat the samespeedandwhy the speedof light trumpseventsin the macroworld is thatthe
speedf light is alensin the Universalmind thatprecede4.ois andSuperman'sdividual minds
andeventheworld theylive in. Thelawsconditiontheworld of appearanceé&ppearancedo not
condition the laws. The paradoxesthat this fact about the speedof light createsare only
confoundingto thosewho misunderstandhe event.Sothe whole revolutionof Einsteinthathas
dominatedsciencdiction andscientisnfor all theseyearsis basednagrossmisunderstandingf
the natureof things.Note thatthe scenariadescribedf Lois and Supermarcould neveractually
be experiencedn the macroworld dueto the absurdspeedsand distancesin otherwords, the
experiential world is held together by 'good-enough’ micromechanics.

Understoodhroughthelensof perceptuakvolution,theapparentontortionsof specialrelativity
are not particularly paradoxical. They are what one would expect. The systemof evolved
perceptuakchematactuallypredictswhatAlbert Einsteinguessedbthatthe speedf light is the
samefor all observersFor if thelaw is in the Universalmind, and precedeshe individual, the
speedwould trump consideration®f so-calledcommonsensehatevolvedto dealmorewith the
surface of daily experience, and not its Universal Divine causes.

Thesameprinciple, of consideringhe placein the processof perceptionwvherea law arisesalso
fully explains away the esoteric scientism of quantum mechanics.



Plagues and Misconceptions

Chapter One: Explaining pure relations

In my book The Evolution of Perception& the Cosmologyof Substancd usethe term "pure
relations" more than once.

| have never explained what | meant.

| write that God (thoughl deliberatelydon'tusethe word God in that book) first conceivedthe
Universe in conceptual mathematical and geometric terms.

Thisis half right. If wethink thatGodsawtheseconceptgshewaywe do, we would be committing
the historical fallacy, i.e. reading into the cause something that only comes about later.

Sowhenwe talk abouta ratio of time andspaceaswe find in gravity, we oughtnot be so silly
asto imaginean anthropomorphicod literally thinking aboutsuchconceptsastime, spaceand
number as we conceive of them.

Ratherwe must acceptthat howeverGod conceivedof thesefirst relations,that way is now
beyondour overly burdenedacultiesandintuitions. Our facultiesandintuitions areburdenedyy
all this sophistication of language. God was not encumbered by that.

So|l coinedthe term "pure relations"to communicatehat suchrelationsas God first conceived
themwerenot so conceptuallyjadenaswe now experiencehem.Remembethat God conceived
suchrelationsbeforenameandform, for nameandform ariseout of thoserelationsandnot the
otherway around.In asenseheterm”purerelation”is a placeholdefor whatl can'tconceiveb
God's primordial imagination.

But | am never one to avoid explaining the unexplainable.

Oncewhenl wastrying to explainpurerelationsto a philosophefriend, | begaro pointto things.
| said, "Forget the number and that concept, and just look with your eyes."

So hereis an exampleof doingthat. Let'ssay| takea pieceof paperandl fold it in half. Now I
fold thatin thirds.Now | cutthatup andoverlayit in suchandsuchaway. This createsageometry
after a while, but no numbers or words are used. You just watch me do it, playing around.

Now if you canhold in your headthoserelations,thoseratios and divisions and additionsand
multiplicationsthatyou watchedmeperformwordlesslybandatthe sametime removefrom your
mind the pictures B what you are left with are the pure relations. That of course is impossible.



It is impossiblenot becauset is impossibleby somea priori principle, but because/our mindis
too burdenedwith assumptionsgonditioning,etc. But you mustimagineGod asunconditioned.
His mindis fully freein thebeginningof time. Sothereis nothingto preventhim from doingthis.

| point outin my book alsothatreasonwill showthatit is necessaryact thatthe laws of nature
precedan evolutionthe thingsthatthey condition.Sothis is not only a theory,it is a necessary
fact.

Now of coursewhatarisesout of all this is the obviouspossibility for sacredyeometryl amnot
adiscipleof this pathof interest,but| seewhatthe geometersregettingat. Throughoutnature,
forms can be reduced to regular shapes and solids. Even sound and light.

| find this story aboutMeherBabaasa boy interestingin relationto all this aboutmathematics
and geometry in the beginning of time and sacred geometry underlying all things.

Merwandid not like arithmeticandwould complainto his father,Sheriar,abouthis
schoolproblem.Although he wasintelligent, studyingmathematicbecamea great
headache to him and became his first source of unhappiness in life.

One day at the Padamji School during an arithmetic lesson Merwan had an
overwhelmingexperiencewnhich he later described!'l sawa greatglitter of circles
with tiny pointsin themasif suns,moonsandstarswerebeingprojectedirom those
points."His teachemoticedthat Merwansuddenlylookeddazedor dizzy, andashe
lostconsciousnedsefell outof hischair.Sherushedo him andlaid him onabench,
sprinklingwaterto revive him. After awhile theboy regainedcconsciousnesandhis
teacher asked, "Merwan, are you all right? What happened?"

The boy muttered, "A halo ... | saw a divine halo!"

Theteachercould not understandvhatthe child meantandinquired,"Merwan, how
do you feel? Would you like to go home?"

"I amall right,” the boy replied,"l don't needto go home."But whenthe teacher
resumecherlessonMerwansighedwith regret,for after enjoyingthe noor stateor

thelight of Godbanexperiencef divine effulgencebherewasthis awful arithmetic
again. He thought: "It would have been much better if | had gone home."

(Lord Meher, online version, p148)

| have wondered if the arithmetic reminded Merwan of its primordial condition.

In God SpeakBabaspeakof the"form." Thisis ametaphysicalermthatfirst appearsasfar asl



know in translations of Plato.

| suspecthatBabais referringto thegeometryandpurerelationsof thevariousforms. Thereason
you tasteand smell asyou do is saidto be conditionedby the shape(geometry)of the atoms.
Atoms, unperceived, are geometries in motion.

Babaspokea lot aboutthe numbersand geometriesof the humanform. By "perfect form" |
think he is speakingof a perfectratio B not perfectskin texture.Beautythat we see,in music
or shape| think is the outcomeof "beautiful" geometriesrom the point of view of Godin a
particularstate.Therehavebeenmanysignsof this givenin naturerecently,buttheyareignored
and misunderstood.

Let no one ignorant of geometry enter here.

Words inscribed above the entrance to Plato's Academy, 387 B.C.

Chapter Two: The Historical Fallacy

The historicalfallacy (a fallacy in logical reasoning)s the mostsignificant obstacleto a deep
understandingf MeherBabathat| know about.Theimportanceof understandinghis fallacy in
order to overcome it fully cannot be overemphasized.

Now understandhatthis historicalfallacy is not someesoterigoint philosopher&now aboutthat
hasonly afleetingapplicationto the studyof the works of MeherBaba.First of all, philosophers
don't know aboutit. Not at Harvard. Not at Cambridge.lf you add it to the list of fallacies
on Wikipedia, editorswill removeit becausdhey'veneverheardof it and can'tunderstandt.
However,onceyou understandt, you will noticethatBabanot only nevercommitsit, but goes
out of his way to help his readers not to.

Thehistoricalfallacy is whenyou think thatsomepropertythatcomesaboutonly astheresultof
a process, can happen earlier than that process.

Solet'ssaythereis a procesghatmakestime possible But you keeptalking aboutthe processas
if it is somethinghathappensoverthe courseof ayearbin time. You're putting the cart before
the horse.Or it's morelike you're putting the cart beforethe wheel. That'simpossible.You first
need the wheel to have a cart.

Now carefully read this quote from Baba.

A whim is notawhim if it canbe explainedor rationalized And just asno onemay
usefullyaskwhy it arises sono onemayaskwhenit arises."When"impliesatime



serieswith past,preseneandfuture.All theseareabsenin the eternalBeyond.Solet
us call this initial urgeto know a "whim". You may call this an explanationif you
like or you may call it anaffirmationof its inherentinexplicability. Theinitial whim
is completelyindependenbf reason,ntellect, or imagination,all of which are by-
products of this whim. (Beams of the Spiritual Panorama p8)

Babasaysthatthe Original Whim madereasorandimagination.Sohow couldit beunderstooar
imagined?t can'texistin suchtermsastime andreasorbecausét precededhemin the process
of producing them. It is therefore necessarily independent of these qualities it produces.

First causesare so hardto understandecauseave are constantlypicturing themin the termsof
gualitiesandconditionsthattheyproduce Thosequalitiesdon'tapplyto thosefirst causedecause
the causes precede those qualities.

One exampleis the post-moderrpicture of the Big Bang, which is conceivedas an eventthat
produced, time and space, but is simultaneously imagined as having a place in time and space.

The failure or refusal of science to see this point is the cause of all their errors.

Sanskaragrealsohardto understandintil you overcomehelimitation of thisfallacyin thinking.
Many of the qualitiesyou experiencen objectsarereally only producedn theactof seeingthem
thatway, anddon'tapplyto the perceiver.Thatis why the world we seecanbefull of diversity,
yet we and God be one. It only sounds like a paradox until you understand the historical fallacy.

Themostimportantimplicationof thisfallacyis in understandingvhatBabasaysaboutGod.God
createghe conditionsof illusion suchastime, spacenumber Jaw, reasonandduality. ThusGod
necessarilydoesnot fall underthe influenceof thesefactors.Babarepeatgshis numeroudimes.
But | haveheardBabaloversreally confusedby Bababecausdhey haven'tgottenthis oneidea.
Sothey think Babais beingpoeticwhenhe says,"You and| arenot we, but one.”" Or they ask
guestiondike "Whereis Babanow?" The questionof "where"assumesomeaspectesideshis
bodywasever"in" spaceBabadid andalwayswill precedespace And you createspacen the
act of seeing it.

Philosopherfiaveso consistentlyfallen into the trap of this fallacy thatl havewonderedf it has
some special place in Maya. | have even wondered if it is the gatekeeper of gross consciousness.

All schoolsof philosophicalthoughtfall into it, evenImmanuelKant, who assumedhat many
aspects of his "intuitions" had to apply to their cause.

1. Ancientsexplainedthe presencef humansof the temporalworld by postulatingmagic
other ones called gods in another. They read the effect into the cause.

2. Atomistsexplainedparticlesof stuff by postulatingsmallerparticlesof stuff calledatoms,
reading the effect into the cause.



3. Platoexplainedthingsin termsof magicotherthingsjustlike themcalledforms,reading
the effect into the cause.

4. Materialism explains stuff we seeby postulatinga stuff we don't see called matter,
reading the effect into the cause.

5. Scientistsexplainstime andspaceby postulatinga momentin time andspacecalledthe
Big Bang, reading the effect into the cause.

6. Scientismexplainslife on this planetby postulatinglife on anothermigrating here,
reading the effect into the cause.

Thepersonwho originally pointedout thefallacy wasJohnDeweyin
1896, but it hasgoneignored. Dewey was an Americanpragmatist
philosopherandeducatorl hadalreadyguessedhe historicalfallacy
andwashavinga hardtime explainingit to my professorsOneday |
pickedup a book by Dewey, openedit, andthereit was. You know
how those angels are.

"a setof considerationsvhich hold good only becausea completed
processs readinto the contentof the processwhich conditionsthis
completed result." (John Dewey, The Reflex Arc Concept in Psychology, 1896)

Giving an example

Here'sanexampleof how to applythis principleto critical thinking. For sakeof illustrationwe'll
attemptto comeup with atheoryof moneywithout committingthe historicalfallacy. We mustdo
this without using terms and concepts only understood from our experience of using money.

Let us supposeave wantto know whatmoneyis fundamentallyWe wanta theoryof money.It's
notenoughto hold up paperthat'sgreen.That'snot money.Moneyhasvalue.We haveto account
for that. Thefirst thing | dois rephrasdéhe question.If | wantto know whatmoneyis, | haveto
know how it cameinto existence How did it evolve?I'm askingfor the processthat created
money.lf | knowthisprocess will knowwhatmoneyis fundamentallyandl!'ll havemy theoryof
money. So | want to postulate a process by which money could have come about in a culture.

Obviouslymoneyhasno valueif it isn'tseento havevalue.Forinstanceaf | woundup backin the
StoneAge, amongcavemenand| offeredthe cavemensomemoney,they would scratchtheir
heads and walk away.

Thereis areallygoodchancehosecavemerwouldn'tseethegreenpapern my handsasanything
butpaperin my hands.To havevalue,whichis theessencef beingmoney,thepapemeedgo be
seen as having value. And it needs to have a special kind of value we could call 'trade-value.'

Sothefirst partof my theoryis thatmoneyis a symbolor sign(arepresentatiorthatpeopleagree
to see as standing for something else called "trade-value."

But thistheoryis incomplete pecausenonetarytrade-valuas anassignmenive understandrom



our experienceof usingmoney.How, then,could | explainthis conceptof monetarytrade-value
to cavemerwho havenevertradedwith moneybefore.After all they only valuefamiliar objects
they use,not symbolicvalue. Thinking the conceptof trade-valuenvaspresentn the processof
inventingmoneywould committhe historicalfallacy. It would be readingsomethinghatcomes
aboutastheresultof the evolutionof moneyinto the evolutionof money.It would bereadingthe
effect into the cause.

Thetrick will beto explainthe epiphanyof moneyasaway of organizingexperienceof symbols
without telling a story thatincludesthis way of organizing.We mustseehow the schemacame
about,notassumeheschemawasthereto form theschemautof. Thatmakesno senseBut that's
what philosophers do. We have to not do that.

Okay, I'll attemptto tell a story of an evolution of moneythat doesnot commit the historical
fallacy.

CavemarBob likes Cavewomarlisa. CavemarBob gives
Cavewomariisa a scrumptiouspieceof meatto showher
his affection. CavewomarLisa s really flatteredandwants
to be sureCavemarBob knowsshelikes him too soshecan
keepgettinghis little morsels.SoshegivesCavemarBob a
paintedstone He actslike helikesit, dancingaroundthefire

with it. He's a big flirt.

- Now thepaintedstonehasno valueexceptto CavemarBob.
He can'treally spencit anywhereSo moneyhasn'tbeeninventedyet, but he associatethe stone
with herglancewhenshehandedt to him andit beginsto standfor heraffectionfor him in his
mind. He actuallystartsliking it andhelooksatit sometimesvhenhe'shunting,thinking of Lisa.

Thenextevening,CavemarBob givesLisa anothemieceof meat.Theyboth smile andthe next
thing you know Cavewoman Lisa is pregnant and living in a cave with Caveman Bob.

Lisais trying to getthingsoff the cavefloor andis trying to drive awoodenstakeinto thewall to
hangthingsup. Shegetsirritated that shehasn'ta good stoneto bangit in with. Sheshowsher
irritation to Bob and he goes looking for a better tool.

Now CavemarBob seeghat Shoonookhasa greathammer-stonalongwith alot of othertools.
Bob tries taking it, but this makesShoonookmad. To avoid a fight CavemanBob dropsthe
hammerandgoesandcurls up nearbyto think overthe situation.Finally he jumpsup, grabsthe
hammer-stonegndrunsinto his caveyelling at Lisa. He getschasedy ShoonookCavemarBob
is really scaredout hereally wantsthe hammerHe alsowantsto stayalive. Sohelooksaroundto
seeif thereis anythinghe canuseto persuadé&hoonooko go away.He picksup afur capeheno
longerneeddutthatlooksprettyniceandtossest to themouthof the cave.Maybethatwill make
him go away. Shoonookgrabsit andrunsoff. "Tit for tat," goeswordlesslythroughShoonook's
emotional emotive mind.

But later Shoonook'svife admireshis newfur cape Later Shoonoolkgoesto CavemarBob'scave



smiling andwearingthe cape.CavemarBob is scaredbut Shoonookkeepscoaxinghim to come
outandstartsdancingaroundin the cape.CavemarBob covetouslysnugglesis stolenhammer-
stone thinking heis goingto loseit now. But Shoonookkeepssmiling. Finally he runsawayand
returnswith his wife and anotherhammer-stoneHe puts it outsidethe cave door and starts
shakingthefur aroundhis neckandpointingto hiswife'sneck.Finally LisagetswhatShoonooks

communicatingShegoesandgetsanotherfur capefor Shoonook'svife. Shoonookandhis wife

go dancing around and soon the whole clan has discovered "trade."”

Now everyone is trading for things they desire and like. Everyone is happy.

CavemarBrown is sitting with his family, playingwith his paintedstonethat his wife gavehim
long ago.Theyarevery happy.Suddenlyhe putstwo ideastogetherin his mind. Looking at the
stoneandthinking of "trade"hesuddenlyreorganize$is sensalataof
the stone.He hashadan epiphany."Trade-stone,'he saysto his wife
holdingupthestone."Trade-stone!'Lisalookscuriouslyathim. Heis
sodelightedhe dancesajig. It will be sometime beforeanyoneelse
gets it, but that was the day money was born.

Now we are ready to formalize our theory of money.

Money manifestsout of psychologicalapperceptionApperceptionis the processdy which new
experiencas assimilatedo andtransformedy the residuumof pastexperiencef anindividual
to form a newwhole. Money is a way of looking at a sign or symbol.It occurswhena sign or
symbolis looked upon as a representatiorof trade.This is then codified in a culture through
cultural agreementMoney is a way of seeing.Money has no existenceoutside its being
apprehended as such and this apprehension being agreed upon.

Chapter Three: Notes on the Original Whim
There are three ideas | want to get across on this page:

1. The Original Whim caused time and space.

2. The Original Whim is not the Big Bang.

3. Godwasformlessat the momentof the Whim so could not see,but by the urgecreated
the first form through which to see.

Beforetherecanbe a meaningfuldiscussiorof the Original Whim thereneeddo bea prettygood
understanding of the ordinary humsamskara.

Somepeoplemistakenlythink of sanskarasastiny little thingsthatfloat aroundlike light orbs
and are transferred from person to person like germs.



Sanskarasirereally impressiondeft on the psycheby pastexperiencesandthey arenGthingsat
all. They are psychogenic.

Psy.cho.gen.ic
badjectivePsychology
having origin in the mind or in a mental condition or process

It is alwaysbestto usea simple examplefrom everydaylife to conveywhat sanskarasare and
what they do.

Every time you do somethingor everytime somethinghappengo you, if you are happyor sad
aboutit, thatexperiencdeavesa slightimpressioron you. Thatimpressiorthenaffectshow you
look upon that kind of experience when it comes up in the future.

Forinstancejf you eatsomethingandlike it BDnexttime you seeit youwantit. Converselyif you
eat something and it makes you throw up B next time you see it you donOt want it.

Everytime you eatin away thatsatisfiesyour hunger,you relieveyour hungerbut you reinforce
your habitof eating.Whatis happeningeachtime you eatis thatyou are erasinga sanskaraeft

overby pasteating,butreplacingit with anewimpressiorof pleasurdrom eatingthatwill cause
you to desire food again in the future when your stomach hurts.

So eachexperienceof pleasuresatisfiesa latentcraving, but establishesanothercravingin the
future.

Each experienceof suffering establishesa desireto avoid that experiencen the future. Fear
attractsthe thing fearedsothatthe fear canbe overcomeBut no soonerdo we re-experienceéhe
feared thing then a new fear of it is created.

This is howsanskarasvork.

It mattersnotif you dothethingor if you haveit doneto you or you just watchit happenWhat
is importantis that you experiencesomethinghappeningandit causesyou either happinessor
sadness. That is what leaves shaskaraimpression) of it on your mind.

Notehereavery importantpoint. If you couldsomehowre-experiencéhething desiredor feared
without feeling happyor sadaboutit (without havinganinternalreaction),it would exhausthe
pastimpressionand not createa hew one. Babaexplainsthis in Infinite Intelligence.Perfect
mastershave no internal responsgbecausehey have no sanskaray and thus createno new
sanskarasn themselves.

It should be obvious now thaanskarabegetsanskaras



It goes like this and in this order:

¥ Action B could be by you or to you, important thing is that it is an event you experience.

¥ Impressionb pleasureor pain from the action leaveseither a positive or negative
impression on you about that kind of event you experienced.

¥ Desireor Fearbin the futureyouwill eitherdesireor fearthatexperiencelependingn
your pleasure or pain.

¥ Action D sooneror later the desireor fear to repeator not repeatthat experiencewill
promptyou to re-experiencé to satisfythatcravingfor repetition,or to satisfya desire
to overcome the fear.

¥ Impressionb no sooneris the pastimpressionworked off in the new action, a new
impression is left on the mind again of pleasure or pain and the cycle starts over again...

Thisis whatcause®volutionandthe seeminglyendlessycle of birthsanddeathcalledsamsara
Now we are ready to talk about the Original Whim of God.

Mayais the mechanicy whichiillusion is produced Sanskarasarereally the smallestbuilding
block of Maya. Besidesreality, thereis Maya (the mechanicf illusion) andnothingelse.The
world doesnQeally exist. It is justa miragecausedy Maya.GodOsrgeis to find himself. Maya
is the methodGod usesto do thatbfirst by seeingillusions, thenby discoveringhis own reality
against the backdrop of illusion. Then illusion vanishes and God experiences only Himself.

Now originally, beforetherewasany of this illusion, therewasGod. But Godwasin deepsleep
and did not know he existed. He was unconscious.

Babasaysthat somehowthis vacuumstateof God was stirred. This completeunconsciousness
wasinterrupted Babasays by a desireby Godto know himself.Babasaysthatno causewill ever
befoundfor thisfirst urgeor desire He saysit wasawhim, which by definition hasno causeother
than itself.

This Whim hadno causeput it happenedSo Babaexplainsthat the Original Whim of God to
wantto know himselfwasthe Ofirstcause.@hisis significantto philosophergor theyhavenever
known what the first cause was.

When this Whim happenedthere were someunique characteristicshat neverwere to be true
again.Oneis thattherewasno time. For this reasonBabaalwaysrefersto this momentas Othe
beginninglesdeginning.dr it wasjustthe Obeginningtbenthatwould imply abeginningin time,
amomentalongatime line. But the Whim happenedgbrior to time andcausedime to happen(by
"prior" in this instance | mean causally, not temporally)

Now rememberthat the original Whim was a desire.And rememberthe order of causationof
illusion:



action b sanskara b desire b action, etc.

Note now thatthis first desirecamebeforeany sanskaraor action. So therewasno sanskarato
causethis desire.Sotherewasno reasonto havehadthis desire.Now you seewhy Babasaysit
was a whim.

But, as explained, a desire leads to an action.

Godwasreally nextto infinitely fine atthis pointBtherewasnOnuch
to Him in the senseof thoughtor consciousnes&ll therewasin that
instantlessnstantwasthis desire. SowhatACTION couldGodin this
almost infinitely fine state take?

Therearetwo | wantto discussThefirst createdistinctionandtime.
The second created space.

By the very desireto know himself, God formed the first way of
seeing.He formed in himself almost unconsciouslythe notion of
otherness,separation a second.For in the senseof the question
OWho?0s latent somethingoutside oneselfto be. This senseof -
distinctionis thefirst schemaof experienceghatwe continueto seethe world throughtoday.We
callit duality. Whenwe perceivewe perceivethingsasdistinctfrom oneanotherandwe look for
something other than what we are P distinctly.

Now the momentthis desireexistedand createdhis notion of othernessof duality, this way of

seeingn divisions,therewasimplicit in thisaseconcotionof time. Fortherewasinstantlyin the
momentof the Whim a beforethe Whim andanafterthe Whim latentin its very happeningThis
first happeningof the Whim thusly divided the pastfrom the futurein appearancé'Let therebe
lights in the expanseof the heavengo separatehe day from the night, andlet thembe for signs
andfor seasonandfor daysandyears"(Genesis)TheWhim did nothappenn time.How couldit

for it gaverise to time. Ratherthe Whim causedmplicitly the impressionof time in God. And

instantlytime becameexplicit asaway of seeinghencefortifrom thatfirst momentlessnomentn

the beginningless beginning.

Well, now havingplenty of time, Godlookedaroundto seewhathe might be. And of coursethis
actof looking aroundgaveto Godthedistinctnotionthattherewassomewheré¢o look Bouterness
Dthe notion of therebeinga thereout there WherewasGodto look to find this thereout there
thathefelt existed,butin thefar off reache®f his dreamtimagination?So, simply the temporal
actof looking implicitly gaverisein God'simaginationto a senseof spaceSoit wasthatthis act
of seekinghadtheunintendedut fortuitouseffectof makingspacedirst implicit andthenexplicit
as a way of seeing. And we call this sense of seeing space.

So in the Whim itself there was the emergence of time and space.

This is in the Bible.



And God made the firmament, and divided the waters which were under the
firmamentfrom the waterswhich wereabovethe firmament:andit wasso.(Genesis
1:7)

And the next step is in the Bible too. This pleased God.
...God saw all that He had made, and behold, it was very good. (Genesis 1:31)

Godtook pleasuran whathesaw.Now remembepnceagainthe orderof the proces®f creation:
desire B action b sanskara, etc.

GodOslesireto know who he was D the Whim or first desireor first causeb causedn God the
impulseto actuponhis desire,i.e. to look about.This act effectively causedGod to experience
pleasure, and this formed in God the fgahskaraimpression).

And of course from this first sanskara camesbeondact of imagination and so forth.

Sowhatwe seeinitially formingin GodOsanaginationaretheschematdor all thatHe would later
come to see, and then take himself to be.

Chapter Four: The Big Bang Misunderstanding

The Original Whim is not the Big Bang.In manyways
therewasa Big Bangafterthe Original Whim, butin as
many ways this is misunderstood.

Scientistsare confusedaboutthe GroundZero eventof
theBig Bang.Theyareconfusedy afallacyin thinking
known as the historical fallacy. This is the error in
thinking you make when you imagine the causeof a :
thing having the characteristicof that thing. It is easiestto understandhis fallacy through
examples.

Examplel: Sometribesmenraresitting aroundafire trying to explainwherepeoplecamefrom. So
they smoketheir peacepipesandcomeup with theideathatmagicalpeople(gods)createdhem.
The problemwith this explanationis thatwhile the tribesmenonly hadpeopleto explainbefore,
now they have peopleand magic peopleto explain® andthey still havenOexplainedhow the
magic peoplecreatecthe regularpeopleexceptby their magic. Plato calledthis kind of infinite
regress Othe third man argument.O 1tOs a sign of a flaw in thinking.

Example 2: Some Greeksare sitting aroundtrying to guesswhat things are fundamentally
composedf. Sothey comeup with the notion of atoms(tinier things). The problemwith this is



that the Greeks now have their atoms to explain. Are they closer to understanding the first cause?

Example3: An Enlightenmenphilosophemunchesover his deskin his attic. A candleflickers
besidehis inkwell. He is wonderingwhat stuff is made of? So he invents an invisible stuff
(matter). Now he has two kinds of stuff to explain.

Each one of these is imagining the cause of a thing to be analogous to (just like) the thing.
Now here is more tricky sense of the historical fallacy.

Example 4: A scientist in the 20th century is at his office
contemplatingheorigin of time andspaceHe comesup with theidea
thattherewasanexplosionbandout of this explosioncamewith it D
along with matter b time and space.He thinks about how this
explosionmusthaveexpandeautwardin spaceHe estimateatwhat
point in time after the initial explosionthe ball of matter,time, and
space had reached one inch in diameter.

He figurestheexplosioncameoutof apointandbroughtwith it its own spaceandtime. But hehas
imaginedthis eventasif it werein spaceandtime. He evenimaginesbeingthereholding a tape
measureaipto it. Heis picturingthe causeof spacdike thingsin spaceHe s thinking of thecause
of time like an event he sees in the world of time.

In additionheis imaginingall theseeventsasoccurringin termsof therelationsof time andspace
(natural laws) that he finds in the phenomenalexperiencehe's trying to explain, without
accounting for how these laws came about.

The Original Whim was not an event like this. It was an event that preceded time and space.

Anothermisunderstandinthatscientistshave,alsodueto the historicalfallacy, is imaginingthe
earlieststageof inorganicevolutionashavingthekind of substancéhatwe now conceivethings
in. They are picturing in their mind imagesand qualitiesthat only arisemuch later out of their
evolved sense organs.

It wasa mathematicatonceptualUniversebeforethe senseorgansevolvedto give thatUniverse
color anddensityaswe experiencehem.In fact we can'tevenimaginethatworld asit wasin its
primordial stateand as it remainsunperceivedby the individual mind. Even to say it was
"mathematical’ls incorrectif we imaginethatmathematicso belike theonewe use;andto sayit
was conceptual is wrong if by "conceptual” we mean the kind of conception we now have.

Thusall modelsof the Big Bangoughtbeunderstoodo beonly modelsfor understandingandnot
"pictures" of those events.

A morerepresentativenodelwould be like the onel keeppointing to where,insteadof things
createdwhatis modeledarethe perceptuaschematahatevolvedin God'simaginationby which



to experiencehoseobjects For the objectsariseout of their beingseennotthe otherway around
as currently supposed.

Really therewas a Big Bang of desire,ideas,and perception.lt is only in hindsight,through
our evolvedfaculties,thatwe cannow imaginethoseeventsashavingthe kind of substanceve
experiencanow. Sciencewill nottruly progressnto the subjectof first causesntil it hasa strong
notion ofMayaand thesanskara.

Chapter Five: Do | need a body to see?

This is a questionthat many people have askedthemselves.The
answels 'yes,'butyoudon'tneedabodyto look, i.e. peerinto theinky
nothingness.

In the beginning,God hadthe desireto know himself, which senthim
off on a journey (in His imagination) to find what he might be.

Thisdesiredid notrequireabody,noracauselt wasawhim. And this
desirepromptedGod to look for himself, which wasthe first action.
And this actionpleasedsodandthuscausedn Godthefirst sanskara T
(or impression) And this first sanskaraformedthe mold for the first
gaseoudgorm which was so many levels more subtlethan hydrogen o A
Babatells us. Throughthe mediumof this mostsubtlefirst form God sawjust atlny bit, andthis
experiencecausedmore sanskaras(impressions)and this formed more desires,actions and
impressions, and thus more complex forms, and thus more complex images.

EventuallyGod found himself as a grub crawling along the ground eatingmud. One day God
woke up and found himselfin a world as a personand by thentherewas so muchto seeand
experiencghathewasentirelytakenin Bawarethathe existedbutignorantthathewasin factthe
dreamer of all this around him. He took it as real.

Sobeganthe long processof wearingawayall the impressionse hadgatheredn the procesf
forming theworld thatgaveriseto his self-awareneswhile retaininghis senseof being.Whenall
theimpressiondhiadbeenworn awayhewasleft with himselfalone whichreally speakingvasall
that ever had been.



Chapter Six: The Om Point
The Om Point is not a point in space.

Evenif you knew all the trajectoriesof all the
starsandplanetsin the expandingJniverseand
you wereto tracethosetrajectoriesn reversgo
a point in spaceand a momentin time from
which things appearto have Bangedout, that
would not be the Om Point.

The Om Pointis a subjectivepoint. Out of this
pointthe Universeoozesfrom themind of God.

To understanavhata subjectivepointis, look aroundyou at your environmentThenlook within
you at your thoughtsand memoriesWhatis in commonbetweenthem?That which seesthem.
And whereis this?If you contemplate/ou cantraceit to a spotwhich feelsasif it is betweerthe
eyesin thecenterof theforeheadBut whatis thereatthis pointif youlookin themirror or takean
X-ray?Nothing. Time, spaceandyour headcomeout of the point; the pointisn'ton your heador
in time and space.This point is infinitely vastandthe world of objectsand thoughtsis really
infinitely finite. But seen through the schemata of time and space the opposite is experienced.

Thereis a sensein which eachpersonis a Big Bang,a point out of which the Universethatis
continuouslyemergingfrom God'simaginationexplodesinto appearanced he sensen which
thisis trueis calledhomeomeritywherepartscontainthe wholeandthewhole containghe parts.
Theexampleusuallygivenis atree,whoseseedsontainthetreeitself. Eachsoulis in the Over-
soulandthe Infinite Over-soulis in eachsoul. In this senseeachoneis a Big Bangout of which
the Original Whim is expressedEachday, from your point of view, the Universeexpandout of
you whenyou wake and contractsbackinto you whenyou go to sleep.In the courseof lives
experiencedy asingleatmaCreationfirst evolvesoutwardandtheninvolvesinward. Like this,
from the point of view of the Over-soul(Paramatma the Universeis projectedin Creationand
collapsesn Mahapralaya The point from which all threeareexperienceds the Om Pointandis
One.

Chapter Seven: The missing argument for materialism

Bewareof peoplewho saythey hold a positionbut avoid discussingt with wordslike "It would
take me hours to explain.” Tell them you have the time.

To someit maycomeasa shock,butthereis noargumentor materialism.Thereis no defensdor
it. There isn't even an explanation of what materialism exactly is.

| shouldknow. | did my thesison materialistargumentsgainstidealism.l hadwantedto do my



thesison idealismbnamelyGeorgeBerkeley'sdeathatthereis no suchthing asmatterbut only

perceptiorbsol couldunderstandt better.In my first discussiorwith my thesisadviserl asked,
"Everyoneseemdo know thatidealismis wrong, but | seemto havemissedwhatthe argument
against it is. Whais the argument against idealism."

His answemwasflat andsurprising."Thereisn'tonereally," he beganwithout entirelylooking up
atme."ldealismwasin favorin the nineteentrcenturyandnow materialismis. It's justfashion.”|
had to think about that and | have to say it still amazes me, even though it turns out to be true.

But he suggested explore the question,and we decidedto call my thesis"Refutationsof
Idealism."

This requiredthat | study the history of modernmaterialismbeginningwith JohnLocke. For

materialistargumentsto examinewe choseone of materialism'smost luminous post-modern
proponentsG.E. Moore. We choseMoore becauséhe offered just the kind of argumentl was

looking for, sharplogic-orientedrefutationsof idealism.Moore wrote threemajor essayon the

subject.

Then,to assesshe succes®f theserefutations,| wrote whatoneidealistwould havesaidto his
charges(GeorgeBerkeley.Thismightatfirst seemabit unfair, sinceit couldbearguedhatMoore
wasthinking mainly of his contemporarieandnot the famous17th centuryidealist. But Moore
himself saidthat his argumentsefuted“all forms of idealism."Somy professorand! wereboth
curious to see what | would discover.

It turnedoutthatBerkeleyhadanticipatedall of Moore'schargesandhadalreadywritten defenses
againsteachof themtwo hundredyearsearlier.Sothis madequite aninterestingthesis.| wound

up havingto saytheobviousthatin theendMoorehadfailedto refuteatleastoneidealist,George
Berkeley, who from a western point of view is really the quintessential idealist.

So my thesis passed.
But that was not the end of the story. | later learned much much more on my own.

Thiswholetime | waswriting Berkeley'sdefense®f idealismfrom attacksby materialistsjt had
neveroccurredo meto askwhatthedefenseof materialismwas.Berkeleyhad.He hadsaidthere
wasnone,not evenanarticulationof whatit was.But it didn'tfully dawnon meatthetime quite
how significant this is.

It took sometime for meto digestjusthow damagingt really is for materialismthatthereis nota
singlelogic-boundargumentfor it. Its only arguments thatit is the intuitive view andcommon
sensewhich Berkeleycorrectlyshowsis nonsens&henyou seewhatmaterialisnmsays. will get
into that further on. Philosophyis not the art of holding beliefs. Both idiots andideologuescan
hold beliefs.Philosophyis the art of argumentfor beliefs.Whatdid Shankaralo his whole adult
life? He arguedagainstthe Buddhistsand dvaitas(dualists).He wentfrom debateto debate He
defendedhis beliefs and refutedthoseof his opponentsHad he simply written refutations,he



would not have been remembered. Any academic can write a refutation.

But let'sgo backto Moore.Evenin Moore'sown day he beganto realizethathis refutationswere
goingnowhere He keptwantingto think of adefensdor materialismbagainstheidealistnotion
he found so repugnant B that everything is perception.

Oneday,neartheendof hislife andintellectuallyexhaustedyloorewasgiving atalk. Trying one
lasttime to explainwhy idealism(theview thatperceptioris

all thatis) waswrong and materialismwasright, he got so

frustratedthathefinally justwavedhis handangrily in front

of his face shouting,"How do | know | havea real hand?
Look! Thereit is!" Waving his handin the air, his face
turning red, the audiencebeganto laugh. For this gesture
wasthe main point of GeorgeBerkeley,thatwhatwe mean
by a hand,a real hand,is the one we seewith our eyes.
Moore was inadvertently making the argument for idealism.

Counterto whatmostpeopleassumematerialisms nottheview thatwhatyou seewith your eyes
is the actualworld. Materialistscall that view "naive realism." Materialistsbelieveyou seea
representatiofcopy of somekind) of therealmaterialhand.Sofor a materialistyou don'tseethe
actual world.

Idealistsdo hold thatwhatwe seeis the actualworld, becausédor anidealistthe only world is the
onethatis perceivedsincethe essencef thingslike tablesand chairs(andhands)lies in their
being perceived.

In his two main essayon the subject,Principles and Dialogues,GeorgeBerkeley showsthat

materialismdoesn'treally makeany sensenvhenit is examinedcloselybecauset isn't clearwhat

thereferent(thething named)of theword "matter"is, or how this mysterioussomethingaccounts
for experienceHe alsoshowsthatthe only defensef materialisnthatis continuouslygivenby its

progenitorsthatit is plain old commonsenseis ridiculous.He pointsoutthatif youaskanyplain

old manon the streetif he thinks his handthat he seeswith his eyesis not his real hand,but a

brain-paintingof someotherhanddiscussedh aclassroomhewill look atyou like you'reinsane.
Thecommonsenseview, Berkeleypointsout, is thatthe handyou seewith your own eyesis your

actual hand, and that there is no other.

Besideshaving no logic-committedargument,materialismalso suffers from having no clear
articulation.For if you askwhat matteris materialistscan only explainit is the onething that
exists.They cangive othernamedor it suchasthe substratumBut they can'tarticulateexactly
whatthey meanby suchwords.Matteralsois impotentto explainour experienceFor this reason
theydon'targuefor it. Materialismisn'treally aphilosophicatheory.A theoryis anexplanatiorof
someobservedohenomenonMaterialismcan'tevenexplainitself, let alonesomephenomena.
Theonly thing thatmaterialisntheorizess thattherewill onedaybeatheoryto gowith thename.
| onceheardDavid Chalmersspeculateout loud at a symposiumon consciousnesthat his best
guesss thatmaterialismwill explainexperiencen onehundredyears.So,if materialismisn'ta



theory, what is it? It's a positiorot to be an idealist

But why is it soimportantto a groupof peoplenot to believesomething2Vhatdoesthis anxiety
stem from?

Berkeley explained,and all the idealists after him have essentiallyagreed,if everythingis
perceptiongventhat which no individual perceivessuchasan emptyroomno oneis in, thenit
mustbeupheldby a Universalperceiver And this demandshe existenceof Godor Spirit. Matter,
on the other hand, is said to be inert D blind and lifeless.

Somaterialismis not a beliefin somethinglt is a group-commitmento
createa bulwark againsta philosophicalbelief that demandghat God's
existencas essentialBerkeleysaidall of this. | amonly repeatingwhat
he has said.

Thatis why materialismdefinesitself asthe beliefin matterandnothing
else.lt is the"nothingelse"thatis theimportantpart of the position,not
the sensiblenesef theidea.lt is designedhot asanexplanationputasa
bulwark against explanations.

Sadly,believersin God haveforeverbeendefendingtheir belief against
attacksfrom materialists,yet they have beentoo busy to notice that thereis no defensefor
materialism.And to make mattersworse, post-modernChristian apologistshave all come on
boardwith thematerialistsn defensef matterbmaybein hopesof attainingacademicredibility.
That is why their apologia arguments for God don't really hold up. It is so ironic.

| hardly know what else to add.

Notice you will neverseematerialismdefendedn a fair debatelf a materialistdebateshe will
speakin red herringsto divert attentionbackto his opponentit is acommonploy in post-modern
debatedo play rope-a-dopeandsadlyit works because¢he debatemonitorsare so unintelligent.
Never confuse glibness, a fancy suit, and ten shades of cologne for intelligence.

| strongly suggesteadingone or the other of the two works on idealismby GeorgeBerkeley,
TreatiseConcerningthe Principlesof HumanKnowledgeor ThreeDialoguesbetweerHylasand
Philonous They arefamous,eloquentlywritten, short,andthe only works he everpublishedon
thesubject Eachcoverstheexactsamematerial,only Principlesis writtenasa standareessayand
Dialogues as a dialogue betweentwo friendly neighbors.Berkeley is said to have beenan
exceedinglhkind man.Onecontemporarpf hiswrotethathe couldfind nomanwho hadfounda
singlefault in Berkeley'scharacteryery rarefor a philosopherHis philosophicalwriting, which
includeddevelopmentsn the study of visual opticsthat are still taughtin Universities,wasall
donein his youth by the time he was twenty six. He later becamea Bishop. Justbeforethe
AmericanRevolutionhe visited Americaand lived in Rhodelsland with his wife in hopesof
startinga boy'sschoolin the America's Whenfundswerenot forthcominghereturnedo Ireland.



The city in Californiawas namedatfter him, inspiredby his Verseson the Prospectof Planting
Arts and Learning in Ameriggarticularly the final stanza,

Westward the course of empire takes its way; The first four Acts already past, A
fifth shall close the Drama with the day; Time's noblest offspring is the last.

Justa little post-notehere.|l alwayswantedto write with the kind of clarity that Hume and
Berkeleyhadduring The Enlightenmentl haveto admitl cannotlive up to their lucidity. Still,
theysayit is goodto modelgreatnessOnepost-modermaterialist,n his searchifor anargument
againstBerkeley,wrotethatBerkeley'sclearandlucid style of writing mustbeviewedwith some
suspicionfor it is easy,the authorargued o hide errorsin thinking behindclearlanguageYet
he could not sayexactlywheretheseerrorsin thinking were.How absurd How muchmoreeasy
it is to hide mistakesin reasoningin garbled,confusinglanguage.Thereis no level to which
somematerialistswon't stoopto find a way to disparageBerkeleywhen they can'trefute him
logically. One of the mostcommonargumentgiven that Berkeleymusthavegottensomething
wrong, wasthathe wasa big enthusiastor the healthbenefitsof tar water,a New Age pep-drink
hehaddiscoveredvhile visiting America.As a matterof fact,abookby Berkeleyon the potential
benefitsof tar waterwasa bestsellerin Europe,andthe mostfinancially successfubook of his
life. Theargumenhasbeenputforwardby his contemporaryppponentshat, sinceBerkeleywas
sodupedovertheallegedbenefitsof tar water,now knownto beabenignbeveragehemusthave
sufferedfrom ararebut acuteform of psychosisandthusall his writing on perceptiorshouldbe
viewedwith utter skepticism.Thereis a namefor this exactargumentlt is calledad hominem
circumstantialandit is a logical fallacy. You are supposdo addresghe man'sargumentsnot
the man. Thereis anothempopularargumenthat hasbeenusedagainstBerkeley'sidealism.lt is
thatwhatBerkeleyis proposingis thatwhenyou leavearoom,theroomdisappearsrThisis very
commonlysaidof Berkeley'spositionby thosewho don'tunderstandt well. Berkeleystatedhe
did not hold this view in Principles Thereis a namefor thisargumentswell. It is calleda straw
manargumentattackinga positionthatthe opponentoesnot really hold, andit is alsoalogical
fallacy.

In fact Berkeleydid maketwo mistakesin his writing. Berkeley died before ImmanuelKant
publishedhis Critique of Pure ReasonHad Berkeleylived long enoughi|t is possiblehe would

haveseenhis error. It did not occurto Berkeleythatthe factorof time is alsoanideain the mind
of God. Had he realizedthis he might have guessedhat the individual minds he conceivedof
were, ultimately, non-differentfrom God, andthat the separatiorbetweenour mindsand God's
mind is itself a mereappearanceBerkeleynevergraspedhatduality, causeddy theinfluenceof
theintuition of time, mightbea chimera.ThesecondnistakeBerkeleymadewasto think, like his
predecessaiohnLocke,thatnumberis a primary quality. Actually, it is ratios, notnumbersthat
are primary qualities.Neither Lock nor Berkeleyappearedo recognizethis fact. This error led
Berkeleyto assumehatall qualitiesof experiencearerelative.While Berkeleycorrectlypointed
out thatmeasuremengsa particularnumber,is relative,he failed to recognizethat naturallaws
areratios of variablesof time and spaceand ratios are not relative. Realizingthis would have



allowedBerkeleyto seethattherereally are primary qualitiesthatarethe samefor all observers.
Had he recognizedhis, his instinct, | think, would havebeento attemptto resolvehis systema

little differently, by placingindividual minds,who seerelatively, within the mind of God, who

seesbjectively.Hadhedonesoit is possiblenewould havestumbleduponsomethingvery close
to advaitavedantalt is alsopossiblethat Berkeleyknew morethanhelet on, andthathe wrote

only what he felt would not offend the church that became his career.

Chapter Eight: Sanskaras

Fromametaphysicapoint of view the mostimportantconcepto graspis the sanskaraSanskrit
for 'impressions' left on the mind by past experiences). Yet nothing is less understood generally.

It is not difficult to grasp what sanskaras if you are not a materialist.

A sanskaras the smallestunit of your psychologybit's what makesyou tick. But it's alsowhat
makes the Universe tick.

The best way to begin to understandwhat sanskarasare is to understandpsychological
apperception.

In psychology,apperceptionis "the processby which new experienceis assimilatedto and
transformedby the residuumof pastexperienceof anindividual to form a newwhole." (Ledger
Wood inRune} In short, it is to perceive new experience through the lens of past experience.

Example:We seea fire (visual perception) By apperceptiorwe correlatethe appearancef fire

with pastexperience®f beingburned.Having combinedpresentandpastexperienceve realize
thisis asituationin whichwe shouldavoidplacingour handin thefire andbeingburned.(William

James inralks to Teachejs

Apperceptionis the Westernconceptthat most closely expresseshe function of the sanskara
But a sanskarais the actual impressionthrough which we apperceive.The closestEnglish
equivalentermis "impression."To understandvhatwe meanby animpressioneft on our mind
by experiencehatthencolorsall subsequergxperienceywe canusetheanalogyof apair of rose-
colored glasses that color our perceptions when we wear them.

In Discourses, Meher Baba says:

The mental processesre partly dependenupon the immediatelygiven objective
situation,and partly dependenupon the functioning of accumulatedsanskara®r
impressionf previousexperience..Fromthe psychogenetipoint of view, human
actionsare baseduponthe operationof the impressionsstoredin the mind through
previous experience. (Discourses, 1967, Vol. 1, p. 54)



Psy.cho.gen.e.sis

[sahy-kuh-jen-uh-sis]

-noun

the origin of physical or psychologicalstatesout of the interplay of consciousand unconscious
psychological forces.

So sanskaras are:

the imprints left on the subconsciousnind by experiencean this or previouslives, which then
color all of life, one's nature, responses, states of mind, etc.

impressiongderivedfrom pastexperienceshat form desiresthat influencefuture responsesind
behavior (karma).

the faint memoriedeft on your mind by experienceyou hadin your presentife or in pastlives.
that affect how you look at things in the future and how you will act.

Fromthepointof view of oneseekingmokshgliberationfrom Mayaaswell asbirthsanddeaths)
understandingvhat sanskaraareandarenotis useful. Throughbhakti (devotion)aloneonecan
avoid the issueof sanskaraasimmaterial.But if oneis inclined by his temperamento pursue
the marga(path)of dnyana(gnosis,or real knowledge) thenunderstandinganskarasandtheir
effects is imperative.

Realknowledgeis attainedwhenall the sanskarasare wiped cleanfrom the mind andthe soul
is unfetteredfrom all illusions. This attainments called moksha Mokshais achievedwhenall
sanskaraareeitherworn out slowly by time, sloughedff morequickly throughyoga(practices),
or wipedoutin aninstantby a perfectmaster However,MeherBabatells usthatperfectmasters
usually wait until a discipleis ripe for this interventionby becomingat leastpartially purified
of ignorance This meansthat any work we cando throughyoga, the more preparedve will be
to receivethe final gift of moksha So evenfor oneswho hold to the avatar,the eternalperfect
master, | think yoga is not useless.

MeherBabaexplainscertainpracticesfor ridding oneselfof sanskarassomewhich work more
quickly thanothers.In the form thathe saysworks quickest(dnyang he saysthatit is necessary
to understandvhatit is you are removing.To performthesepracticesof renunciationwithout
understandinghe procesghatis beingundergonein otherwordswith confusedntentions,will
havea reverseeffectandproducenewimpressionsin dnyanamarga,understandingvhatoneis
accomplishings partof theactionof accomplishmenOtherwisethe actionis merelymechanical
and binding.

Thus, from a strictinyanapoint of view, understanding shnskarass indispensable.

It is important to understand whednskarasarenot



Sanskarasre not things analogougo objectsin the materialworld. They do not havelocation
or extensionmassor weight. They arenot things.We cantalk aboutthemasif they arethings,
talk aboutobjectslike meatthat containsanskarasbut we mustn'tmisconstruesuchlanguageas
conveying thasanskarasre actual things.

I will give someexamplesof how thinking sanskarasare things can be detrimentalto their
elimination.A persononcetold methatwhenpeoplehavesex,sanskarasareexchangedhrough
the bodily fluids. The sanskarastheytold me, arein thefluids. If this weretrue,thenonecould
havesexwithout exchangingsanskarasimply by usinga prophylacticsincethis would prevent
the exchangeof fluids. In actuality it is the experienceof the sex act that leavesimpressions
on the mind. In fact it isn't eventhe experienceput the internalreactionto the experienceb of
eithergladnessor sadnessA perfectmastercould havesex, experiencehe sex, but imbibe no
sanskaradecauséie is unaffectedand unimpressedy the experienceHe hasno reaction.He
has no reaction because he hasantskarasbut that is another story.

Anotherideais thatsanskarasaregivenoff from things.If this weretrue thenonecould escape
new sanskaradyy simply isolating himself. To really isolateoneselffrom sanskarasonewould
have to isolate from his own awareness, which is impossible when in an awake conscious state.

By understandinghat sanskarasare not things, one can seethe futility of runningfrom them,
creatinga physicalshield betweenyou andthem, etc. One canbeginto seethatthe removalof
sanskarass an 'inside job.'

Fortheclearesexplanatiorfrom atruesadgurwnthevariouswaysto removesanskaragjuickly,
readinfinite Intelligenceby MeherBaba.Babaalsoexplainsexactlywhatsanskaraare,usingthe
analogy of glass lenses and also a strip of movie film, the perfect master's relation to them, etc.

Baba explains how each method of yoga accomplishes the remeaaiskaras

¥ Bhakti yoga: The sanskarasare starvedthrough self-forgetfulnessn thoughtsof the
beloved.

¥ Karma yoga: The sanskarasare spentthrough selfless actions that create no new
impressions, due to complete detachment.

¥ Dnyanayoga: The sanskarasare killed by giving the body the obverseof what it
demands.

In onesensesanskarasreall thatis happeningaroundyou. In a sensehe world is reducibleto
the action and interaction ednskaras

It may surprisesomethat MeherBaba'smain book, God Speaksgdoesnot mentionkarmaevena
singletime in the body of the text, but mentionssanskaras39 timesandimpressiong193times
(not counting the index, glossary, and footnotes).

Sanskarasrethe building block of the true metaphysicThey arethe producersof illusion, the



working part of Maya. Yet they are so simple. All they areis ways of seeingcausedby past
instance®f seeinghatwerein turn causedy waysof seeingandsoforth all theway backto the
fist instance of time perception following the original whim.

The hardestpart of gettingthe new metaphysids wrappingyour mind aroundthe ideathat the
conditionsof experienceaariseprior to, and cause the experiencehey condition.Let me break
downwhatl justsaid.Whenwe sayin philosophythatsomethings "conditioned"by something
else we meanthatit canonly existontheconditionthatthatotherthing exists.Thisis theopposite
of how our intuitions are designed to look at things.

I'll give anexample We look at someeventandwe notethatit hasa shape We normally think
thattheshapas partof thething. Well it is. But you don'tunderstanavhy. You aren'treally taking
the shapefrom the thing, but ratheryour mind is usingthe shapeto conditionwhatis shapeless
(Divine Effulgence)to takethatshape Sothe shapeactuallyprecedesausallythe thing thathas
the shapeThisis peculiar,for we think of the shapeasbeingpartandparcelwith the object.In
Infinite IntelligenceMeherBabagivestheexampleof astrip of film. As eachframeof moviefilm
passedetweenthe light source(the projector)andthe screena correlatingimageis projected
ontothe screen.The millions of impressiongsanskarakthat passthroughthe mind, likened by
Babato film goingthrougha movie projectorgate,conditionits experiencen a substantivevay
on the screen of its experience.

Yet, andthis is whatis hardto understandthe sanskaragfilm framesin Baba'sanalogy)arenot
analogouso theimageonthescreenTheyarefiner, moresubtle.Theyaremereimpressiondeft
onthemindby pastexperienceTheyaretheconditionsof experienceTheycondition(form) your
experienceThemind encumberedby sanskarass calledthe "conditionedmind.” Whenthe mind
is entirely unconditionedno film strip) thenall thatis perceiveds whatwasall alongactually
there D the Divine Effulgence or Natural Light.

How the Universe evolves by way of sanskaras

| do not think it was a coincidencethat not one, but two, movie scenarioscommissionedy
MeherBabain the 1930'sto expresshis divine theme,weretitled "How it All Happened."One
wasby the screenwriteHy Kraft and associatesthe otherwas a broad outline by that name
given by Babathat formed the basisfor at leastthreefilm treatmentsb one later retitled "A
Touchof Maya." This title "how it all happenedis significantbecausewhenexplainingthings
metaphysicallyphilosopherdiavealwayshabituallyaskedthe question,"What are thingsmade
of?" ratherthanseeka processastheir explanationThis latter questionwhatarethingsmadeof,
actuallyexpressesa rarely understoodallacy of thinking Pi.e. readinginto a processa concept
that only comes about as a result of that process.

TheUniversecomesaboutby way of processlf we wereto statethis processnostsuccinctlywe
would say, what is fine creates what is less fine.

If we takethis simpleprinciple Dwhatis fine createsvhatis lessfine Bwe canextrapolatehat
this complexdensecoursegrossapparentlyrobustsubstantiveveighty smellyworld we perceive



is the result of somethingthatis lessof all thesethings, more fine. And if we extrapolateall

the way backwe cometo the mostfine thing which is describedn endlessways by different
mysticsthroughall agesas spirit, divine light, consciousnesshe Absolute,God. Throughthis
sort of thinking we canextrapolateback,andthe value of this to the mysticis thatthis furthest
first original conditionis alsothe goal of his journeybandnota merementalcuriosity. For Baba
tells usthe journeythroughduality is a big loop backto the sourceb a loop by which we attain
consciousness.

| am the alpha and the omega. (Revelation to John 1:8, 21:6, and 22:13)

Soin the beginninglesdeginning(the beginningthatis prior to time so hasno beginning)there
was no suchconfusionasthereis now. But the capacityfor experiencenastherelatent. Baba
explainsthatthe original whim stirredin God'screativeandimpulsiveimaginationbthe desireto
know himself,who wasall therewasto know. This first desire(of Godto know himself)wasthe
first cause of the first action.

And sincetherewasnothingbut Godfor Godto actupon,andsinceGodwasformlessandeternal,
this first actionby necessityhappeneanly in God'simagination.And this actionwaslooking to
seewhattheremightbeto be.And this actioncreatedhefirst impressioruponGod'simagination,
it left a mark. And this mark wastime. For in the very instantof the first urgeto know, there
waslatentin thatinstant,beinganinstant,anafterthe urge.And this sensations calledtime, and
time wasthenthefirst conditionfor all subsequengéxperienceln otherwordstime wasthe first
sanskaraimpressioncausedy thefirst actioncausedy thefirst urgeor desirebGod'surgeto
know himself B which Baba tells us was a whim and had no cause.

Now pauseand take notice. You find time as a factor in all eventsthat you perceive,evento
this day. Or, more accurately your experienceof eventsis conditionedby time. You could not
possiblyexperienceany event,that hasa beforeduring andafter, divorcedfrom time. Time is a
necessary condition of the experience of events.

Next, asGod peeredhroughthe impressiorof time, helookedinto his imaginationfor himself.

And this act of looking or peeringinto the imaginedvoid for somethingto be, unintentionally
presumedan imagineddistancebetweenhimself and beyondhimself to peerinto. This next
conditionor impressionwe call space.You encounteispacein your experiencesveryday asan
apparentuality of thatexperiencebutreallyit is a conditionof your experienceandnota quality
of it. It is only afterthe fact of producingexperiencehroughthe conditioninglensof spacethat
you find space as its apparent quality.

Justaswith time in relationto eventsthereis no possibility of experiencingan objectdivorced
from spacglocation,shapeandextension) Thusspaceconditionsthe experiencef objects.But
alsograspthatspaceis conditionedby time. Time comesfirst. Thenby looking temporallyhere,
and thenthere, space is imagined and grasped by God.



Now theseconditionsof experiencéwhich arethe sameprincipleashumansanskarasbutacting
in theimaginationof the Original stateof God), which areleft behindby prior experiencethen,
overthe courseof Creation,build up theimageworld like somanyglazesin a semi-transparent
painting. With eachadditionalglaze,the imagegrows moredensemore solid, more apparently
robustandsubstantivelt alsoincreasesn its complexity. And of coursenow you find yourself
surroundedy quite a convincingholodeckof illusion thatyou yourselfhavecreatedn the actof
imagining it B all for the purpose of finding out who you really are.

In regardto this analogyof glazesremembethow apperceptiorfunctions.It is "the processhy
which new experiencas assimilatedo andtransformedoy the residuumof pastexperience..to
form a new whole."

Sotheplacemenbf sanskarasloesnotfundamentallybeginin thehumanform or eventheanimal
form or stone form. It truly begins instantly with the first instant of creation.
TheUniversecomesaboutby way of processWhatis fine createsvhatis lessfine. Finethinking
becomesabsorbedn the contentsof its thinking, somatizests thoughts,andbecomedessfine
thinking. And that is how it all happened D as well as what it is.

Thisis thesensan my book The Evolutionof Perceptionand the Cosmologyof Substancéhat|
saythe notion of evolving perceptuakchematas the mostsimpleof all theories did not mean
thatthis notionis the easiesto understandat first. Ratherwhat| meantis thatit hasonly asingle
workingpatrt, i.e.thesanskaraor perceptuakchemaand,asl pointoutin my book,thisisn'teven
apartin theliteral senseof something independenof perceptiorandworking uponit. Rathert is
the conditionof perception.The sanskarathen,is the entiresecretot only to how the Universe
wasformedin theUniversalmind,in God'simagination butalsohowto overcomdheentrapment
of its allure. Rid yourselfof your sanskarasand you havebrokenthe spell of illusion. You are
now truly awake.

Chapter Nine: Time

The mostconfoundingproblemin philosophyis time. But in readingBaba'swriting the problem
vanishes as mostly self-created.

How cantherebe a procesqan eventsuchasCreationwith a beginning,middle,andpotentially
an end) if there is no such thing as time in reality?

Realizethat the first urgewasreal but all that apparentlycameasits resultwasin imagination
including time. Everythingbut the whim, right up to the momentof moksha(liberation),occurs
in imagination only. Thus the journey does not really happen at all. As qudBetiiBpeaks

He returnsto thedoorfrom which hefirst cameout, althoughin his journeyhewent
from door to door. (Maulana Shabistari, in Gulshan-e-Raz)



But then,how cantheoriginalwhim happeratall if it hadno beginninghasnoend,andis eternal
and independent of time? In what sense is it an event at all?

Remembemwhat was said aboutfine creatinglessfine. Recall also what was said aboutthe
historicalfallacy. To readinto the first causeassumptiongnd conditionsthat only comeabout
laterasits resultbis a grossfallacy. Thereis absolutelyno way aroundit but to takethe perfect
master'sword for it that there was an original whim. For we are trying to imagine through
conditioned mind that which exists without conditions. And that is impossible.

But | am neveroneto avoid trying to fathomthe unfathomableThe way | seeit, the original
whim is notaneventthathappenedong agoin theway we imagineit, nor anordinaryoccurance
with abeginningmiddle or end.Ratherit is eternalandeverhappeningrom the point of view of
onestateof God consciousnesdBeyondState),hasyetto happerfrom another(BeyondBeyond
State),and happenedong agofrom the point of view of the God-realizechumanbeing.Evenl
can't get my mind around what | just said, but | said it.

The beginninglessbeginning (Meher Baba's phrase)is beginninglessprecisely becauseit
ontologically precedes the condition of time.

Chapter Ten: What things are made of

We often hearpeopleaskingwhat things are madeof. The answerdependson the context.A
bicycle bicycle mechanianight saya bicycleis madeof machineparts.A metallurgistmight say
it's made of metal. A chemist might name its atomic numbers.

But sometimedy askingthis questionwe arelooking for morethanpartsandsub-partsput are
looking for an account of things? We want to know what ultimately something is.

Physicsattemptgo describeobjectsandeventsan experiencen termsof regularpredictabldaws.
Engineering attempts tpplythese laws in physically useful situations.

Butit is metaphysicshatattemptgo accountfor experiencealongwith its laws,time andspace,
and all its perceivedqualities. This accountingis more than a mere description(chemistryor
physics) or application (engineeringyletaphysics seeks explanation.

Thereis a commonmisconceptionthat metaphysicdealswith diaphanousconjecturesabout
invisible substancesl hatis probablytrue of real-dumb-metaphysicandit's equallytrue of real-
dumb-physicsBut it's not true of the more sophisticatedort of physicsmetaphysicghatwe're
talking abouthere.We'retalking aboutthe thingswe experiencdike cupsandsaucersforks and
spoons,and attemptingto accountfor their presencein our experiencewithout postulating
anything that is not experienced.



As soonasone positstheoreticalunobservabléhings as causespne hasdelvedinto real-dumb
physicsor metaphysicsExamplesinclude unobservedtheoretical, unquantifiable metaphorical
dimensionsstrings,andmatter.No oneeversawany matter,nor a tenthdimension.Thesethings
exist only in the imagination of their creators.

In the kind of metaphysicsve'retrying to convey,the causesre"observable’andare meantto
explaintheobjectsandeventdn yourexperienceThismaysoundabit startling.l'll explainwhatl
mean.

Let ussaythatl claim thattime is a sanskaraa pair of rose-coloredjlasseghat conditionsour
experienceLife apperceivedhroughthe sanskaraof time appearstemporal.Now | haven't
postulateda new metaphysicathing you can't observe.For, when you look aroundyou, you
experiencespaceall about.All we havedoneis reassigrwhatwasalreadytherein our experience
unexplainedWhile beforeit wasanoddfactorof our experiencef objectsandactionsi,it is now
‘'understoodis'a schemaof seeing Nothingwasintroducedbut anexplanationareassignmeng
greater understanding of what was already present in our experience.

Whenpeoplebeginto try to teachmemetaphysic$ amalwayson thelookoutfor two things.First
is themistakeof assuminghatthe causeof X is justlike X. Theotheris the positingof something
they cannot point to and say, "that there is what I'm talking about."

Here is an example:

Somepeoplespeakof gravity asif it were an invisible thing. They like to call it a "force,"
whateverthatmeansTheytalk about"pulling” asif this actionexplainsthis invisible force. But
whenl talk aboutgravity, | pick up aspoonanddropit onthefloor andl say,"Did you seethat?
That'swhatl meanby gravity!" | don'tpostulatesomethingextra.Rathen assignthatexperienced
droppingasa regularand predictableandquantifiablelaw of perceptionl pick it up anddropit
againto showhow regularandpredictablat is. | write downthe formulathatwasabstractedy
IsaacNewtonfrom thesamekind of eventto showthatit's quantifiableandneverchangesit's that
simple.Nothingis positedbutthe explanatior®no novelinvisible entitiesor powersto explainit.
The causeof the actionis movedfrom an invisible ghostworld to your self-evidentfaculty of
experience. Do you see?

Now I'm alwaystalking aboutmy duck-rabbitdemonstratiorof ways
of seeingconditioning what we see.

If youexaminghepictureto theright you canseeaduckfacingleft or

arabbitfacingright. Thoselong horizontalthingscanbe the bill of a
duckor theearsof arabbit.But you can'tseebothanimalsatthesame
time. Your perceptioncanshift from oneto the other,backandforth.

Whatis changing?Certainly not the picture. Your eyesaren'tmoving. Whatis changingis the
construct (schema) through which you are organizing the lines in your mind.

Now, hadyou neverseena duck,you could not seethe pictureasone.Soyour pastconditioning



(sanskarapare required to condition what you see.

Now, whatyou areseeinghappeningdthis changan whatyou segustdemonstrate®is notsome
idle conjecturelt is anobservabldact All | amdoingis reassigningvhatthis event you observe
taking placeactuallyis. | am saying"that" is your sanskaraperatingon your perceptionsDo
you see?

Now, finally | wantto addresghetitle of this sectionb'whatthingsaremadeof.' In sciencet is
said that things are madeof atomsand atomsare madeof quarks,etc. And this is an infinite
regres®meaningt cannotarriveataconclusionevenin principle.It is alostcauseWhatthings
are madeof will continually demandanotherquestion"and what is that madeof?" This will

happenso long as we continueto explain a thing in termsof yet anotherthing. That kind of
thinking can'tsatisfythemind becausdt is fraudulentthinking thatcommitsthe historicalfallacy.
It is gross most-dense thinking.

What things arereally madeof is answeredby anotherquestion,which is how they cameinto
apparenbeing?And thatanswers anevolutionof perceptiorb evolvedschemataf perception
that condition perception and give rise to perceived substance.

Now thereis aterrific moviecalled"The MalteseFalcon."It endswith
theline by HumphreyBogart,in referencdo a pricelessstatuetteof a
falcon, "It's the stuff dreams are made of."

Whataredreamanadeof? If you cananswerthatyou haveuncovered
what things are, ultimately, madeof. Dream-stuffis nothing but the

eventof dreaming.Dreamshaveno stuff independenof themselves.
Theyinsteadproducestuffin thedream That'swhatsanskarasreand (R
what they do. They're the stuff dreams are made of. -

Chapter Eleven: Why multiverses & time travel don't
exist

A commonmodernideais thatthereareparallelUniverseby which is meantthatparallelwith
us is another Earth living a different history.

Let me explain the origin of this idea. It hastwo parts. One is precritical interpretationof
calculatedeventswithin the field of quantummechanicsinitiated by Richard Feynman,this
thinking makesthe error of reading macro intuitions into micro events. Physicistsdo not
understandhat quantumeventsprecedetheseintuitions and are merely the most primordial
schemataf experienceoperatingin the backof the Universalmind. Theydo not occurin space
and thus are not analogous to macro events. This is explained in my first book.

The secondreasorfor thinking thereare parallelUniversesds the post-moderrhabit of applying



modal logic to physics. This is really stupid. Let me explain briefly.

Modal logic is the formalizationof possibilitiesand impossibilities.What can be conceivedor
imaginedby thelogicianis classifiedaspossible andwhathecan'timaginesuchasasquarecircle
is classifiedasimpossible . Sothey positalternateconcurrentJniversesaspossiblebecausehey
canimaginesucha notion. Therearetwo problemswith this logic appliedto possibleworlds.
If anythingconceivablas possible thenpossibility is trivial, andif it is trivial it doesnot entail
anything.Sothe modallogiciansarepicking their conclusiondasedon meretastebthey'rejust
making it up.

The other problem is fatal.

Themodallogicianis imagininghis parallelworld. But in theactof imaginingit, heis presenin
thatworld asits witness.For, to be conceivedmplies a conceiver.And sincethe logicianis by
necessitya partof theworld of his experienceasits witness,it follows thathis imaginedworld is
in this world also. He is only playing games in his imagination and thinks he is doing physics.

Now this ideaof parallelworlds got spreadfar andwide becausef sciencefiction movies.The
parallelworld is a very usefulandpicturesquestory-tellingdevice.Oncepeoplesawit in science
fiction television shows, it became commonplace to believe in this fiction as nonfiction.

This is how all thesenovel scienceparadoxegbasedon grossmisunderstandingget spreado
the culture.

But hereis the spiritual reasorthattheseparallelworlds not only don'texist, but cannotpossibly
exist.

The reasonthereis only one Universeis thatthereis only one Om Point. And the reasonthere
is only oneOm Pointis thatthereis only oneGod. And the reasorthereis only OneGodis that
infinity cannot displace itself.

Meher Baba mentionsuniversesoften, but doesnot meanit in the sciencefiction senseof
alternativerealitieswith parallelhistories He meansvastfields of spacecontainingvastnumbers
of galaxies.

If you travel on outward journeys, there are infinitely vast fields in space which
contain millions of universes with innumerable suns. There are 18,000 worlds in
creation with human habitation. (Meher Baba, Lord Meher, online version, p6143)

Peoplemaywonderwhy | poo poo all theseinterestingideas.Am | too unimaginativeto accept
them?Am | too conservativeAm | a party spoiler?No, | amtelling you the truth. Peoplehave
beengrosslyfooled by pseudo-sciencim the Kali Yuga. Thetrue mysterieshat Babaspeakf,



that the masts experience, are far far more fantastic and impossible to imagine.

The differenceis thatoneis inventedin the imaginationof grossplanemen.And the otheris a
fact that Babatells us. Again and againthe pathrequiresleaving somethingbehind. Thereare
numerous passages to this effect in the Bible.

Whenl wasa child, | spakeasa child, | understoodasa child, | thoughtasa child:
but when | became a man, | put away childish things. (1 Corinthians 13:11)
Remember Lot's wife. (Luke 17:32)

Therearel.5million Googlehits for "paralleluniverse”andanotherl.8 million for "multiverse”,
its hip newterm.No wonderBabawantedhis themeof Creationto be expresseeh a mainstream
movie. Nothing sells ideas like the movies.

| shouldaddthattimetravel,alsopostulatedy post-modermphysicistsandpopularizedy movies
andtelevisionshows,is alsonotpossible Timeis away of seeinglt is notaroadyouwalk down
whereyou canturn aroundandwalk the otherway, nor ariver thatcansuddenlymoveup stream.
Theseanalogiesaretakenfrom thingsfoundin time, andarenot applicableto time itself. In truth
youyourselfarenotreallyin time atall, butonly seethingstemporallydueto the schemaof time.

Baba confirms that there is no time travel when he says,

The pastcannotbe changedandhas,asa chainof incidents,becomepetrified; but it
continuego moldthe presentaindshapeahefuture of thelimited "I." (Life atlts Best,
p32)

Chapter Twelve: Certainty

Thereis anassumptior(andwe are often mistakenlytaughtthis in High Schoolor college)that
if you makea predictionbasedon a scientific model,and an experimentprovesyou right, this
meanghetheoryyouweremodelingis provenby the experimentThis famouslyhappenedn the
case of a star sighting during a solar eclipse that Einstein predicted.

This is false. There can be many models or explanations that predict the same thing.

Prediction,by way of a model,doesnot prove that the model describegeality asit is. It only
proves that it is a working model.

For instance engineersometimesisethe Ptolemaicmodelof the solarsystembthe onewhere
the Sungoesaroundthe Earthbto makecorrectpredictionsof solarpositions.This doesnotprove



that the Sun goes around the Earth.

In the moresubtlecaseof Einstein'sprediction,the fact thatthe starbehindthe suncouldbe seen
during a solareclipsecould be explainedby bendingspaceasEinsteinthoughtin his model,or

by simply sayingthat light hasa small degreeof mass,thusis pulled by the gravitationof the
Sunthe way satellitesusethe gravitationof the moonto swing like projectilesinto outerspace.
In otherwords,no experimenprovesanytheory.In fact, mostphilosopherof scienceagreethat
experimentsareusedto testif atheoryis wrong notright. If atheorysurvivesanexperimentt

survivesto beretestecanotherday. Sciencedealsin hypothesesindtheories not reality, in data
and not facts. One must never confuse their model with reality.

The notion that a theoryis provenby experimentis naive science.Yet | seethis methodused
oftento convincepeoplethatsciencehasall theanswersThis blind faith in prevailinghypotheses
may alwayshauntmankindb causinghim to stayrootedin ignorance.lt may be that only the
individual movesbeyondhis deep-rooted¢onventionsvhenheis ready.But sadly,scienceshould
know better.The bestof what scienceis comesfrom its ability to discernempirical datafrom
fact, modelsfrom reality, andtheoryfrom knowledge Thelossof its spirit of detachmenfrom its
ideologies in recent times is really the temporary death of science.

From a purely rational point of view, thereis only one thing that we mortals can know with
absolutecertainty. It is that we seethings as we do. When | look out | can say without
equivocating that the world shows up for me as it does.

Now anythingelsel sayaboutit, suchasits causewhatothersperceiveof it, whetherit is real
or illusion, eternalor ephemeralare meretheoriesunlessone hasthe gnosisof the sadguruAs
for me | haven'ta way to comparethe veracity of onetheorywith anotherbeyondits elegance,
simplicity, and completenessThey are all exactly and only merely possibleconjecturesThe
reasons thatthereis noway to deriveanythinglogically from the natureof your experienceYou
can'tevenderive(asDescartesncorrectlythoughthe had)thatthereis a witness For, theremight
be this experiencewith no witness,simply happenindike a verb.How could you disputeit? By
applying some language game?

Descartesvrote,"| think, thereford am."But hefailed to noticethathis premisé€’l think™ already
assumedhis preferredconclusion.So he wasonly pretendingat logic Bfor hadhe not pretended
hewould havehadto admitthathis logic wasimpotentwithout a masteror gnosis.Whenwe are
honesteventheintuitionsuponwhich logic is foundedaresuspectFor no matterhow complete
logic is internally, it hasno externaljustification. So don't let anyoneevertry to fool you into
thinking thatanythingis really known by mortalsbesideghat Creationappearso eachmanasit
doesWe know nothing andcanknow nothingwith theconditionedmind. We only experienceas
we do. And we would haveno cluewhy if notfor the cluesgivento usby the mastemwho asksus
to look around and notice this or that and explains things to us.

Only one who has gone beyond the mind can really know anything at all.

Sowhensciencetells uswhatwe now know on the cutting edge laugh.For thatis the collapsed



science. That is the naive science. It isn't worthy of its name.

Inevitably, we want a sciencewhoseobjectiveis the reparationof the heartby turning it away
from all elsebut God. We beginuponthat scienceby examiningwhatit is we aregiving up, to
see that it is not truth.

Conclusion

Everyones awarethatthereis a divide betweerscienceandreligion. It is worth pointingout that
there has never actually been such a divide in mysticism.

Sciencaepulsedrom the notionof bridgingsuchadivide, believingthatit would beabandoning
its puretenets Actually it abandonedhosehundredsof yearsagowhenit beganits ventureinto

the ghostly metaphysicof materialismb which hasn'tevena wisp of scienceto it. It is pure

fantasy.Thereare somescientistswho havetried thoughto makesmall ventures.Scienceas a

Sourceof Inspiration by Lothar SchSfeiis an example But thesescientistdack whatonly Baba
can bring to science b which is a theme and purpose.

Generallyreligionis far moreopen-mindedhansciences aboutbridgingthis divide. EvenPope
JohnPaulll concededhat Darwinianevolutionis true b and sawscienceasrightly outsidethe
domain of religion.

But Babahasbroughtus somestartling new revelationsand muchto think over. Probablywe
haveseverhundredyearsatleastof thoughtto do on whathe hasbrought.Certainlytherewill be
innovationssoonasaresultof hisadventastherewerefollowing thelife of MuhammadBYy some
accountsMeherBabasaidthatin severhundredyearshewill betrainedasa masterscientistand
speakin a languagethat scientistsof the time will understandl havewonderedf it is alsoour
scientists who will have caught up enough to be worth talking to.

About this bridgeD1 don'tseescienceandspirituality aseverquite mergingandbeingthe same
thing, butl canseeaworld in which sciencegraspghetruth of thespiritandwherethetwo arenot
incommensurablaith oneanother.This new commensurabilitys likely to spawnthatcommon
language Baba talked about.

| hopel havemadea startin the direction of that compossibility,and haveinspiredothersto
continue the long ascent.

Of coursethe searchfor mokshathe heartof mysticism)hasto go far beyondsuchmusings But
each tiny step plays its part.
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