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Essentials of a Spiritual Metaphysics

Chapter One: What do we know?

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

Pick up an appleandlook at it. What do you see?Some
will say "matter." That is wrong.

All youseeis color.Evenif youwerecolorblindandonly
sawshadesof 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 conditioninglensof eyes,nerves,
and brain. There is no color independentof its being
perceived.All that is thereare frequenciesof radiation.
Theskin of theappleabsorbscertainfrequencies;others
are reflected. One frequency that meets the eye is
interpretedby themind asred.Oneis interpretedasblue.

Thusyouseethecolor thatyoudo,thepicturethatyoudo.You donotseethematterof theapple.
You see your own mental states.

Thisgoesfor all theothersensesaswell. Tasteis aninterpretationof somethingtasteless;soundis
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 haveaccessto the whole wide world. So througha
gross body you experience the gross world.

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

All the qualities you can assign to the apple, even frequencyand vibration, are irrational
applicationsof a fallacy.Giventhefact thatyouonly haveyourownexperienceof theapple,you
necessarilycanonly describethe applein termsof analoguesfrom your own brain-conditioned
experienceof it. And of courseyoucannotbesurethattheactualappleis in anywayanalogousto
the qualitiesyou perceive,for you haveno way to compareyour experienceof the appleto the
actualapple.This fallacy of readingyour appleexperienceinto its cause(theactualapple)is the
fallacy of reading effects into causes. It is false thinking Ð even though it feels totally natural.



So given that an individual only hasaccessto his own conditionedexperience,andhasno way
to understandor describetheworld asit is in itself, independentof his perceivingit, thequestion
ariseswhetherthe individual has any way to say anything at all about things as they are in
themselves?

Yes.

But beforethis individualcandiscoverwhatthatis, hehasto giveupmostof hisconditioningand
become completely honest with himself.

For he must first admit that, as far ashe knows,all thingsareprovisionallypossibleaboutthe
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.

Understandthatwhatis saidhereis not thatall thingsareactuallypossible.For it 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 independentof his experienceof
them,hehasno leverageagainstwhich to assertthatanyparticularpropositionis impossible.So
this potentialwe aretalking aboutis a prescriptiveattitudefrom which to moveforward,not a
description of things as they are.

If a manassertsthata propositionis impossiblebasedmerelyon his prejudice,whathesooften
mistakenlycalls his intuition, this also is of coursebogus.For, sincehe is limited to his own
orbit of experience,andhasno immediateaccessto theworld asit is in itself, independentof his
perceivingor intuiting it, any claims from his so-calledintuition aremerelya repetitionof the
fallacy mentionedabove.Havingno accessto theworld asit is, independentof his experienceof
it, he has no way to compare his intuitions of how it seems it ought to be to how it is.

Now somesay thereis a classof propositionsthat we must say are impossible,i.e. thosethat
areself-contradictory.This line of thinking holdsthata propositionsuchas"The manbothexists
andat thesametime doesnot exist" cannotpossiblybetrue,for it defiesthelaw of theexcluded
middle Ð wherebysomethingmust either be or not be. The claim that suchself-contradictory
claimsarenecessarilyfalsestill bleedsfrom thesamefallacy asbefore.For suchlogical notions
as the excludedmiddle, soundas they undoubtedlyfeel to us internally, are still groundedin
intuitions found in experience.While it is soothingto the individual to havefaith that his logic,
derivedfrom his intuition, is right, hehasno way to comparehis intuitions to conditionsasthey
are independent of his experience.

Now thereis anotherargumentfor impossibility that is equally false. It is the argumentfrom
definition Ð consideredby logiciansto be foundationalto truth. This is called analyticity. For
instance,the term"an immortalman" is deemedby logiciansto describean impossiblecreature
becausethedefinition of theword "man" includesmortality.But this definition of menasmortal
is merelya regurgitationof the definerÕspastexperiencesof men.What if therewerementhat
theindividual hadnevercomein contactwith thatwereimmortal?Not havingexperiencedthem,



the individual would not havecountedthemin his definition. His definition is thusobjectively
vacuousÐtelling us everythingaboutthe definerÕsassumptionsaboutthingsandnothingabout
thingsastheyare.Wordsaremereplaceholdersfor beliefsbasedonexperience,notacompassto
truth about things as they are.

If a logician continuesto protestthis point on the sheargravitas of analyticity (the power of
definition), immortal mencould be renamed"men prime," placatingthe logician with his own
self-styledconventionof attachingassumptionsto signs(words).By sucha simplechildÕsgame
the logicianÕsconcernsarerecycledto theoblivion from which theyemergedÐproving that the
semanticistlives in his own hall of mirrors.ThelogicianÕsnotionof truth is attachedexclusively
to his limited experienceandbearsthe fig leaf of gentlemanlymannerisms.The only thing that
definitionstell usis thesuppositionsof thedefiner,nothingabouttheworld asit is in itself. Thus
all thatis knownby definition is definition.We certainlycannotinform ourselvesmetaphysically
from them.

If a logiciansays,"It is not possiblethatthereis animmortalmandueto my chosendefinition of
theword man,by which I includeonly thosemenwho dieÓheis not sayinganythingsubstantive
about the world beyond his experience,by which we include his experienceof words and
definitions.And it is preciselythis world asit is independentof experiencethatwe areseekingto
describe.Logic is merelymannersof speakingwithoutcontradictionÐoftenformalized.Manners
of speechdonotandcannotimpugnthefact that,giventhelimitation of ourexperience,all things
remainpossibleirrespectiveof words. So analyticity (loading definitions into words and then
derivingthosedefinitionsfrom thosewords)bringsusnocloserto comparingourexperiencewith
reality.

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

If all propositionsare possible,then it follows that thereis at leastone propositionthat is not
possible.Thatpropositionwould be thatÐit is not possiblefor thereto beanythingimpossible.
And if there is at least one thing that is not possible, then it is false that all things are possible.

While this soundslike a fair objectionto the propositionthatall thingsarepossible,in fact it is
merely an entertaining abuse of words.

A logicianwill readilyseethatoncethis argumentis statedformally, andthedoublenegativeis
canceled, it merely reiterates that all things are possible.

It is notpossible that there is at least one proposition that isnotpossible.

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 thatpeoplejustify their assumptionsaboutwhat is andis not possible.
It is modallogic. In this formal language,certainconditionsaredeemedpossibleandothersare
deemednot possible.However,the criterion that is usedto assignpossibility to conditionsis
the imaginationof the logician. Thus modal logic presupposesthat the logician's imagination
is the paragonof all possibility. But this assumptionabouthumanimagination,as the 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 quantifiableattributeof world
events.Possibility,on theotherhand,cannotbequantified,norcanpossibilitybesaidto bestrong
or weak.Note that if, given the limits of humanexperienceand imagination,all thingsremain
potentiallypossible,andsincepossibility cannotbe quantifiedor comparedin termsof relative
weaknessor strength,thenany claimsof possibility arenecessarilytrivial claimsÐthat is, 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:

1. Individuals only ever have access to their own individual experience.
2. Given the limit of the scopeof individual experience,all things remain potentially

possible.
3. Given that possibility is ubiquitous, it is trivial.
4. Sincepossibility is trivial, nothing certaincan be derivedfrom humanguessingat the

nature of things as they are independent of experience.

Theseareactualfacts.Fromthesefour establishedfacts,it wouldat first blushseemto follow that
wecouldnotderiveanythingatall aboutconditionsindependentof ourexperienceeitherthrough
observation,intuition, or inquiry. And sincewe haveonly theseat our disposal,we can know
nothing at all.

It is explainedalreadythat the propositionthat all things are possibleis not meant to be a
descriptionof things as they are, but rather an admissionof the humancondition of being
helplessto discoverhowtheyare.It is aprescriptiveattitude,notadescriptionof conditions.This
admissionof mind, this completesurrenderingandgiving up of the old modesof thinking Ðin
termsof imagination,invention,pretension,presumption,prejudice,claimsof intuition (whichare
mostoftenreally a meresenseof familiarity), claimsof commonsense(which arereally relative
subjectivesensations),consensus,logic, definitions,languagegames,possibility, impossibilityÐ
giving all this up honestlyand completelymarkspreparednessfor the attitudeof thoughtand
feeling that is the prerequisitefor embarkingupontrue andfruitful inquiry, the pathof dnyana
marga. This prerequisitecleansingof themind of themethodsof falseimaginationarerequired



beforediscernmentcanbegin,i.e. thegradualmaturationof discriminationbetweenthefalseand
the real.

Coupledwith this abandonmentof old falsepractices,it is imperativeto retaintheopen-handed
attitudeto receivethegraceof truth from a previouslyunexpectedangleÐnayevento expectit
andbeimpatientfor it. If therewerenotavenuesof inquiry left to thehonesthumanspirit, thenall
individual seekingwould bepointless.And the immediateimplicationof this would beabsolute
nihilism Ð the spiritual death of man.

Fortunatelyfor the life of man,not all thingsarepossible,not evenfrom the perspectiveof the
individual lockedin hissolipsistinterpretationof realitywith nowayto compareit to theobjective
world. Fortunately,for the life of man, there is 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 experience(sensation,emotion,thoughts)presents
itself to theindividual,howeverconditionedit mayor maynot 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 an indisputableunconditionalfact for the individual Ð
the only unconditional fact that the individual has.

Everything else is a mere guess.



Chapter Two: The objective and the subjective

So if the individual is limited to this solipsism,a bubbleof personalexperience,thenhow 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
experienceasto its cause.While hecannotgetoutsideof his own experienceto directly perceive
the objectiveworld, a mancanexaminehis individual experiencemoreclosely for cluesto its
nature.

Theprinciplecluethatsomethingmoreis goingon thansolipsismarethetwo typesof properties
that a human being can find in his experience Ð called the primary and secondary qualities.

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

A medievalphilosopherhasa fever.He lies in bedashis wife caresfor him. In themorningheis
hot,perspiring.Thebedis soaked.He stripsto his undershirt,layson top of his beddingÐa cold
towel on his forehead.

Later thatsamedayhefinds himselfshiveringwith cold, calling out meeklyto his belovedwife
for more covers through chattering teeth.

Whathaschanged?Not theair in thehouse.Nor hashisbodybecomecolder.Rathertheapparent
changeof temperatureis in theman.It is notobjective.It is subjectiveÐfrom thepointof view of
the subject.

He recoversfrom the fever, having learnedan important lesson.The sensationof the air
experiencedthroughthemediumof theskin,nerves,andbrainis not thetemperatureof theair. It
is a representationof it which,whensick, fails to deliverproperly.Evenwhenheis well now,he
recognizesthatit is not theair onhisskin thathefeels,buthismind'srepresentationof something
he cannot directly feel or analyze.

An automobileinventoris standingwith astopwatchobservingtwo carsracearoundasmalltrack.
Before the racebegan,as the drivers throttled their engines,the pitch of the engineshadbeen
consistent.But now asthe carsapproachon the track the inventornoticestheir pitch is higher.
Thenassoonasthey passhim the pitch drops.As an inventorhe knowsthat the sourceof the
pitch, the speedof the pistonsfiring, remainsconsistent.The pitch that he hears,then, is not
primarily asoundof pistonsatall. It is arepresentationof theirvibration,takinginto consideration
the Doppler effect.

Graduallymencometo recognizethatsensedata,i.e. thatwhich is broughtto themby thesenses,
is subjective.It is relativeto thereferenceframeof theobserver,theconditionof hisorgans,state



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

The real facts,i.e. the objectivedata,arethosefacts that arenot relativeandremainconsistent
when measured.Theseare invariably only describablein terms of geometryand ratios. For
instance,thespeedof soundat sealevel is a measurableratio of distanceto time, i.e. 340.29m /
s. This law neverchanges,evenif it appearsto changefrom a particularinertial referenceframe
of theobserver.Theseobjectivequalitiesarecalledtheprimaryqualities.Theyarecalledprimary
because they are first in the causal chain between objective world and subjective experience.

So, summingup, it is assumedthat secondaryqualitiesare how the body representsto 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 concernsmight arise.How, if we only havethis paltry accessto our own private
experience,canwebesureof anyof thisaboutprimaryandsecondaryqualities?How doweknow
we arenot all alone?Are we not lockedinto a limited solipsism?Did we not first assertthatwe
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 even that we have
nervous systems.

These are some of the concerns that philosophers have raised:

¥ How do we know there are truly other minds?
¥ How doweknowwearenÕtdisembodiedbrainsin a tankhookedto acomputer,fed false

appearances electronically by a mad scientist?
¥ How do we know our logic about the primary and secondaryqualities is right, when

it is alreadyestablishedthat intuitions usedto form logic haveno genuinejustification
independent of experience of them?

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



If you seewhereyou are in 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
percept,dueto the way you are
situated in relationship to it.
Plato describedthis as a cave,
and from this come numerous

mysticalphilosophiessuchasEmanationism,Illuminationism,etc.In thischartwesimplyupdate
themetaphorinto a moremodernform Ðtakinginto accountclueswe 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 impossiblebecausein a dreamyou are the only mind and
containall thereis worth knowing,eventhe contentsof the apparentothermindsin the dream.
Life is different. In life, peopleconstantlytell you things you neverguessed.You can go and
confirm thesethings.You canprove to yourself that othershavementalcontentthat you don't
have. So you can't be the only mind.

Theideathatyou might bea disembodiedbrainin a vat, fed electronssimulatingsensedataby a
madscientist,is interestingasa narrative,but not very interestingphilosophically.Thescenario
assumesthatmuchof thecontentof thebrainÕsexperienceis
in fact correctÐthat thereareotherminds(thescientist),that
therearecomputers,thatbrainsarebrainsandthescientisthas
a body with a brain, that at leastone other personhashad
similar ideasto thebrainÕs(thecomputerprogrammer).This
whole idea presupposesthat the world beyond the brainÕs
experienceis muchlike thatexperience.But notecarefullythe
absenceof profundity in the scenario. Beyond being a
somewhatnovelparanoiacstoryaboutthekindsof tricks that
might beplayedon usoutsideour rangeof view, thescenario
is strangelyincuriousabout the more interestingquestions,
suchashow thescientistknowsthat thereis a world outside
his experience?And so forth. Regrettably,bad things do
occasionallyhappen,andsometimesthey happenin placeswe canÕtsee.But suchimaginative
scenariosarenot rightly calledphilosophical.Theyaremereamusementsby peoplewhohavenot
yet developed much intellectual discrimination.

How do we know our logic abouttheprimaryandsecondaryqualitiesis right, whenit is already
establishedthatintuitionsusedto form logic haveno surejustificationindependentof experience
of thoseintuitions? From a purely intellectual point of view we simply donÕt.The way that
contemplativeshavetraditionallydealtwith their own limitationsis to seeka teacheror examine
the testimonyof scriptures.Plato learnedfrom Socrates,Aristotle from Plato. Socrateswas a
master.Spiritualinquiry divorcedfrom respectof theperfectmastersandtheAvataris barrenand
boundto be fruitless and frivolous. Shankarainterpretedthe Upanishads.Meher Babalearned
from UpasniMaharaj,Maharajfrom SaiBaba.Thereis nobeingamaverickonthepathof gnosis.

Someoneoncewrote to MeherBabaabouta scientistwho waskeepinga monkeybrainalive by
feedingit bloodfrom adonormonkeyin agrotesqueandcruelmanner.Heclaimedthisprovedthe
soulof themonkeywasin thebrain.Thiswasin 1967.Babaaskedthatthescientistbesentacopy
of GodSpeaksandthathewrite to him immediately.Thecorrespondencehasnotsurvived.This is
all I can think of to say.Onecanonly readGod Speaks, the Vedas,the scripturesof the great
traditions,or seeka masterdirectly. All this that I am writing, right or wrong, is in oneway or
anotherno morethanan interpretationof God Speaks, with 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 dnyana is different from what peopleordinarily call intellectual inquiry. While
logic seeksto distinguishtruth from falsity, the path of gnosisseeksto distinguishthe real
from the illusory Ð knowledgefrom delusion.The first relies most heavily on inferencefrom
axioms,but in the pathof gnosisinferenceis only oneprovisionaltool in a lengthyprocessof
excavatingandeliminatingself-deception.Thepathof gnosisalsousestheheartin choosingwhat
testimony(suchaswhatmasteror religiousscripture)to trust thatgoesbeyondits axioms,andit
discriminatesin thekindsof observationsandjudgmentsit shouldrely on, andwhat it relieson
themfor. In its questfor thetruthdnyanamarga(thepathof gnosis)remainssuspiciousof its own
judgmentsÐneverideologicalaboutits methodsor axiomsasin thecaseof logic divorcedof the
heart.

Summingup,thepathof gnosisrequiresakind of shedding,ratherthanacquiring,of imagination.
It works by respectfor the teacher,observation,self-examination,releaseof falsethinking once
recognizedÐratherthanby emptyproofsbasedon axioms.It is an unearthingof the essential
throughthe gradualremovalof the unessential,in stages.Truth, in its traditionalworldly sense,
is derived by unexaminedintuitions. For this reasonit has beencalled Òuncritical.ÓBut true
knowledge,i.e. gnosis,is uncoveredby the seekerlike the pealingof an onion,which amounts
to thegradualrefinementof the intuitionsby recognitionandpurgationof hallucinations.As the
mind is purgedthe intuitions grow finer, analogiesbecomesubtler,andeventuallyit 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
epistemologicallyrigorous.The oppositeis true,but only by experienceis this understood.The
logiciandealsalmostentirelywith projectionsof hisownegoÐandis disingenuouswith himself.
Thednyan, on theotherhand,honestlyseeksto overcomehisprojectionsby 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
philosophernamedRenŽDescartes.RenŽDescarteshad a lot of trouble distinguishinghis
assumptionsfrom what he really knew. This is all the worsebecauseit washis intentionto do
exactly that.

Onenight Descartesstayedup lateandmeditatedon his thoughts.He
thenaskedhimselfwhathewasreally 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
appearancemightbeatrick beingplayedonhim by anevil demonand
hewouldn'tbethewiser.Sohedeterminedthathecouldinfer nothing
from his experiencewith absolutecertaintybeyondthat he had it Ð
muchaswe havepreviouslysaid.Thenhe turnedhis attentionto his
linguistic thoughts,trying to examinethemwith thesamehonestythat

hehadaffordedtheroom.But whenit cameto his linguisticthoughtsDescartescameto somevery
odd conclusions.

Whenheexaminedhis thoughts,Descartesdecidedthat,at thevery least,heknewthathewasa
mindhavingthesethoughts.Hehadthethoughtthatsinceheexperiencedthinking,therehadto be
a thinker (sincethinking implies a thinker), and this thinker had to be him. Thushe wrote his
famous cogito, "I think, therefore I am."

Actually, for all his goodintentions,assumptionsclungto Descartes'intellect like barnaclesto a
ship lost in the fog.

Whencontemplatingthoughts,thereis no reasonin theworld to suppose(beyondideology)that
you are causing them. That thinking implies a thinker is a mere convention of speech.

If Descarteshadwantedto striphimselfof hisassumptions,hewouldhavedonebetterto become
a painterthan a philosopher.For philosophersare takenin by their beliefs,and cannotdetach
themselves from thoughts enough to simply observe them impassively.

Whatdo I seewhenI look atmy thoughts?I seemuchthesamesortof phenomenaasI dowhenI
look at theroom.With eyesopenI seeakaleidoscopeI call "color" andto certainformsof color I
assignwordslike "chair" and"window." To suchwordsI furtherassignusessuchas"sitting" and
"staring."So,reallyspeaking,I seeonly thoughtsÐcolors,words,anddefinitionsÐthecontentof
my mind with eyes open. It is all a game of giving name to form.

Now whenI closemy eyes,I seediffusepicturesandhearadiffusevoice.Throughthebelief that
there is a me who has a voice, I assign my name to this voice.



Now I call all this that I see,with eyesopenor closed,my percept.It is a gestalt,which takenall
togetherI call theworld. It is just by virtue of namingthatI seesomeof it asrealthings,someas
dreamtthings,someasideas,someassounds,andsoforth. So,reallyspeaking,andI meanreally
speaking, I see thoughts through the veil of thoughts through the veil of thoughts.

But I canfind nothinkeratall in anyof it. I canfind nosourceof eitherthoughtswith eyesopenor
thoughts with eyes closed in their field.

Where is its origin? I 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,I recognizemy ideaof myself (assomethingindependentof the percept)for
what it is Ð simply another thought found in the percept.

I most certainly cannot, in good conscience,claim all the various things that Descarteshas
claimed,e.g.thatheis amindhavingthoughts,thatGodis anothergreatermind,thatGodis good
by definition, that beinggoodGod cannotdeceivehim, thusthe world hasto be real,etc.How
does he make this stuff up?

I only seethat there is 'this' and it presentsas it
does.I can only openmy eyesand armsand say
truthfully, "It presentsthusly." How can I guess
where it arises from or to whom? The perfect
masterUpasniMaharajoncesaidthateverythingin
this world is good simply becauseit appears
spontaneously.Can I be so vain as to contradict
him?

Somesaythatwherethereis apercept,theremustbesomeoneseeingit. It is saidalso,wherethere
is smokethereis fire. Thiswitnessor fire is calledtheAbsolute,theUnmovedMover,theCreator,
theLight, andGodAlmighty. Beinginfinite, it is said,thewitnesshasinfinite names.It is saidby
a few that I amin Him, andHe is in me.If I ama mind asDescartessays,thenI amGodÕslens.
The proponents of advaita say that I 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 meanshehadno formal educationin art
and was self-taught.He was also a customsofficer. One day
Rousseausaid of Picasso'spaintings, which he could not
understand,"PicassoandI arethetwo mostimportantpainters,
me in the modernstyle Ðandhim in the Egyptianstyle." My
father used to laugh and laugh.

Similarly therearetwo mainexplanationsfor
human experience, the evolution of
consciousnessas explainedby Meher Baba
andall mysticsbeforehim, andthe deusex
machinaexplanation.A deusexmachina(lit:
god from the machine) was a method of
solving story problems in ancient Greek
theatre.When the writer couldn't think of a
way to solveall theplot problemsat theend
of thestoryhewouldarrangeto haveacrane
lower in astonestatueof agod.Thenthegod
Ð someonehidden from the view of the
audiencespeakingfor the statueÐ would
magicallysolveall theproblems.To this day
the term refersto 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.

First understandthedeusexmachinaexplanationof experience.Takeanindividual, a manor an
elephant.How doweexplainhowits experiencearisesin it asit does,with primaryandsecondary
qualities?Easy.We hypothesizean invisible, odorless,untestable,indescribableinert material.
Now wedefinethis inert invisibleundetectablematerialas"thecause."By definingit thisway,the
inert somethingis by definition the causeof everythingincluding experience.That'sit. Problem
solved. ItÕs impossible to refute.

Theonly problemwith this machina(in themoderncaseÐmatter)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 modern deus ex machina theory is of coursematerialism.It is impossibleto mount a
refutationof materialismbecauseit hasno argumentsof its own to refute.It offersno accountof



itself. That is why I say it is a deusex machina.It works by magic if anythingat all and is
entirely unsatisfying.It is a cheapsolution that leavesonestupefiedand thirsting for answers.
Like Tinkerbelle it only lives if you clap your hands and believe.

Materialismis appealingto somewho poseascontemplativespreciselybecauseof its magical
nonsensicalquality. It works becauseyou say so. It can't be arguedabout becauseit has no
articulation.It causesno concernsbecauseit can'tbeunderstood.Its existencecanÕtbedisputed
because there is no test for its existence. It's adeus ex machina.

In fact, I would write a lengthysectionabouthow materialismis supposedto work, sothereader
could examineit, if therewassomethingto write. I did my masterÕsthesison materialism,and
there just isnÕt.All that can be said is that materialismis the view that there is an invisible
substratumof matter that you canÕtseeand the primary qualities like number inhere in it.
And this archaicenlightenment-eraturn of phraseis believedto somehow(no explanationis
yet forthcoming)explainyour secondaryexperiencecalledÒsensedata.ÓMaterialismis actually
defined as the belief that Ôsome day everything will be explained in terms of matter.Õ

maáteáriáaláism -noun
[muh-teer-ee-uh-liz-uhm]
the theory that physicalmatter is the only reality and that psychologicalstatessuchas emotions,
reason, thought, and desire will eventually be explained as physical functions
(Encarta World English Dictionary © 1999)

Now, besidesmaterialism,thereis asecondexplanationfor experience,alongwith its dualquality
nature.It is a process(or evolution) of conditionsthat are found every day operatingin our
experienceanddoesnÕtrequirepositinga mysteriousinvisible metaphysicalentity. To seehow
process theories work, let's take a look at one in service today.

How did contemporarygeologistsgo aboutguessing
how thecontinentsgot into thepositionstheyarenow
in? First they examinedthe processesthat can be
foundstill occurringon theEarth,suchasvolcanism,
subduction,anderosion.Thentheymeasuredtherate
of theseongoingprocesses.Basedon this information
they extrapolatedhow such processes,over a long
period of time, might havecausedthe 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 apperceptionÐ and we
extrapolatebackward to a simpler state of these



conditions.

Just as in plate tectonicswe discoverthat once the continentswere unified as the continent
geologistscall Pangaea,we speculatethat individual perceptionwasonceunified in a statethat
some mystics call the Universal Mind.

Materialismis notaprocesstheorylike these.It is asteadystatetheoryfrom anerawhenthatwas
theonly kind of theorythattherewas.It requiresinventiveimagination,astrongdesireto believe
thattheconclusionis right regardlessof absenceof evidence,andis markedby a lack of genuine
curiosity. It is faith-basedÐin thesensethat it is groundedin belief without evidence.And it is
superfluouslymetaphysicalÐin thesensethatit is entirelyimmodestin its relianceonmysterious
unobservedagenciesand entitieswith no clear explanationof their natureor accountof their
declaredcausalpower.And it is irrationalin thatit offersno justificationwhatsoeverfor its axiom
that matterwill oneday explainexperience(andeverythingelse),beyonda kind of complacent
timeworn familiarity that it incorrectly calls "intuition." The sensationthat materialistsascribe
to their intuition is actually the quality that mysticscall grossor ordinary consciousnessÐ the
baselesssensationthatsenseobjects(like cupsandsaucers)aretheultimatereality andthat their
cause must therefore be analogous to them.

Evolution of consciousnessrequiresunflinching honesty,disgustfor complacentacceptanceof
thebaseless,willingnessto reexamineassumptionsshownto begroundless,deepobservationand
introspection, acceptance of facts as they present themselves, and reason.

Sucha view asthe evolutionof consciousnesscanbe intellectuallycalamitousto the individual
for aperiodof time,becauseit demandsthatthecontemplativegiveupage-oldanddeeplyrooted
beliefs.But the fact that it resolvesriddlesmaterialismcannot,addressesquestionsmaterialism
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?Allusions to nervoussystemsarea red herringand
avoid the question. Materialists know this.

2. What doesthe theoryof matteraccountfor besidesandbeyondwhat supposedlyreally
is real,i.e. matter?DoesnÕtmaterialismonly accomplishthis featby definingÒmatterÓas
theonly reality?Whatif thisdefinition is theresultof awrongbeliefby thedefiner?How
would you know?

3. How did or dothenaturallawsevolve?Are theymaterial?If not,whatis theirontological
state?Explainbetterwhatyou mean.How do you know?How is this answerconsistant
with materialism?

4. Whatexistedprior to theBig Bang?Wasthisamaterialstate?Whetheryesor no,by what
method was this determined?

5. What prompted the Big Bang to occur?
6. Is a moment in time for the Big Bang a coherent concept?



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 Òspace?Ó
9. What is the logical justification formodus ponens?

10. What is the cause of healthy human intuitions, and by what faculty do you know this?

Decadeafterdecadematerialismhassurvivedthroughevasion,obfuscation,redherrings,appeal
to consensus,appealto authority,strawman,ad hominem,andposturing.Suchmethodsnever
satisfy the heart and mind of a true contemplative.

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

Somepeoplemistakenlybelievethat the movie ÒTheMatrixÓ
depictsa philosophicalposition known as idealism.In fact, it
portrays many of the aspects of materialism.

In themovietwo worldsaredepicted,analogousto thedualism
found in materialism.On the one hand there is the world of
senseexperience(secondaryqualities)thatNeoenjoyswhenhe
is pluggedinto thecomputerÐthepluggingin beinganalogous
to the network of nerves and brain that, according to
materialism,feed us illusions from somewherethe materialist
cannotisolate.At the promptingof Orpheus,Neo experiences
the primary or real world, depictedin the film asa gruesome
parallelduplicateof thesensoryworld of experience,only more
hard-coreandolder.Thetwin realworld is distinguishableonly
by Orpheus. Anyone stumbling around wouldnÕt be able to tell.

This is theview of materialismÐa confusednotionof a parallelworld analogousto theoneyou
see.Whereyou seethefilmÕslogic breakdownÐvery muchat thepoint thatmaterialismbreaks
downÐis whenNeo is freedby beingunhookedfrom his patchthat is analogousto his nervous
system.Soheseesclearlywhenhegetsunhookedfrom hisownhead(????).This is like removing
your eyes in order to see properly.

This movie confusesthe dualism of materialismwith mysticism or even Buddhism.In real
mysticismthereis no suchnonsensicaldualism.For theactualmystic,theSupremeRealityis not
analogous to the world of sense experience Ð but to the witness of things seen.



At best,ÒTheMatrixÓdepictsexperienceof alternatestatesof
consciousnessthathaveonly relativelyhigherreality, but does
notdepicttheSupremeRealityor first causethatis of interestin
dnyana marga.

Theaimof mysticismor margais not to tradeoneform of sense
experiencefor a second.It is to seeall sensationsas illusions
causedby conditioned mind, and to transcendillusion to
remerge with the all-presiding source.

In theunderstandingof theevolutionof consciousnessthereis only oneworld, theoneyou see,
becausethereis nothingto world(s)exceptyourseeingthem.World is createdin theactof seeing
it as such Ð by how you see. Oh! And you can't unplug your head.

Materialismis a two-world Platonicphilosophystrippedof PlatoÕsmysticism.In it thereis the
physicalworld youcan'tseeunlessyou takeapill Ðsignifyingbecomingaphilosopher.And then
thereis the faux world of mereappearancesthat the slaveslive in. ÒTheMatrixÓis, in the final
analysis, faux mysticism.

It would behardto makeaninterestingmovieaboutperceptualevolutionbecausethereisn't any
coolotherworld youcangoto Ðjust thedumbrealonewelive in until weovercometheinfluence
of Maya.This is the sensein which Platointendedthe tied slavesin the caveto be understood.
Theymustuntiethemselves,passevenbeyondthearchetypes(sanskaras), andexit thecaveinto
the unified and undifferentiated light of the Absolute Perfection.





Speaking Plainly
Metaphysicsis theareaof philosophythatdealswith problemsthatthehumanbrainwasn'treally
createdto understand.Whenwe werecavemenandour brainswereevolving,we weredealing
with physicalobjectslike food and water,sticks and stones.So we were born into this world
adaptedto aharshphysicalworld,makingobjectsandcountingbeads,not for thefine subtletiesof
abstract ideas.

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

But just as thereare finer thoughtsthan merely countingbeads,thereare finer facultieslatent
within man that, in the courseof time, can graduallybe unlockedand put to use.Thesefiner
facultiesdonotevolvein usin thesamewaythattheroughersensibilitiesweadoptedto copewith
physicallife did,butratherthesefiner facultieswerealwaysdormant.It is notby evolution,butby
wearingawayof therougherfacultiesthatthesefiner facultiesarerevealed.And generallythis is a
slow process of wearing away of veils to expose the higher intuitions.

Still, if a personis interestedandwilling, is sincereanddetermined,andaboveall is honestwith
himself,theunlockingof thesehigherfacultiescanoccurmorequickly to somedegree,evenif the
seekeris very new to the path.For to the degreeof honesty,determination,andconcentration,
maturation can be fast or slow.

To this end,of explainingwhatmetaphysicsis andgiving a boostto theseekerthat is unfamiliar
with suchissuesandis perhapsentirelylostor confusedby them,I havedevisedwhatI 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 verysimple,wecansaythatphysicalstuff is stuff wecanput in a jar.Wecanputrocks
in a jar. We cangrind up big objectsandput thegrindingsin several
jars. We could evencloseup a jar and trap air in it. We could put
anything in a jar so long as we found a big enough jar.

But we can'tput freedomin a jar. 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, becausethe ordinaryhumanbrain we all havewasevolvedto
dealmostly with physicalthingsthat canfit in a jar, whenwe try to
think aboutthingsthataren'tphysicalweareveryoftenproneto try to



think of thosethingsLIKE theywerethingswecouldfit in a jar. As silly asthissoundsit is really
a very importantpoint to gethold of. Considerthis quoteby MeherBabawhereheis expressing
the same point in a little bit different context.

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

An exampleof applyinggrossanalogueswhere
they donÕtbelong is a personwho thinks his
seeing comes out of his eyes and lands on
objects it sees Ð like old comic strips of
SupermanÕsheat vision. Such a person is
makingthemistakeof imaginingseeinglike it's
air or water.That'scalledan "analogue."He's
thinking of somethingnonphysicalÐ seeingÐ
asif it's "analogous"to physicalstuff. That'sa
problem.I canÕtoveremphasizehow common
such a problem in thinking is, or how much it impedes progress.

MeherBabawasnot only very smartandknew everything,but he wasalsovery considerateof
wherepeopleareandhow theythink. He knewtheir limitationsbut alsowantedthemto progress
beyondtheselimits. He knewhow peoplethink, sohetook thethingshewantedto communicate
andheexplainedthemin awaythatpeoplecouldjustbarelygetif theyreally tried,evenwith their
very physical kind of thinking.

Soto makemetaphysicalthingsclearenoughfor peopleto focuson in orderto progress,heused
simpleanaloguesthat his devoteescould picture,like dropsandan Ocean,to explain issuesof
spirit and Existence.

But moreprivately,whenBabawantedto takecertainpeopledeeperinto his gnosis,if theywere
duly preparedashis mandaliwere,he usedfiner, somewhatlessphysical,analoguesÐbut still
things from their experiencethey could relate to. So, for instance,in the Infinite Intelligence
Notebookstakenfrom moreprivatediscoursesgivendirectly to his earlydisciples,Babaspeaks
aboutexperiencemore like it is, using the word Òoopabhog(meaningenjoymentor taking the
experience of),Ó andsanskarasmore as they are Ð analogous to glasses on the eye.

So the seeingof the shadowor the experiencingof the universeis doneby
his eye accordingto the glasses,i.e. subtle and grossforms, that his eye
receives;andtheseglassesareproducedoppositetheeyeaccordingto thepast
impressions attached on the eye. (Infinite Intelligence)



WereBabato usenoanalogiesatall from ourexperience,wewouldn'thaveacluewhathemeant.

Now, oneof the reasonsmy own writing in the pastwasdifficult to understandis that I often
write in finer analoguesor no analoguesfrom the physicalworld at all. So, for instance,I will
speakof perceptualschemata(waysof organizingexperience)or of theprocessof psychological
apperception,andI will give examplesof sensoryprocessesat work in experiencethatthereader
can discover in his experience by examining its workings, but few or no analogies.

Nothing appearsto be more difficult than when I talk about perception,for perceptionis
somethingI donÕtunderstandin a discursivelinguistic way, but is ratherintimately familiar to
me in a way I canÕteasilyarticulate.SometimesI askthe readerto noticehis seeing.But this is
really confusingfor somereadersbecausepeoplearen'tsureif I meanthethingstheyseelike the
thingsin the room they arein, or somethingelse.So I explainI don'tmeanthe impressionthey
experienceof thingsin theroom.That,I explain,is theimageor thepercept.I meantheactualact
of seeinglike a verb. I havelearnedthroughtrials that it is hardfor manypeople,but not all, to
hold theirperceptionin their thoughtsthisway.As I havesaid,theyareusedto thinkingof things
like rocksandwaterandnot at all designedby natureto think abouttheactof seeingthe rocks,
divorced from the rocks.

Sothat'swhat'ssohardaboutmuchof my writing. It's thesubjectmatter,not thelanguage.Or this
is what I now suspect.

So now that I've explainedall this, the readeroughtto be morethanpreparedfor me to explain
some of my most basic ideas Ð in very broad terms Ð 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 theactof seeingÐandis nondifferentfrom theseeing
itself.

Now if there is only perception,then it is no contradictionto assumethat thereare ways of
perceiving.Justas,if therewereonly running,therewouldbenocontradictionin sayingthereare
ways of running.

I discernfrom readingBabaÕswriting thatthesewaysof perceiving(sanskaras) evolveandcollect
to produce an image.

Thisevolutionof waysof perceiving(sanskaras) happensfirst in perceptionin its undifferentiated
state of course. For by what manner of perception would it have to be divided?

Now,asthisundifferentiatedstateof perceptionevolves,it graduallygivesriseto individualstates
of perceptioncalledatmas, whicharereallyonly apparentstatesin theundifferentiated,causedby



the accumulated ways of perceiving (sanskaras).

So,wetakethisalwaysfrom theBeginningandmoveforwardto seehowthismiracleof theselfÕs
apparent emergence takes place.

First, timeevolvesin perception.Time is awayof perceiving.Seeingtemporallycausesthingsto
be seen temporally.

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

All natural laws are relations of space and time.

Sonow, relationsof spaceandtime evolveasnewwaysof seeingÐandthis is calledtheriseof
natural laws.

Natural laws are ways of perceiving Ð laws of perception.

For example, seen through the law of gravity, things will be seen to fall.

Theselaws of seeingevolvedevenbeforetherewereany ÔthingsÕto 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.

So whenit is said that the naturallaws arereally laws of perceiving,nothing is left out of this
account of physical things seen.

Sospeakingtruly Ðall thatis (physically)is seeing.And all thatis everhappening(physically)is
seeing and ways of seeing.

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

Thecreature,i.e. theorganism,is thenthelensthroughwhichperceptionbeginsto perceiveasan
individual.

The brain andnervesof the organismevolve further. As it evolvesmore is seen,heard,smelt.
Soonthinking evolvesvia waysof seeing.Seeingsignsassymbolsgivesrise to words.Seeing
objects through words gives rise to judgments, etc.

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



For example,a manseeinga manthroughtheschemaof rich andpoor,basedon learnedcustoms
of dress and manner, he will see the man as rich or poor.

Now finally manfinds himself in the world of his experience,whenall the while his is nothing
but UndifferentiatedPerceptionthatneverwentanywheresinceit wasneverin spaceÐbut rather
producedspacein the act of seeingspatially.Perceptionneverreally movedforward in time,
becauseit wasnÕtin time Ð but producedtime in the act of seeingtemporally.Perceptionwas
neverreally conditionedby the laws of nature,becausePerceptionproducedthe laws of nature
by seeingin termsof them.Perceptionwasneverreally a thoughtbecausePerceptionproduced
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 BabaÕsprinciple book God Speaks. Creationis containedin the
UniversalMind andis sustainedby Godseeingit. In jivatma(incarnateman)state,Godseesthe
world asanindividual,andthisseeingsustainstheworld for him. In Paramatma(God)state,God,
focuseduponGod,wouldseeGod,butbeingseeingitself thereis nothingfor Godto perceive,but
only Be. He knowseverythingfor thereis nothingbut Himself to know, andhe is formlessand
colorless.Sowhatis thereto know?Whatis thereto see?Hesimply is. All thatis apparentlyseen
andknown in 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.

ThatÕs it.

Removetheobstructionsto seeing,theschemataof seeing,thesanskaras,andyouseeclearÐyou
see your Real Self Ð by which you see nothing at all. You simply ARE.

Now thismight frightensomeone.But Babatellsusthatthisstateis astateof Blissandequipoise,
andnot annihilationof Consciousness.ThusBliss experiencesitself asBliss. Whendelusionis
removed,sufferingis removed.Whensufferingis removed,theBliss 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
separationfrom Himself is theancientperennialknowledgeyou will find told in numerousways
in all mysticaltraditions.In theWestit wasexpressedby theGermanphilosopherGeorgHegelin
the expression Spirit meets Spirit.

It is formulatedin so manyways,and the manyways it is formulatedcanconfusepeopleand
makethemthink therearemanystories.Thereis onestorytold in manyways,from manyangles.

I like my formulationbecauseI think it is accessibleto our modernseeing-orientedscreen-loving



civilization. I even find meaningin the fact that so many of Meher BabaÕsclosestdisciples
were artistsand screenartists.I also take heart that my book The Evolution of Perception&
the Cosmologyof Substance(2004)cameout beforeI readthe analogiesin Infinite Intelligence
(2005). This gives me hope I am doing some good for someone.

Justso I wouldn'tdie andleavemy daughternot knowingwhatherDadwasdoingÐbecauseit
couldbeprettyhardto determineif youwatchedmeÐI askedherto memorizethesewords:"The
laws of natureare laws of perceptionÐseeingandwaysof seeing."In a real sense,itÕsreally
that simple.I hopeIÕmright. How canI know until I havethe experienceof Reality?But these
thoughts encourage me to believe there is a Reality.

To make this idea that the laws of natureare laws of perceptionwork brilliantly to explain
experienceaccuratelyandcompletelyaswereceiveit, it wasimportantto proposeanexplanation
for howtherecanbetheobjectiveworld andat thesametimeourown individualexperienceof it,
which is a little differentfor eachperson.It wasvery importantto explainthis.Evenmaterialism
cannot explain this. It just waits for an explanation.

To do this it wasimperativeto formulatethe problemperfectlyÐexplainingwhy therearetwo
kinds of qualities we observewhen we look at things. There are facts that are the samefor
everyonelike relativemeasure,geometry,andnaturallaws,andthingsthat area little different
for everyonesuchashowthingsfeel, taste,andhowwe judgethem.Wehadto explainhowthere
were both "objective" facts and "subjective" facts.

This involved explaining how the two kinds of facts evolved, one from the other.

To explain this I positeda processthat I now think is more easily understoodfrom studying
diagramsthanwords.I myselfstudiedthecentralchartsin GodSpeaksfor years.I havethemain
chart framed in my living room and have literally studied it.



Explainingthechartabove:Theobjectivefacts(samefor everyonewhomeasuresthem)arein the
singularUniversalMind, while thesubjectivefacts(moreor lessuniquefor eachpercipientwho
looks at them)arein the individual minds.The individual mindsarecontainedin the Universal
Mind, accountingfor the fact that the objectiveandsubjectiveexperiencearecompossibleand
explainingwhy theindividualhasaccessto bothÐthesubjectiveuponlooking,theobjectiveif he
checks closer and thinks.

Another way to say this, and more accuratealso, is that the individual minds are conditioned
individually, andtheUniversalMind is conditionedin a singlestableway by the lawsof 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 Ðthuseachindividualcontinuesto seeapersistentandstableobjectiveworld.But
theydo not sharetheir individual conditioning(unlesstheydo soby culturalaccident).This then
accountsfor the apparentobjective(stable)Ðsubjective(relative)distinctionfound in ordinary
human experience.

Therearemanyfascinatingimplicationsto all of this. Oneof themostinterestingis that it turns



out to beanoriginal idea.No oneatHarvard,Stanford,Cambridge,or Oxfordhasthoughtof this.
ThereasonI know thatis thatthreeof my professorswerefrom Harvard,onewasfrom Stanford,
onefrom Cambridge,anda friend studiedphilosophyat Oxford.PlusI studiedphilosophybooks
written at all theseplaces.There'sno suchthing asArkansasphilosophy,so I didn't havemuch
choice.

Now whenI readInfinite IntelligenceI wasdelighted,thoughnotsurprised,to learnthatBabahad
usedsomeof thesameanalogiesthat I did Ðthemovieprojector,theprojectionist,the lensesof
glasssignifying the sanskarasor conditioningon the mind. So now I am pretty confidentthat I
am not far off the mark.

But, like I said, this is difficult. If peoplefeel more comfortablewith other analogieslike the
Oceanand drops then they shouldnot worry. Babagave them too. For all I know my ideas
could do peopledamageby confusingthem. So choosewhatÕsright for you using your own
discrimination. Baba is perfect. IÕm absolutely positive IÕm not.

I see twelve hopeful things about this model.

1. Understoodproperlyand in its entirety this ideaexpressedin my chartsandwriting givesa
lucid accountfor theevolutionandapparentpresenceof time,space,andthefixed reliablenatural
laws.Prior to this therewasno explanationat all. That'svery exciting.WhenI wastwelveyears
old I burieda time capsuleon the MeherSpiritual Centerthat containeda letter titled ÒNoteto
futurescientists.ÓMaybenowI havesomethingto tell them.Thetimecapsuleis still there,by the
way.

2. This idea explains gravity in a metaphysicallysimpler way than the GeneralTheory of
Relativity and certainly simpler than String Theory. It has Ôlessmoving partsÕas one kindly
reviewerof my bookoncewroteon Amazon.And metaphysicalsimplicity, lessmovingparts,is
the criterion science uses for choosing theories. It's called "Occam's Razor." That's exciting too.

3. This idea,when fleshedout as it is in my book, accountsfor numerousthings that no one
couldexplainbefore,suchastheontologyof mathematics,colorperception,theriseof thehuman
psyche etc.

4. As of this writing, the most progressivetheory of languagewas developedby linguist and
socialphilosopherNoamChomsky.In my bookI explainwhy my owntheoryof language,which
falls naturally out of my idea,actually succeedsin accountingfor the rise of language,while
ChomskyÕsfails to correctly isolatethe central issueand thus necessarilyfails as an account.
That's extremely exciting for linguists.

5. This ideacanaccountfor whatis calledtheprimary-secondaryqualitydistinctionin philosophy
without havingto proposeanunobservablesubstancelike otherphilosophershavebeenforcedto
in the past.This meansthat the systemI proposeis (perhapssomewould think ironically) less
metaphysical than materialism.



6. This ideaexplainsthespeedof light without producingparadoxes.Einstein'sparadoxesarethe
causeof scientism,which I argueis oneof the six plagueson modernintellectualthoughtand
development.

7. Most importantto me,this ideais completelyconsistentwith theteachingsof MeherBaba,as
well as Advaita Vedanta and Illuminationism.

8. This ideaexplainseverything(bothphysicalandmentalobjects)without postulatinganything
new to explain.Materialism,on the otherhand,wastotally incapableof explainingtime, space,
naturallaws, or humanconsciousness.It couldn'tevenexplainhow matterarisesor evenwhat
they meantby matterbesidesÒthatwhich is real.ÓMatter createsa useful model for physical
chemistry,but little 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. I show this later on.

10. This theoryobviatesnumerousdiffuseothertheories,supplantingthemwith a singleunified
theory.

11. This theory,as far as it goes,hasno looseendsthat anyonehasbeenable to determine.It
explainseveryquality of experience,bothactualandpotential,by explainingit awayasa way of
perceiving,or perceptualschema,evenitself asa theory.The only thing it cannotexplainaway
is theunified perceiver,i.e. God.Yet is doesthis without makinga secondzat(reality) outsideof
God,which would contradictGodÕsomnipresence.Thusit is completelyconsistent,if different,
as far as I 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
extrapolatingit to its ultimateconclusion,this ideais theultimateidea.Thusto my mind it must
be nearly true.

Now is Godreally justperception?I don'tknow.I don'tthink so.WhatI gatheris thatsuchaview
would be closer to Buddhism than Advaita Vedanta.

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

If Godis morethanhiscreativeandimpulsiveimaginationI havenowayto know,but I doubtthat
He existsapartfrom his nature.And creativeandimpulsiveimagination,i.e. creatingby seeing,
is his nature.I think of this impulsiveandcreativeimaginationthat we enjoy asGodÕsown. I
guessthat'slike sayingI think God is imaginationandbeyondimagination.He is the imaginer,
theimagined,andbeyondthedistinction.He is incomprehensible,butnotasincomprehensibleas
matter.





Seeing Through and Seeing As

Below is a visual metaphoricalmodelof my ideaof a processof perceptionasdescribedin my
book,TheEvolutionof Perception& theCosmologyof Substance. This model(andthetheoryin
my book)explainswhatis knownin philosophyas"theprimary/secondaryquality distinction."It
alsogivesan accountfor experiencethat is missingfrom contemporarymodelsof reality based
on the corpusculartheory of reality that is fashionablein westernphilosophyat the moment.
Finally, andperhapsmostimportantly,it entailsaview thatweareall fundamentallyof onecloth
metaphysically, a view which, in my opinion, has powerful ethical implications.

It may help to understandthat my backgroundis in cinemaand philosophy.I have beena
projectionist, a cameraassistant,have a degreefrom U.S.C. film school and a mastersin
philosophy.Thus it should be little surprisethat I adopt a cinematicmetaphorto 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 Ðthelight of consciousness.This
light doesn'thaveconsciousness.It is consciousness.It doesn'thaveimagination.It is imagination.

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

Now usethis analogy.God imagineswaysof seeing,statesof consciousness.Liken these'ways
of seeing'to lenses.Godimagineslenses,andthroughtheseimaginedlensessees.But whatdoes
hesee?What is theobjectof his perception?Light Ðbecausethereisn't anythingelse.ThusGod
is bothprojectorandcamera.Heseesnothingbuthimselfthroughhis imaginedlenses.He is both
whathesees(world) andwhathedoesnot see(witness).He is bothwhathe takeshimself to be
(body)andbeyondwhathetakeshimselfto be.Thereis nothingthatGod(light of consciousness)
is not.

WhenGodlooksthroughhis lensheseesonly thelight thatheprojects.And eventhelensthrough
which the world is formedandthroughwhich God is informedarenothingbut figmentsof his
imagination, thus not divided from himself.

What really existsin the absoluteandeternalsenseis the light. The percept(forgedin the light
castethroughthelenses)is illusionÑan ephemeralfigmentof God'simagination.Yet this illusion
is not separatefrom God, nor independentof him. Justas a dreamis not really separatefrom
the dreamernor independentof the dreamer.Thereis nothingbut the light. Thus, illusion and



realitybothareof God.Godis too infinite to bedisplacedby thatwhichhecreatesoutof 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.

Theprojectorhaslenses.Theyarenothingbut light (God'simagination)but throughtheselenses
theworld formsin thelight asappearances.Godseesthelight heprojectsfrom himself,casteinto
forms through the lenses. Being the light, God is really seeingHimselfas all these forms.

To understandthiswemustunderstandthelensesandwhattheyform in theworld of appearances.

Thefirst lensthatformsin God'simaginationis time.And afterit comesspace.And throughtime
andspacewe havethe potentialfor the distinctionsof before-and-after,backward-and-forward.
But thesourceof thelight (thespectator,God)is really locatedbackwith theprojectorwherethe
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 materializeexcept in
appearance.Sothelight (spectator,i.e. God)neverreally entersinto theworld of time andspace,
for time andspacearemerelyimaginedwaysof seeing.Likewise thedreamerof a dreamnever



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

We areensconcedin thedimensionsthatarisein theperceptasa resultof theselenses.Thusthey
conditionour mindsandexperiences.Soif we ask,"Is Godhereor there;is henow or then?"the
real answer is that he precedes as imaginer all such imagined distinctions.

Now wecanusethisanalogyof theprojectorto seehowtheworld forms,andespeciallyto explain
whatis calledin philosophythedistinctionbetweentheobjectiveworld (samefor everyone,such
asthefixed formulaof gravity F=Gm1m2/r2) andthesubjectiveworld (a little different for each
observer).

We accountfor this differencewith theorderof thelenses.Whenwe understandthesequenceof
thelenses,weseewhy we find thisobjective/subjectivequalitydistinction.Theanswerlies in the
order of the lenses.

Each lens forms the raw material for the
next distinction. For examplenatural laws
are merely variationson pure relationsof
time andspace,andthe body of a man(or
animal) is merely variations of pure
relations of natural laws.

Studythepictureabove.In it lies thekey to
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 becausetime is part of the fabric of our
conception.Thuswe cannotpossiblydiscoverthecauseof our perceptby simply examiningour
percept.It must be revealedby a masteror through inspiration. This explainswhy western
philosophyhasmovedin endlesscircles,chasingits own tail asit were.Time,space,andnatural
laws,wethought,mustbeindependentof perceptionsincetheyarethesamefor everyobserver.In
fact theyareindependentof theindividual'sperception,butnot independentof perceptionitself Ð
for they precedein the perceptualprocessthe rise of the senseof individuality. We havebeen
mistakenlyreadingthe effect (laws of nature)into the cause.This error in thinking is calledthe
historical fallacy as described by philosopher John Dewey.

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

Now look at the picturebelow. It showswherein the sequenceof the processof perceptionthe
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 andevery individual's
subjectiveimpression)is all thewhile at thepoint of theprojector.Therealwitness(God)never
reallyentersinto hispercept,butmerelyevolvestheimpressionthathedoes.Thusin thisview we
are all One with God.

I havedrawnlight linesto showthat
the samelight is passingthrough
everylens,eveneachhumanbody.
And thus the experience of
distinctionof 'selves'is actuallyan
illusion.

In this view there is only
perception, an evolution of
perception,in the imagination of
God.God(light of consciousness)is theonly perceiverandall thatGodeverperceivesis himself
(light). TheperceptthatGodperceivesis his own inventedillusion, which hetakeshimself to be
partof asman.WhenGod(asman)realizeshis realoriginalnature,hedoesnotseelight somuch
asbecomeslight andconsciousof his true identity as light. In mysticismthis greatlyanticipated
event is called "God-Realization."



Theaboveillustration is meantto showthateachpersonseesthesameworld conditionedby the
primarylensessuchastime,space,andnaturallaw,butseesthatworld slightly differentaccording
to theirown individualpsychologyandbiology.Realizetoo thatthepsychologyandbiology they
areusingasa mediumfor interpretingtheir perceptionof theworld of laws,is itself anoutcome
of thoseprimarylensesthatprecedethemin theprocessthat is forming theimageworld. Thus,a
wayto think of this is thattheworld is partially formedbehindthem,andpartially in front of them
Ðbehindthemby God'slenses,in front of themby their own.Thepersonarisesin themiddleout
of the laws. Thus, like God, man is really looking at the light of God through his lenses.

Thuseachpersonseesa slightly different variationof the sameworld. The world is filtered to
the individual throughthe eyesandbrain.But the onereceivingthe impressionsis God himself
actually.Theonewho searchesis Godhimself.Theonewho becomesconfusedis Godhimself.
The onewho realizeshis true original natureis God himself. This non-differencebetweenthe
individual andthe whole is callednondualism,the view that thereis no true separationin time
or spacebecausetime andspaceneverreally existedat all. Thusdivision (world) is illusion and
unity (light) is reality. But bothareDivine becausebothoriginatein Godandremainin Godfor
there is nowhere to go but God.

Fromthepointof view of onewhohasnotgonebeyondMaya,it seemsthatthereare
asmanyindividualsastherearemindsandbodies.In Truth thereis oneUniversal
Beingbehindthemindsof seeminglydifferentindividuals,whothroughthemhasthe
experiences of duality. (Meher Baba)



It is truerto saythattheworld is in you thanthatyouarein theworld. (MeherBaba)

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

Whatis uniqueaboutthis view is that it doesnot fall into thespiritually paralyzingtrapof "mind
idealism"wherehumanintellect is theultimatereality. Ratherit is bothperceptualidealismand
perceptualrealismandobliteratesthe distinction,for the world that peopleandliving creatures
experienceis the actual world. In this view Plato'sforms becomewaysof seeingandlosetheir
ontologicalexistenceÐceasingto bemysteriousmetaphysicalthings.Theimageworld is theonly
world to see,not a faint copyof an idealprimaryone.Thusit is the first systemto escapewhat
is calledrepresentationalism,theideaof perceptionasa faint copyingof somethingunseen.Even
materialismhasneversuccessfullyescapedthis intractablenoose,wherethe so-calledqualia of
experiencearebelievedto representan unseenunheardmysterioussubstratum.The systemalso
is compatiblewith bothbiologicalevolutionandanall-creating,all-knowing,all-seeingGod,yet
doesnotcollapseinto anthropomorphismor atheism.It is evencompatiblewith existentialismand
onecoulddoawaywith theideaof Godif theyhadtoomanybademotionstiedto theword"God".
So it is a very elasticandadaptivebasicconcept.It representsa generalizedshift in paradigm,a
turning inside out of our old conceptions, but not a new dogma.

Anothernoteof interestis that this modelobliteratesthe needfor a modelof an atomÐif one
wantedto take it to an extreme.The natural laws (including quantumones)are reassignedas
perceptualschemata,or regularways of organizingexperience,rather than propertiesof tiny
entities,amannerof thinkingthatseemsto havenoconclusionaswesubdivideandsubdivideand
never seem to find the working core of reality.

If we wereto sumthis view up we would saythat consciousness,which is real, createsmatter,
which is appearance.This isn't veryoriginal.Whatis original is theorderof lensesandthenotion
of replacing metaphysical entities with a single repeating process.



In theevolutionof perception,representedasprogressingfrom left to right in theabovechart,each
perceptualschema(representedaspink ovalsor lenses)givesriseto theraw materialfor thenext
perceptualschema.As theyemergein God'simagination,theimpressiontheyproducesupervenes
with thepreviousimpressionto form theworld of appearances.Theworld of appearanceis what
we referto asthephenomenalworld. Theworld is illusion in everysenseof theword,acomplete
chimera,a delusion.Yet whatarisesout of this processis God'sown awarenessof his existence.
Godhimselfis causeandworld (appearance)is effect.Only thecause(God)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
havemisinterpretedtheimplicationsof quantummechanicsto bethattheperceptis entirelyin the
individual'smind. This misunderstandingis expressedin newageliteraturesuchasSethSpeaks
andJitterbugPerfume,andpopularmovieslike Whatthe#$*! Do WeKnow?Thenewly popular



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

Whatneedsto beunderstoodis thatsomeof theworld thatyou perceiveis thesamefor everyone
andsomeis anoutcomeof yourpersonalbiologyandbeliefs,i.e.aninterpretationof thatobjective
reality.

Currently the world is divided into two falseviews.Oneis that the world is independentof all
perceptionÐobjectivism.Theotheris thatit is dependentonanindividual'sbeliefsÐsubjectivism.
Botharewrongin thattheyareincomplete.Thewholeworld is perception,butnot theperception
of the individual.

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

Anotheroutcomeof this confusionis thesensethat thereis no truth andthatall beliefsaremere
opinionÐor worseÐmere"languagegames"(Wittgenstein).This frighteningview hasled to two
equallyfrighteningresponses.Ontheonehandyouhavea lossof respectfor truthandaview that
everyonehastheir own truth...andof coursea totally self-absorbedway of living. Theotheris in
reactionto this nightmareÐfundamentalism.Fundamentalism(thereactionto relativism)is now
leading us backward to a time of dogmatism and superstition.

In thenewview it is possibleto havea clearsenseof reality,without succumbingto dogmatism.
For onehasa senseof what is true for all andwhat is not. And oneneednot choosebetween
"all is individual" or "nothing is individual." So I think this view healsa terribledivide between
relativism and fundamentalism.

Quantum Mechanics

Quantummechanicshas come to be associatedwith a lot of hocus pocus.Peopleuse the
apparentlyamazingnatureof quantumeventsto justify almostanything.This is a terriblestateof
affairs,asit leadsto theargumentfrom ignorancethatcanbeabusedto justify almostanyclaim.
In thenewview, quantumeventsareratherboringandtrivial. In TheEvolutionof Perception&
the Cosmologyof SubstanceI explainwhat quantumeventsareandwhy 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,
havealso beenusedto further justify that everythingis in your head.This is a socially and
scientifically dangerousmisunderstanding.Quantumlaws arise prior to the rise of individual
mind. Thus individual observersare not creatingquantumeventsas certainphilosophershave
thought.Nor aretheyvery mysteriouswhenunderstoodin thecontextof anorderedprocessthat
gives rise first to individuality and then to the image world.



George Berkeley

GeorgeBerkeleywasthephilosopherwith a
view closestto this one.WhatBerkeleycalls
'ideasin the mind of God' simply arelenses
in this view, ways of seeing.But Berkeley
failed to account for the influence of the
principle of time and thus imaginesGod as
truly distinct from our minds.Yet Berkeley
comes amazingly close.

Myth

Anyonewho hasstudiedthe work of JosephCampbellhasrealizedthat the subjectof myth is
embeddedin adeepmystery.I believethatmytharisesin man'sownmindandis a layerof man's
individual lenses,born of thoughtandeducation.But what hasmystified me is that all cultures
havecertaincommonmyths(SeeThe Hero With a ThousandFacesby JosephCampbell).This
hasmademe wonderif I haveit wrong. Doesmyth ariseearlier in the process,beforethe rise
of individual awareness?Or could it be that theuniversalmind (collectiveunconscious)realizes
its own journeyin the stateof manasindividual andthenexpressesthis dimensionasmyth. If
onestudieswhatCampbellcalls "the heromyth" heseesthat it oddly reflectsthewholeprocess
aboveasan inner journey.I think thesearequestionsfor futuregenerations.Myth is key. In the
heromyth manseemsto haveguessedhis own realpurpose,to journeyinto illusion to discover
by trials his own real original identity.

Understanding how the model works

I want to try to explain the logic behind processtheories.This will help to understandthe
evolutionof theperceptualschematashownaboveandhow theygive
rise to the aspectsof what we see.My daughteroncesaw a steam
shovelandaskedwhat it was.Perhapstheycall thembackhoesnow,
but I said,"It's a steamshovel."Thensheaskedmehow it wasmade
andI said,"It wasmadeout of metal."Thensheaskedme whereall
thatmetalcamefrom andI said,"It wasdugoutof theground."To this
sheaskedhowwegot themetaloutof thegroundandI said,"We used
steamshovels."Of courseshelaughedcauseshehadcaughtmein acircleof reasoning.SoI made
up the following story.



"Long agoamanpickedupastickanddugupsomesoftmetalnearthe
surfaceof thesoil. Fromthis soft metalhemadea little trowel. With
his little trowel he could dig muchdeeperanddug up heaviermetal.
With this heaviermetalhe fashioneda stronghandshovel.With this
stronghandshovelhedugup evenmoremetals,mixedthemto make
evenstrongeralloys,andfrom thesenewalloyshefashioneda steam
shovelandmanyothermachineslike cranes.And with thesecraneshe
built this city."

As you see,the only way out of circularity is to postulatea process.Otherwisewe fall into an
infinite regress.Thesamestorycanbetold abouttheimage-worldandhow it wasformed."Long
agotherewasperception,but it hadawhim to know itself andsoit wentseeking.Sincetherewas
only perception,perceptionhadto inventa first wayof perceivingsoit couldbuild somethingout
of itself.This first wayof perceivingwasdistinctionor duality,i.e.splitting in two.But thiswasn't
enoughfor perceptioncouldnotpull its distinctionsapartfrom oneanothersoit useddistinctionto
makea particularkind of distinctionwhich servedasa mediumin which to manifestits ideaof
distinction.And thiswayof perceivingwastime.Timemadeit possibleto perceiverelations.Out
of relationsperceptioncreatednaturallaws. And out of thesenaturallaws perceptionformeda
body.And nowlookingthroughthisbodyperceptionsawotherbodies.And nowusingits old idea
of distinctionsperceptiondividedthebodiesit sawinto upanddown,goodandbad,rich andpoor.
Then perception(seeingand moving about through the vehicle of its inventedbodies)built
buildingsout of decomposedbodies(treesandstones)andshapedhousesandroadsandlabeled
somegoodandsomebad,somesacredandsomeprofane,etc.And thenperceptionhadcreateda
world out of distinctionsin a world thatwe call theworld of duality, which is really only in the
imaginationof theoneandonly realitywhich itself neverwentanywheresincetherewasnowhere
in reality to go. But by this time perceptionwasquite caughtup in this fantasticillusion it had
formedandtook itself to be this oneandthatone.Slowly perception(in the form of a manor a
woman) beganto questionthe distinctionsit saw all arounditself and wonder about its true
identity.And onedayit dawnedon perceptionthatperceptionhadalwaysbeen,alwayswas,and
always would remain the one indivisible sourceof all that it had come to perceive.Then
perceptionno longertook itself to bethethingsit saw,but rathertheir source.And it sawthatthat
impressionwassimply its own indivisible reflectionin theworld of forms.Theworld wasof him,
yethewasnotof theworld. In thatmomentperceptionrealizedthattheworld of dualitywasreally
nothing and that perception, its source, was really the everything.

In short,out of perceptionis formedtheschemataof time andspace.Out of theschemataof time
andspaceareformedthe lawsof nature.Out of the lawsof natureareformedindividual bodies.
Throughbodiescolor,soundetc.areperceived.Throughtheschemaof referenceobjectsareseen
assigns.Throughsignslanguageis formed.Throughlanguageintellectis born.Throughintellect
cultural schemata are perceived, creating the cultural world around us.



Mysticism

What doesthis modelallow us to
see that is of spiritual value? It
helpsus understandwhat is andis
not real?

Whatis importantto seethroughthismodelis thatthatwhich is truly real(on theleft of theabove
diagram),precedesor transcendsthe percept,i.e. doesnot fall into the scopeof its imagined
schemata(seenin the gray region of the diagram).In other words, God (or Self) cannotbe
understoodin termsof the dimensionsthat we think in. Even to say"God is One" is merelya
conceptunderstoodin contrastto duality.And nosuchcontrastcanapply.Thusthemysticssayof
thetranscendental,"not one,nottwo." Whattheymeanto communicateis thataboutthe"I am"we
can only speak in negative terms, for we have no schemata to understand it with.

To understandwhatwe 'cannot'know andwhy is theendof philosophy(andthefinal frontier of
humanintellect)andthebeginningof mysticism.If this modelallowsoneto seethis singleidea
thenit is of value.Of coursethe 'eyepicture'on the left 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 modelwascalled 'representationalism.'That idea is that you are looking at something
primary (noumenalor mathematical)and interpreting it with your brain. The new model is
different. It is a seeingthroughinventedevolvedschemata(waysof organizingexperience)and
the result is seeingas.Eachperceptualschemabringscomplexityto the percept,which itself is
nothingbutaseeingas.In thissensethereis nosubjector object,but ratheranevolvedprocessof
simply seeing.WhatI seeis a resultentirelyof how seeingis occurring.Thesensationof subject
andobjectmaterializeout of this process.In a sensethereis 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-basedanalysisof sensationupon our awareness.As such,the
scientific methodcannotdeduceanythingaboutthe realmof reality that is beyond
what is observableby existingmeans.Ñ LawrenceKuznar,Reclaiminga Scientific
Anthropology

Picturea fictional planetthat explainsits cornerof the Universeby
imaginatively inventing magic invisible objects, forces, and
substances.How easyit would be for the priestsof this planet to
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. If someoneasksthe priestsfor an
explanationof theseinventedinvisible magicalentities,forces,and
substancesheis lookeduponasamaverick.If hedemandsto seethem
heis told theyareknownonly by their effects.If heasksfor proof of
thismagicalrealmheis told thatits existenceis soself-evidentthatit requiresnoproof. If heasks
theprieststo articulatea way to comprehendtheseobjectshe is told theyarebeyondthemortal
mindÐaskedfor theircausethepriestsaresilent.If thissomeonegoesfurtherandasksthepriests
howtheinvisibleobjectstheyspeakof createthevisibleworld, theyaretold thatthepriestsdonÕt
know, but that it is so obvious that they do that the question is silly.

Thatplanetis Earth.And thosepriestsarethemagiciansandsophiststhathaveusurpedthetitle of
ÔscientistÕto perfumetheexpressionsof their quasi-religion.The invisible objectsarethe forces
andmetaphysicalsubstancesthattheyinsistaretherethatnoonecansee.This is 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?

1. Pictures.
2. Sounds.
3. Taste.
4. Fragrance.
5. Pressure upon the skin, pain, heat, cold, itchÉ



WeÕllusethefirst asanexampleto makea point.We observepictures.Wherearethesepictures
that we observe?

Canwe honestlysaythat thesepictures,that appearto be in front of us,areactuallyin front of
us?IsnÕtthis notion of a headon our shoulderswith thingsin front andbehindit derivedfrom
thepictureitself? It makesno sense,then,to saythat thepicture,from which we areattempting
to derive informationaboutthe locationof the picture,is whereit appearsto be in the picture.
Remember,it is thepictureweareaskingabout,not therelativelocationof objectsin thepicture.
How thencanthepicturetell uswherethepictureis?Weonly havethepicture,andnotadiagram
of wherethepictureis. Now if we wereto askhow thepictureoriginated,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 back in
memory on what varieties of experience you have had.

6. EmotionÐsuchaslight or heavyheart,butterfliesin thestomachor a senseof strength
andcan-doenergy,alertanticipationof themindor boredomanddisappointment,anxiety
in the form of tension and fear.

7. Strength and weakness in the body.
8. Night dreams.
9. Thoughts such as internal talk.

10. Pictures in the head when we imagine or fantasize.
11. Memories.Right now you areobservingyour memoriesto seeif thesethingsarepresent

there.

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

If wethink theyarein somethingcalledamind,didnÕtwegetsuchanotionfrom our thoughtsand
thus from our mind?

RememberÐ our visual picture of physicalobjectscan tell us wherethoseobjectsare located
relativeto oneanotherwithin thatpicture,but thatvisualpicturecannottell uswherethepicture
is. This is becausewe cannotget a vantagepoint from outsideour picturing to seewherethe
picturing is occurring. Nor see what is causing it.

Similarly, themind canshowusa thoughtaboutthoughts,suchasa theory,but themind cannot
observethe mind or how it comesinto being.This is because,while the mind containsmany
marvelousand interestingthoughts,it cannotpossibly tell us anything definitive about itself
as a whole Ð but only its parts. It can merely guessand expressits guessesusing analogues
borrowedfrom experience.This creationof analoguesfrom experienceto explainthemechanics
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 enoughoutsideof our
experienceto sayanythingdefinitiveaboutexperienceitself, whatis thepoint in talkingaboutthe
subject?If themind is smartit finds a guruat this point andsurrendersitself to him. Theguru is



theonewho hasgonebeyondthemind itself andthusknowsthenatureof themind.MeherBaba
is such a guru.

Chapter Two: Reason

Notice what is meantby intellect andnoticewhat is meantby reason.By intellect we meanall
theoperationsof thespeakingmind,bothsmartandstupid,bothgoodandbad,bothmundaneand
profound, both passŽ and novel.

But by reasonwe aremorespecific.We meanonly thosethoughtsthathavea reasonto behad,
i.e. a justificationor rationale.Furthermore,we do not meansomeabsurdrationalethatcouldas
easilyleadusto falsity astruth, but only thoserationalesthatcouldneverleadusto a falsity but
only lead us to truth.

How do we demarcatea just rationalefrom anunjustone,i.e. a goodreasonfor holdinga belief
from a poor reason.The principle methodis to test the justification by meansof a counter-
example.If someoneoffers a justification for a belief andyou canshowan instancewherethat
exactsamejustification canleadto a falsebelief, thenyou haveshownthat it is an inadequate
justification.In fact theinitial lawsof logic arederivedin just thiswayÐassimpleandcrudeasit
may appear.

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

If a systemof beliefscanbederivedby argumentsthatcannotbeshownto leadto falsebeliefs,
andsecondlythat systemof beliefsdoesnot containan irresolvableself-contradiction,thenthat
system is said to be a rational (internally consistent) system.

Now, thequestionwill arise:canwehavetwo systemsthatarebothlogically soundandinternally
consistentand entirely completein their explanationof a particularphenomenon?The answer
is yes.Thus it is possibleto be rationalandalsowrong. The commonexamplethat is given is
Aristotle who wasentirelyrationalin his belief thattheSunrevolvedaroundtheEarth(giventhe
facts he had), but he was wrong.

Now this apparentinability 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 particularphenomenon,suchas the relative orbit of two heavenlybodies,can be
explainedby two opposingsystems,theUniversein its entiretycannot.Thereis only onerational
system that can do that.

To understandthe relationshipbetweenthe global and the particular in explanations,consider



this. The principal reasonthat Aristotle could not guessthat the Earthorbited the sunwasthat
he did not havea global enoughpictureof the movementof otherbodiesandthe evolutionof
theCosmos.Hadhehada morecompletebodyof informationhe likely would have.Havingan
incompletepictureof whatit is youaretrying to describeandexplaincanhaveadetrimentaleffect
on the soundness of the system you form to explain it.

Soin explainingtheUniversein its entiretyit needsto beunderstoodwhatit is we areexplaining
Ð and with a completeness of observation that has not been previously practiced.

I donotmeanweneedto knowall thefactsabouttheUniverse.Therearetoomany.But weneed
to know all thefactsaboutthenatureof our experienceof 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 saythatscienceis a discussionof experience.But if it is not, thenwhat is it a
discussion of?

Scienceinterestsitself exclusivelyin experiencebecausethereis nothingelsethat it can,by its
methodsof observation,concedeexists.For, if it createsa conjectureof somemetaphysical
separationbetweenexperienceandthephysicalworld, it canoffer no justification.If it createsa
conjectureof a metaphysicalsubstratumthat is not observedor observablethenit 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 professortells you somethingto betrue.Thesoundof his voicewasfoundin your experience
even if it did not originate there.

You think aboutwhattheprofessorhastold youandcometo yourownconclusions.This thinking
you havefound in your experience.Regardlessof how or whereyou might theorizethat that
experienceoriginated,you find it in your experience.You cantraceit no further exceptin your
fantasies (theories) and even those you find in your experience only.

Thereis nothingyoucantalk aboutthatyoudid notdiscoverin yourownexperience.As youmuse
onyourmemoryto seeif it is true,youaremusingonyourexperience.As youreadthispage,you
arereadingyour experienceof a page.You pick up thepageandfeel its temperatureandtexture
and you are feeling your experience. Smell it and you are smelling your experience.

Evenby thetheoriesof science,disregardingfor asecondwhetherthoseideasaretrueor not,you
only have access to your own experience. Let me explain this, for it is helpful.



Sciencepositsthata treethat falls in a forestdoesnot makea sound.
Ratherit makesa vibration that we can only describein algebraic
terms.Thevibrationof thefalling treeshakestheair moleculesandthe
frequencyof this vibration is transferredto your eardrumin the form
of a soundwave.Whenthesoundwavehits your eardrumthis shakes
the drum, which then sendsan electrical signal, again sendingthe
frequencyinformationandnot a sound,to thebrain.Only at thebrain
is the sensedataof the frequencyof the vibration interpretedas a

soundwith aparticularpitchandvolume.Thus,sciencepositsthatobjectivelyspeakingwelive in
a silent world.

This repeatswith all theotherphysicalsenses.But I'll just coverpicturesyouexperience.Science
again posits that when you look at a room the picture is only in your head.The color you
experienceis really only the brainÕsinterpretationof a colorlessfrequencythat can only be
describedalgebraically.Evenblack,white,andgrayareonly interpretationsof frequenciesthatin
themselveshavenocolor.Sofrom thepointof view of science,welive in acolorlesssilentworld.
Sound and picture supervene only in the mind. They do not exist in the world.

If we follow this throughto its conclusion,we seethattheentiretyof our experienceof theworld
is Òinour headÓaccordingto science.We thusdo not experiencethe world as it is, but only a
neural interpretation according to science.

I needto clearuponemisconception.Somepeoplethink thattheexperienceof touchis unlike the
otherfour sensesandis direct.Thustheyimaginethatthefeelof theshapeof anobjectis a feelof
how theobjectÔisin itself.ÕThis notionis incorrect.In actuality,sciencepositsthatthebrainand
nervesof theskin areinterpretingsomethingthatthemind cannotdirectly verify. To assumethat
Ôtheworld in itselfÕis analogousto the brainÕsinterpretationof it is again a metaphysical
conjecture that has no rational justification at all.

I will takethis just a bit further,for it is vital thatthereadergeta strongsenseof just how Òinthe
darkÓ science posits that we are.

I saidthatthereis norationaljustificationfor assumingthattheworld asit is in itself is analogous
to ourexperienceof howit feelsto ourtouch.Therearereasonsfor believingthatit is.But theyare
not rational reasons. Here are some such reasons.

¥ We all assume that itÕs that way.
¥ It just feels that way.
¥ It conforms to my intuitions.
¥ I canÕt imagine it any other way.
¥ ItÕs just common sense that it is that way.

Conviction in this belief would only be justified by thesekinds of reasonsif there were no
instanceswheresuchreasonswere usedto justify beliefs that later turnedout to be false.We
neednÕtlook furtherthantheEarth-centeredsolarsystemof Aristotle.Certainlytheworld hashad



beliefsthat mostpeopleassumedweretrue, that seemedright, that conformedto our intuitions,
andthatwe couldnÕtimagineanyotherway, that turnedout to befalse.And aboutthenotionof
commonsense,manycommonlyheldbeliefsthatareexperiencedascommonsenseby a person
beforeheis educatedin aparticularfield of studyareabandonedoncehebecomesfully ensconced
in the detailsof that subject.Additionally, what is commonsenseto onecultureis not common
sense to another, and so forth.

We have established that:

1. It is a non-controversial point that we only have access to our own internal experience.
2. We only have our internal experience to rely on as a basis for introspection.
3. Even our introspection is a form of experience.
4. This is consistent with the prevailing notions of sciences to date.

This is not to saythat thereis nothingbeyondour experience.We havemerelyestablishedthat
we haveno choicebut to beginto wonderaboutÔrealityin itselfÕalongwith its mechanicsand
causes,by observingandcontemplatingour internalexperience.If we don'tunderstandthat,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"denotes.If asked,acommonreactionis to
pointto somethingin one'sexperienceor to pick somethingupto show.Thisis notright.Theword
"matter"doesnot referto objectsor substancesasexperienced."Matter" is a word for something
metaphysicalthatno onecansee,feel,or confirm throughobservation.It is a theoreticalentity,a
placeholderfor whatscienceassumesmustexist in someyet undeterminedway. It is theorizedto
be colorless, tasteless, odorless, and beyond the scope of human imagination.

Thereasonit wastheorizedwill beexplainedin greaterdetail in thenextchapter.But in shortit
is saidto be the first cause,to be known by its effects,to be the true underlyingsubstanceand
fundamentalreality that undergirdsandcreatesexperientialphenomena,thoughto this dateno
onehaseverofferedany explanationfor how it doesso. In philosophyit is often referredto as
"thesubstratum."As somethingthatis beyondthescopeof observation,yet thefundamentalcore
reality andcauseof all things,it hasevolvedto takeon all thecharacteristicsof thedeity that it
replaces Ð minus the personality.

The constantly repeatedrefrain that matter and energy are interchangeableby established
equations,and that this somehowestablishessomethingabout matter, is misleading. The
equationsreferred to are found in analyzingeventsin experienceÐ not by observingthese
theoretical entities. Rather the data found in observing events in experienceis attributed
theoreticallyto theseentities.Theyarenot actuallymeasuresof thesubstratum.No oneis trying



to fool anyone;scientistsaresimply sogenerallyconfusedby theseconceptsthatmanyof them
honestlythink theyaretouchingtheircreatedconceptions.Otherdefensesof theconceptof matter
thathaveemergedin thelasthalf centuryincludethatmatteris simply identicalto experience,or
that experienceis a "function" of matter.Theseviews andotherslike themoffer only semantic
solutionsto the intractableproblem of explaining what matter is, and can offer no proof or
observation,in fact or in principle, to test if they aretrue evenif you canmakesenseof them.
Thussuchviewsareno lessmetaphysicalandimaginarythantheoriginal form of thenotion.In
other words, it's just a lot of talk.

By positing a metaphysicalentity, by any name,sciencelosessite of the centralpurity of its
method.As saidabove,it is by focusingmoredeeplyinto humanexperiencethat sciencewill
beginto comeout the otherendanddiscoverthe truth aboutexperienceitself, its nature,cause,
etc.It is not, assciencehasvainly attemptedandcoveredits failureswith alluring fictions, to be
found in circumventing experience by positing non-experienced fantastic analogues.

Scienceneedsto returnto examiningexperienceif it wishesto find its cause,andbelowwebegin
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 thewordsÒexperience,ÓÒperceive,ÓandÒobserve,Ówe includethoseobservationsthatoccur
through the faculty of thought, the organsof sense,and through the medium of scientific
instruments.

Onewho experiencessomething,whetherwe are talking aboutphysicalobjectsandevents,or
mental thoughts, is called a "percipient."

Thatwhich thepercipientexperiences,whetherwearetalkingaboutphysicalobjectsor thoughts,
is called the "percept."

In therelationshipbetweenpercipientandpercept,thepercipientis knownasthe"subject"andthe
percept is known as the "object."

The variouspiecesof 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 experiencethat must be
observed with extreme clarity to make further headway.

This aspectis calledtheprimary-secondaryquality distinction,andit is mostlymisunderstoodby
this name.Here it will be explainedproperly and by a different nameÐ public and private



qualities.

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

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

Normally when examining a stop sign,
nothing of particular philosophical interest
pops out at us.
But it is whenexaminingonein personand
walkingaroundit with anotherpersonthatits
public and private qualities emerge.

The stop sign has two distinct sets of
qualitiesÐ 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 themajorcluesleft in the
perceptby the Creatorto direct man to the
truthof theorigin of everythingheperceives.

Now it is importantto properlyteaseout of thevisual imageof a stopsignexactlywhatqualities
of the sign areidentical for all who labor to ascertainthem,andwhat qualitiesaredifferent for
each individual who observes.

We aregoingto a greatdealof troubleto avoida commonmisconception.Thatmisconceptionis
thattheshape,in thesenseof how you seeit with your eyes,is a primaryquality.Thatis entirely
incorrect.

The apparentshapeof the sign is different for every observerfrom every given angle.The
observedshapeis thereforeasubjectiveinterpretationof theactualshapethatmustbethesamefor
everyone.Each observersimultaneouslyexperienceshis private qualities (visual and slightly
differentfor everyobserver)andtheobjectÕspublic qualities(samefor all who laborto ascertain
them mentally from his experience).

Thepublic qualitiesarepurelyconceptualones,suchasthenumber,geometry,weight,andmass
of the sign alongwith its electromagneticfrequency.They areonly describablein mathematics
and geometry.



The private qualitiesare the individualÕsimpressionof the stop sign, suchas color, apparent
relative shape, apparent relative weight, apparent relative distance, and apparent relative size.

The public qualitiesof the sign (suchas electromagneticfrequency)are not observedby the
sameprocessas the privatequalities(suchas color). Privatequalitiesareexperiencedthrough
themediumof thesenseorgans.Publicqualitiesareascertainedthroughthemediumof themind
while reflecting on that experience.

As mentionedalready,a commonmisconceptionis that the shapeasexperienced(the apparent
shape)is anobjectivepublicquality.Thereis adifferencebetweentheobjectiveshapedescribable
in geometrictermsandtheapparentshapeasit appearsto thesenses.Thefirst is public; thelatter
private.

Thismisconceptionis oftenexpressedin thestatement,"Onecouldimaginefor exampleanapple
without color. Onecannotimaginean applewithout a shape,becauseit is a primary quality; it
existsevenif unperceived."This is incorrect.You cannotimaginean applewithout color. You
canimagineonein shadesof grey,but grey is a color. And if you imagineits shape,that too is
color andform andis only a memoryof its apparentshape.And if you imaginehow it feelsyou
are imagining sense data.

Now thereis anothermisconceptionaboutqualitiesthathasbeguiledphilosophersto their great
detriment.

It is true that public qualities are not relative in any way. But this is generally misunderstood.
Themisunderstandingarisesfrom thebelief thatthepublicqualitiesincludenumberÐthatnumber
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 weightandmeasure,we mustmakeonecaveat.In regardsto the
public weightandmeasurewe aremorecorrectto speakof a ratio that is constantÐnot a single
number.And interestinglyratiosarea measureof relativity. What is constantis the measureof
relativity (the ratio) and not the unit measure.

Let us look at anexample.Thesigncanbeweighedwith a scaleto be100pounds.Anyonewho
laborsto weighthesignwith thesametypeof scalesystemwill arriveat thesamenumberÐ100.
Fromthis it is sometimesassumedthatthenumberitself is primaryandis not relative.But in this
casewe aremistaken.Theactualnumberis merelyanoutcomeof theunitsof thescaleused.To
measurethe weight of the sign with a truly universalscalewould requirea scalethat compared
theweightof thesignto a fixed objectin its Universe.Thismeasure(a ratio)would thenbeareal
constant and it is this ratio that is primary and not relative.

Now considerthe laws of nature.Thosethat can be quantifiedare alwaysratios of time and
spaceand neversingle 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



186,000milespersecondarearbitraryunits.What is constantis theratio that theyexpress.Any
peopleusingany systemof unit measureswould eventuallyarrive at the sameratio, 186,000:1.
All measurements,nomatterwhatsystem,wouldbereducibleto this ratio.Thusit is theratio that
is a constant. This is repeatable with gravity, etc.

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

The only public qualities are:

1. The number of objects under consideration.
2. Their location relative to other objects in their environment.
3. Their motion relative to other objects in their environment.
4. The geometryof thoseobjects,understoodin abstractgeometrictermsonly, not in the

senseanalogousto the impression,althoughderivablefrom impressionsconsideredby
the mind.

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

6. The frequenciesof vibrationsunderstoodasratiosof time andspaceÐnot analogousto
the impression, though derivable from it.

The private qualities include all the sensationsderived by the medium of the senseorgans,
including the eyes, mouth, nose, ears, nerves, and brain.

These qualities include:

1. Color Ð includes the impression of light and dark, shape, line and hue.
2. Sound, including pitch and volume.
3. Fragrance
4. Taste
5. Touch, including numerousimpressionssuch as ache, itch, tickle, nausea,vertigo,

numbness,energyandexhaustion,hotandcold,painin theeyesfrom light intensity,pain
in the ears from loud noise, pressure or resistance on the skin, weight, and form.

6. Apparitions of imagination.

Now we havemadethepublic andprivatequality distinctionvery clear.It is time to seethepast
attemptto explainthis andseewhy it failed. Thenwe will showthe a coherentsystemthat can
account for it.

Chapter Six: Materialism

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



The public qualitiescan be discoveredby anyonewho examinesthem in equalmeasure.For
this reasonthey arecalledÒobjective.ÓIt is supposedthat theseobjectivequalitiesinherein the
objective object and are independent of perception.

It is true that public qualitiespersistwhenhumanbeingsarenot witnessingthem,aswe know
from testimony.Thusthey areindependentof individual perception.However,the problemthat
arisesin the view that the public qualitiesinherein the objectiveobject is that no onehasever
been able to explain what they mean by this.

While it is not difficult to articulatea cogentsentencesuchasthatcertainqualitiesinherein the
object,the notion createsnumerousirresolvablequestions.We will coversomeof themoneby
one.

What is the object they are inhering in?

In order to makethe notion that public qualitiesof observedobjectsinherein the objectmake
sense,it is necessaryto postulateaninvisible metaphysicalobjector materialthat is independent
of thosequalities. For, what would ÒinhereinÓmeanwithout somethingto inhere in? This
somethinghashadmanynamesin thehistoryof thoughtÐmostnotablymaterialsubstratumand
noumenon.

It mustbefully understoodthatthissomething,whateverit is called,cannotbedirectlyperceived,
for all thatis directlyperceivedaretheprivatequalities.No onewill denythatwecanimagineno
morethanwhat it is possibleto perceiveby meansof thesenses.Sincethis something,whatever
it is called,cannotbeperceivedby thesensesit cannotbe imagined.Thesubstratumis thusnot
only invisible but beyond imagination and conception.

Rememberthat scienceis reasoned-basedanalysisof sensationupon our awareness.As such,
the scientific methodcannotdeduceanythingaboutthe realmof reality that is beyondwhat is
observable by existing means.

Thus materialism is not science, but metaphysics.

Beyondthefact that it is not really science,someonecouldstill arguethatthereis nothingwrong
with scienceadoptinga fundamentalmetaphysicalpositionasanintellectualanchorsolong asit
is good metaphysics. But is materialism good metaphysics?

Thereis only onereasonfor postulatingthepresenceof aninvisibleandundetectablesubstratum.
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 whatsensedo thepublicqualitiesinherein or adhereto theinvisiblesubstratum?Whatexactly
is the relationship that these words name? What is the mechanics of this relationship?



Theansweris thatnoonehaseverbeenableto proposeananswerto thesequestions,becausewe
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 substratumandhitting the eyesand
stimulating the nervesin the corneas.But rememberthat such an accountimagineslight as
somethinganalogousto the imageof light spilling in througha window. But thereis no reason
to believethat light hassuchform. Rememberit is thepublic quality we aretalking about,which
in the caseof light is merelya frequencythat canonly be describedin mathematicalterms.To
imagineit asasubstanceanalogousto wateror somethingin theperceptis to committhehistorical
fallacy Ðwhereonereadsinto a processtheresultsthatoccurbecauseof thatprocess.Thesame
holds for the substratum that is imagined as analogous to an object in appearances.

The error in thinking is bestseenwith an example.Considerthe stopsign again.A fallacy of
reasoningis madewhen a personimaginesthat the public qualitiesof the sign Ð suchas the
geometricconceptof a hexagonor the naturallaws that governthe signÕssubatomicparticlesÐ
behaveandact just like objectsfoundin theperceptwhich havetheir relativeextension,location
andsoforth. It is of coursenotdeniedthatthestopsignhasextensionandlocationrelativeto other
objectswithin theframeof experienceÐbut to readthesequalitiesinto thecauseof theexperience
is very primitive thinking.Theactualsigndoesnot really havelocation.It is not analogousto the
sign that is seen.It is conceptual.This errorof committingthehistoricalfallacy is themainone
made in current science, but this is likely to change very soon as consciousness increases.

Oncethepublic qualitieshavearrivedin thebrain,how doesthebrainor mind convertthepublic
qualitiesinto privatequalities?Or conversely,howdo thepublicqualities,oncetheyhavearrived
in the brain, convert themselves into private qualities.

Thisconversionhasneverbeenfiguredout.It is left hanging.It is calledÒthemind-bodyproblemÓ
and is accompaniedby a paradeof long but ultimately unsuccessfulbooksattemptingto solve
it. Most attemptsaremerelylinguistic attempts,hopingto solvethemind-bodyrelationshipwith
semanticsin muchthesamewaythattheBushadministrationtried to solvetheproblemof 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?
Intelligentscientistsavoidthepostulatethat 'it alwaysexisted'becausethereis no scientificbasis
for believingit. Theydon'tknow.Theyaren'tevensurewhat thequestionrefersto asthereis no
clear referent.

Whatarethenaturallaws,how did theyform, whatwasthemechanicsof their evolution,whatis
their ontological nature?
There are no current answersto any of thesequestion.While they rightly belong within the
scopeof science(sincetheeffectsof naturallawsareobservable)scienceignoresthesequestions
becauseits metaphysicalapproachto understandingnatureat its coreprecludesevenforming a
guess.



The prevailing notion of an invisible substratum,whosesole purposewas to explain human
experienceof the phenomenalworld alongwith the public andprivatequalitiesfound in it, has
not actually explained it.

From a scientific point of view a theory is an hypothesisthat has gaineda high degreeof
acceptancewithin the scientific community,andan hypothesisis an attemptto explaina setof
observed phenomena.

Therefore,from thepoint of view of science,a belief thatsucceedsin explainingnothingis not a
theory.

It follows thatthebelief thatthereis aninvisible substratum,havingexplainednothing,is at best
apoortheoryandmaynotbeatheoryatall. Evento sayit is weakmakesnosense,for it manages
to explain nothing. It canÕt even be coherently understood.

Thereis a positionin philosophythat thereis an invisible world wheremathematicsexists.This
world postulatedby philosophersis believedby themto causethephenomenalworld (theworld of
our experience).However,theydo not speculatehow this is possible.It is not a theory,but rather
a philosophicalpositionwithout arguments.Theonly thing that thebelief is meantto explainis
the philosopherÕs inability to resolve the private public quality distinction.

But as if it wasnÕtbad enoughthat the substratumconceptfailed to explain the phenomenal
world it waspostulatedto explain,it hasan evenworseproblem.The notion of the substratum
hasaddedto the body of thingsto explain its own postulateswhich it hasfailed to explain.So
while, in thebeginning,therewasonly thevisible world to explain,proponentsof thesubstratum
haveaddedan invisible one.What is it? Wheredid it comefrom? How did it form? How does
it work? The philosophersstartedout with only their experienceto explain,andby postulating
metaphysicalentitiesto explainit that didnÕtwind up doing that they woundup with moreand
not lessto explain.This is working in reverse.Thereis one postmodernnotion that famously
takesthis problemto its absurdconclusionÐstringtheory.Stringtheoryaddsandaddsandadds
entitiesto explain,butstill neverwindsupexplainingtheonly thingweeverreallyhadto explain
Ð experience.

Not only is materialismnot science,but it is poor metaphysics.Of the view that there is an
invisible parallelworld of mathematicsthatmysteriouslycausesour experienceÐI can'tseehow
to argue with it because I 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 donÕt explain anything, but are beyond repute, should now be obvious.

ItÕs time now to explain the only system that actually works.



Chapter Seven: The evolution of consciousness

Go backto the stopsign.Rememberthat we found in it two setsof qualities,thosethat arethe
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 qualitieswereobjective
(inheredin theobject)while thesecondaryqualitiesweresubjective(inheredin thesubject).This
createda problemin forcing the theorist to 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 problemarosethat this configurationcould not really explain anything.ThatÕs
because it was wrong.

In actuality,bothsetsof qualitiesaresubjective.But thereis apublicsubjectandaprivatesubject.

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

In mysticalvocabularythesetwo subjectsarereferredto astheindividualmindandtheUniversal
mind.



First the inorganicworld (aspublic qualities)evolvesin theUniversalmind.Thentheindividual
mind evolves in the Universal mind.

Thus you are seeingthe public qualities(suchas natural laws) 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 supervenesthe body andorganicworld (not
originally seenassuch)andthe body evolvesby Darwin'slaws.Oncethe body evolvesenough
to havebrain andsenseorgansthe public qualities(suchasmath)areseenasprivatequalities
(suchascolor,sound,etc.).Thebodyandbrainarethusa mediumor lensfor convertingprimary
qualitiesinto secondaryqualities.Therelativelocationandconditionof thebodynaturallyshifts
the image slightly and gives it an individual cast.

This so easilyexplainsandaccountsfor the privateandpublic qualitiesthat it is hardto know
what else to say.



Chapter Eight: The cosmology of substance

Note:Theword "schema"meansaway of organizingsomething."Schemata"is simply theplural
form of "schema."

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

Rememberthat thehistoricalfallacy is whensomethingfound in aneffect,broughtaboutasthe
result of a completed process, is read into the process.

Going over it againÐan exampleof this fallacy beingcommittedwould be imaginingthat the
causeof our phenomenalworld is much like our phenomenalworld. When we fall victim to
this fallacy while trying to explain the processthat gives rise to our experience,we postulate
metaphysicalsubstancesanalogousto onesfoundin thatvery experiencewe'retrying to explain,
metaphysicalmovingobjectsanalogousto oneswe see,factorssuchastime andspaceanalogous
to thosethat condition our experience,etc. This is the primitive thinking that has causedan
impassefor science.Once this primitive thinking is transcended,smoke clears and a full
understanding of the mechanics of the Universe becomes attainable.

To avoidthiserrorwemusttakespecialcarenot to postulateanymetaphysicalentities.Ratherwe
mustsupplantthenotionof inventingentitieswith considerationof anearlierevolutionaryprocess
of eventsandhappeningsthatwe 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 maketheprior mistakeof makinganunfoundedmetaphysicalclaim that
perceptionandthe thing perceivedareseparate.By doing this we areinadvertentlyinventinga
parallelworld, andthis is far too Platonicto work within therulesof science,which only accept
what is confirmed by observation.

Thisdoesnotmeanthatweassumethatobjectsarein theindividualmindÐasin solipsism.This is
auselessabsurdity.Ratherwemustaccountbothfor theobjective(public)andsubjective(private)
aspectsof experience.Thuswespeakof perceptionnotsolelyasanindividualpossession,butasa
globalindivisibleandself-evidentoccurrence.Fornoonewoulddenythatperceptionis occurring.
We thuspostulatean evolutionof this occurrencefrom simple to complexÐanddisregardthe
two-world metaphysics that has been our undoing.

We find that it is possiblethat theprivateexperienceis anoutcomeof anevolutionof thepublic
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 asingleindivisibleeternaloccurringof perceptionthatseesnothing
sincethereis nothingfor it to seebut itself, whatcouldchangethis indivisible eternaloccurring



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

It is essentialnot to add anything to perception.That would just give us somethingelse to
explain.Thuswemerelypostulate'waysof perceiving.'In theEastthesewaysof seeingarecalled
"sanskaras"andin my bookI call them"perceptualschemata,"by which I simplymeanwaysthat
experience might be organized.

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

The first perceptualschemawastime. Seeingthroughandthus in termsof the schemaof time
(a way of organizingexperiencetemporally)perceptionoccurstemporally.Thesameis repeated
with space. Seeing through and in terms of the schema of space, perception occurs spatially.

Throughthe schemataof spaceandtime, purerelations(or ratios if it is morehelpful) become
conceivable to the Universal Mind that is beginning to emerge.

Now noticesomething:Spacecanonly be understoodin termsof time (i.e. throughthe schema
of time) Ðfor you musthavehereandthenhere.[In casethis isn't understood,you can'tconceive
of a spatialseparationbetweentwo objectswhen thosetwo objectsare conceivedat the same
time. A temporalsequenceis necessaryto apprehenda physicaldistance.Try it.] And motion
is releasedasa potentialassoonasyou haveboth time andspace.And naturallaws (ratiosof
time andspace)areconceivableassoonasthereis time spaceandmotion.Out of naturallaws
supervenes(throughevolution) the inorganicworld, andout of the inorganicworld supervenes
(throughfurther evolution) the organicworld. And in the organicworld are forms with sense
organsthatallow perceptionto experiencetheorganicworld in termsof color,sound,andvarious
other types of sense data. Thus the conceptual becomes tactile.



Notice that the phenomenalworld (the complexworld of experience)is accountedfor without
postulatingany new metaphysicalforce or objects.All that is found in this 'story' is found all
aroundus Ðsuchastime andnaturallaws andthe self-evidentoccurrenceof perceptionacting
upon our awareness.

But what is accountedfor (with lessI remind)is far far more.For it
accountsnot only for thepublic privatedistinction,but alsofor time,
space, and natural laws.

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

Chapter Nine: Gross misunderstandings

Now therearesomanyimplicationsto thisnewdevelopment.Manyof themwill bedisappointing
to peoplewho feel hopefulaboutthe "New Science"that prevailsin popularbooksandscience
fiction. To explainawaycertainappealingnotionswill beaspopularasexplainingawaytheJFK
assassinationascommittedby Oswaldalone.But atsomepoint it will benecessaryfor humankind
to put away childish things. I doubt I'll be here.



The first is the notion of curvedspace.This notion is an
outcome of the same kind of primitive thinking that
producedthe materialsubstratum.The idea of "bending
something"is a geometricconcept.Geometryis a spatial
concept.Thusspace,which conditionsgeometry,cannot
be bent. Nor can time be traveledor be madeto move
backward.Theseare all errorsborn of imagining space
andtime assubstancesanalogousto substancesfound in
space and time like water or plastic.

Thereis no "spacetime fabric of theUniverse."That is a
childishnotion.Lawssuchasthespeedof light areratios
of time and space,and as suchcannotbe understoodin
termsof just oneor theother.This fact led to a newmetaphysical"stuff." Einsteinwasa genius,
but his metaphysicswasunsophisticated.HadheunderstoodKant hemight haveseenhis error.
Einsteinusedhis excellentability for visual fantasyto createa metaphoricalmodelof spaceand
time thatwoundupworkingandpredictingeventsin space/time.But hewentfurtherandthought
thismeantthathismodelwasarealmetaphysicalreality.This led to thefalsenotionthatspaceor
"spacetime"can be bent. It is a misunderstanding.Spaceand time are merely ways of seeing
things,not things.Whenyou seethroughandin termsof theschemaof time you seetemporally.
When you see through and in terms of the schema of space you see spatially.

Additionally, thingsthathavewowedandperplexedpeoplefor a hundredyearsarealmostbanal
throughthis new way of understanding.If 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 are in a jet anda soundwave is
chasingyou, thewavewill "appear"to you to begoingslowerÐandthusthecrestsof thewave
fartherapart.Therefore,if you heardthesoundfrom 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, I give this little illustration:

Imagine Supermanand Lois Lane are on the rooftop of the Daily
Planetat night. Lois suggeststo Supermanthat she test his super
powers.Shesuggestssheturn on a searchlight andseeif Superman
can keep up with the front of the light beam.

Supermanlikes the ideaandpreparesto lurch into the sky after the
beam.Lois flips the light on andSupermangoesafter it Ð traveling
186,000miles per hour. Now exactlyonesecondafter take-off, let's

freeze the frame and see what has happened. It is so weird.



FromSuperman'spoint of view (he is travelingthespeedof light) he
experienceshimselfasnot beingableto keepup with the light beam.
Thefront of thelight beamappearsto him to be186,000milesahead
of him Ðalmostlike heisn'tmovingatall. But if helookedbackat the
Earthhewould seeit is 186,000milesbehindhim. What'sgoingon?
Remember,onesecondhasgoneby andheis traveling186,000miles
persecond,thespeedof light. He shouldbekeepingup with thelight
beam.

FromLois' pointof view it's analtogetherdifferentstory.SheseesSupermankeepingupwith the
beam of light Ð flying right beside the front of the beam. What's happening?

HadAlbert Einstein,thefirst to guessthatthespeedof light wasaconstant,understoodwhattime
is hewould not havebeenvery disturbed.But Einsteinthoughttime wassomethinglike thelines
in hisHigh Schoolgeometrybookthathetreasuredall his life. Sohefabricatedanalgorithmfor a
bendablespaceÐonethatbendsdifferentlyaccordingto thepointof view of movingobjects.This
is whereyou get thenotionof bendingspacetime.It is just a misunderstandingof what time and
spaceactually are. The speedof light is a natural law, a ratio of time and space.And both
Supermanand Lois Lane,along with all other sentientbeings,experiencethe motion of light
throughtheschemaof this regularequation.ThereasonthatLois andSupermanbothseethelight
moveat thesamespeedandwhy thespeedof light trumpseventsin themacroworld is that the
speedof light is a lensin theUniversalmind thatprecedesLois andSuperman'sindividual minds
andeventheworld theylive in. Thelawsconditiontheworld of appearances.Appearancesdonot
condition the laws. The paradoxesthat this fact about the speedof light createsare only
confoundingto thosewho misunderstandtheevent.So thewhole revolutionof Einsteinthathas
dominatedsciencefiction andscientismfor all theseyearsis basedonagrossmisunderstandingof
thenatureof things.Notethat thescenariodescribedof Lois andSupermancouldneveractually
be experiencedin the macroworld dueto the absurdspeedsanddistances.In otherwords,the
experiential world is held together by 'good-enough' micromechanics.

Understoodthroughthelensof perceptualevolution,theapparentcontortionsof specialrelativity
are not particularly paradoxical.They are what one would expect. The systemof evolved
perceptualschemataactuallypredictswhatAlbert EinsteinguessedÐthatthespeedof light is the
samefor all observers.For if the law is in the Universalmind, andprecedesthe individual, the
speedwould trumpconsiderationsof so-calledcommonsensethatevolvedto dealmorewith the
surface of daily experience, and not its Universal Divine causes.

Thesameprinciple,of consideringtheplacein theprocessof perceptionwherea law arises,also
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 SubstanceI usethe term "pure
relations" more than once.

I have never explained what I meant.

I write that God (thoughI deliberatelydon't usethe word God in that book) first conceivedthe
Universe in conceptual mathematical and geometric terms.

This is half right. If wethink thatGodsawtheseconceptsthewaywedo,wewouldbecommitting
the historical fallacy, i.e. reading into the cause something that only comes about later.

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

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

So I coinedthe term "pure relations"to communicatethat suchrelationsasGod first conceived
themwerenot soconceptuallyladenaswe now experiencethem.RememberthatGodconceived
suchrelationsbeforenameandform, for nameandform ariseout of thoserelationsandnot the
otherway around.In a sensetheterm"purerelation" is a placeholderfor what I can'tconceiveÐ
God's primordial imagination.

But I am never one to avoid explaining the unexplainable.

OncewhenI wastrying to explainpurerelationsto aphilosopherfriend,I beganto point to things.
I said, "Forget the number and that concept, and just look with your eyes."

Sohereis anexampleof doing that.Let'ssayI takea pieceof paperandI fold it in half. Now I
fold thatin thirds.Now I cut thatupandoverlayit in suchandsuchaway.Thiscreatesageometry
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,thoseratiosanddivisionsandadditionsand
multiplicationsthatyouwatchedmeperformwordlesslyÐandat thesametimeremovefrom your
mind the pictures Ð what you are left with are the pure relations. That of course is impossible.



It is impossiblenot becauseit is impossibleby somea priori principle,but becauseyour mind is
too burdenedwith assumptions,conditioning,etc.But you mustimagineGodasunconditioned.
His mind is fully freein thebeginningof time.Sothereis nothingto preventhim from doingthis.

I point out in my bookalsothat reasonwill showthat it is necessaryfact that the lawsof nature
precedein evolutionthe thingsthat theycondition.So this is not only a theory,it is a necessary
fact.

Now of coursewhatarisesout of all this is theobviouspossibility for sacredgeometry.I amnot
a discipleof this pathof interest,but I seewhat thegeometersaregettingat. Throughoutnature,
forms can be reduced to regular shapes and solids. Even sound and light.

I 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,studyingmathematicsbecamea 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
overwhelmingexperiencewhich he later described:"I sawa greatglitter of circles
with tiny pointsin themasif suns,moonsandstarswerebeingprojectedfrom those
points."His teachernoticedthatMerwansuddenlylookeddazedor dizzy,andashe
lostconsciousnesshefell outof hischair.Sherushedto him andlaid him onabench,
sprinklingwaterto revivehim. After a while theboy regainedconsciousnessandhis
teacher asked, "Merwan, are you all right? What happened?"

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

Theteachercouldnot understandwhatthechild meantandinquired,"Merwan,how
do you feel? Would you like to go home?"

"I am all right," the boy replied,"I don't needto go home."But when the teacher
resumedher lesson,Merwansighedwith regret,for afterenjoyingthenoor stateor
thelight of GodÐanexperienceof divineeffulgenceÐherewasthisawful arithmetic
again. He thought: "It would have been much better if I had gone home."

(Lord Meher, online version, p148)

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

In GodSpeaksBabaspeaksof the"form." This is ametaphysicaltermthatfirst appearsasfar asI



know in translations of Plato.

I suspectthatBabais referringto thegeometryandpurerelationsof thevariousforms.Thereason
you tasteandsmell asyou do is said to be conditionedby the shape(geometry)of the atoms.
Atoms, unperceived, are geometries in motion.

Babaspokea lot about the numbersand geometriesof the humanform. By "perfect form" I
think he is speakingof a perfectratio Ðnot perfectskin texture.Beautythat we see,in music
or shape,I think is the outcomeof "beautiful" geometriesfrom the point of view of God in a
particularstate.Therehavebeenmanysignsof this givenin naturerecently,but theyareignored
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 historical fallacy (a fallacy in logical reasoning)is the mostsignificantobstacleto a deep
understandingof MeherBabathat I know about.Theimportanceof understandingthis fallacy in
order to overcome it fully cannot be overemphasized.

Now understandthatthishistoricalfallacyis notsomeesotericpointphilosophersknowaboutthat
hasonly a fleetingapplicationto thestudyof theworksof MeherBaba.First of all, philosophers
don't know about it. Not at Harvard.Not at Cambridge.If you add it to the list of fallacies
on Wikipedia, editorswill removeit becausethey'veneverheardof it andcan'tunderstandit.
However,onceyou understandit, 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 processthatmakestime possible.But you keeptalking abouttheprocessas
if it is somethingthathappensover thecourseof a yearÐin time. You'reputting thecartbefore
thehorse.Or it's morelike you'reputting thecart beforethewheel.That'simpossible.You first
need the wheel to have a cart.

Now carefully read this quote from Baba.

A whim is not a whim if it canbeexplainedor rationalized.And just asno onemay
usefullyaskwhy it arises,sono onemayaskwhenit arises."When" impliesa time



serieswith past,presentandfuture.All theseareabsentin theeternalBeyond.Solet
us call this initial urgeto know a "whim". You may call this an explanationif you
like or you maycall it anaffirmationof its inherentinexplicability.Theinitial whim
is completelyindependentof reason,intellect, or imagination,all of which areby-
products of this whim. (Beams of the Spiritual Panorama p8)

BabasaysthattheOriginalWhim madereasonandimagination.Sohowcouldit beunderstoodor
imagined?It can'texist in suchtermsastime andreasonbecauseit precededthemin theprocess
of producing them. It is therefore necessarily independent of these qualities it produces.

First causesareso hardto understandbecausewe areconstantlypicturing themin the termsof
qualitiesandconditionsthattheyproduce.Thosequalitiesdon'tapplyto thosefirst causesbecause
the causes precede those qualities.

Oneexampleis the post-modernpictureof the Big Bang,which is conceivedasan 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.

Sanskarasarealsohardto understanduntil youovercomethelimitation of this fallacy in thinking.
Manyof thequalitiesyouexperiencein objectsarereallyonly producedin theactof seeingthem
thatway, anddon'tapply to theperceiver.That is why theworld we seecanbefull of diversity,
yet we and God be one. It only sounds like a paradox until you understand the historical fallacy.

Themostimportantimplicationof this fallacy is in understandingwhatBabasaysaboutGod.God
createstheconditionsof illusion suchastime,space,number,law, reason,andduality.ThusGod
necessarilydoesnot fall underthe influenceof thesefactors.Babarepeatsthis numeroustimes.
But I haveheardBabaloversreally confusedby Bababecausetheyhaven'tgottenthis oneidea.
So they think Babais beingpoeticwhenhe says,"You andI arenot we, but one."Or they ask
questionslike "Whereis Babanow?"Thequestionof "where"assumessomeaspectbesideshis
bodywasever"in" space.Babadid andalwayswill precedespace.And you createspacein the
act of seeing it.

Philosophershavesoconsistentlyfallen into thetrapof this fallacy thatI havewonderedif it has
some special place in Maya. I have even wondered if it is the gatekeeper of gross consciousness.

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

1. Ancientsexplainedthe presenceof 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 magicotherthingsjust like themcalledforms,reading
the effect into the cause.

4. Materialism explainsstuff we seeby postulatinga stuff we don't seecalled matter,
reading the effect into the cause.

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

6. Scientismexplains life on this planet by postulatinglife on anothermigrating here,
reading the effect into the cause.

Thepersonwho originally pointedout thefallacy wasJohnDeweyin
1896,but it hasgoneignored.Dewey was an Americanpragmatist
philosopherandeducator.I hadalreadyguessedthehistoricalfallacy
andwashavinga hardtime explainingit to my professors.OnedayI
pickedup a book by Dewey,openedit, andthereit was.You know
how those angels are.

"a set of considerationswhich hold good only becausea completed
processis 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 comeupwith a theoryof moneywithoutcommittingthehistoricalfallacy.Wemustdo
this without using terms and concepts only understood from our experience of using money.

Let ussupposewe want to know whatmoneyis fundamentally.We wanta theoryof money.It's
notenoughto holduppaperthat'sgreen.That'snotmoney.Moneyhasvalue.Wehaveto account
for that.Thefirst thing I do is rephrasethequestion.If I want to know whatmoneyis, I haveto
know how it cameinto existence.How did it evolve?I'm askingfor the processthat created
money.If I knowthisprocessI will knowwhatmoneyis fundamentally,andI'll havemy theoryof
money. So I want to postulate a process by which money could have come about in a culture.

Obviouslymoneyhasnovalueif it isn'tseento havevalue.For instanceif I woundupbackin the
StoneAge, amongcavemen,andI offeredthe cavemensomemoney,they would scratchtheir
heads and walk away.

Thereis areallygoodchancethosecavemenwouldn'tseethegreenpaperin my handsasanything
butpaperin my hands.To havevalue,which is theessenceof beingmoney,thepaperneedsto 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 asymbolor sign(arepresentation)thatpeopleagree
to see as standing for something else called "trade-value."

But this theoryis incomplete,becausemonetarytrade-valueis anassignmentweunderstandfrom



our experienceof usingmoney.How, then,could I explainthis conceptof monetarytrade-value
to cavemenwho havenevertradedwith moneybefore.After all theyonly valuefamiliar objects
they use,not symbolicvalue.Thinking the conceptof trade-valuewaspresentin the processof
inventingmoneywould commit thehistoricalfallacy. It would bereadingsomethingthatcomes
aboutastheresultof theevolutionof moneyinto theevolutionof money.It wouldbereadingthe
effect into the cause.

Thetrick will beto explaintheepiphanyof moneyasa way of organizingexperienceof symbols
without telling a story that includesthis way of organizing.We mustseehow the schemacame
about,notassumetheschemawasthereto form theschemaoutof. Thatmakesnosense.But 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.

CavemanBob likes CavewomanLisa. CavemanBob gives
CavewomanLisa a scrumptiouspieceof meatto showher
his affection.CavewomanLisa is really flatteredandwants
to besureCavemanBob knowsshelikes him too soshecan
keepgettinghis little morsels.SoshegivesCavemanBob a
paintedstone.Heactslike helikes it, dancingaroundthefire
with it. He's a big flirt.

Now thepaintedstonehasnovalueexceptto CavemanBob.
He can'treally spendit anywhere.Somoneyhasn'tbeeninventedyet,but heassociatesthestone
with herglancewhenshehandedit to him andit beginsto standfor heraffectionfor him in his
mind.Heactuallystartsliking it andhelooksat it sometimeswhenhe'shunting,thinkingof Lisa.

Thenextevening,CavemanBob givesLisa anotherpieceof meat.Theybothsmileandthenext
thing you know Cavewoman Lisa is pregnant and living in a cave with Caveman Bob.

Lisa is trying to getthingsoff thecavefloor andis trying to drive a woodenstakeinto thewall to
hangthingsup. Shegetsirritated that shehasn'ta goodstoneto bangit in with. Sheshowsher
irritation to Bob and he goes looking for a better tool.

Now CavemanBob seesthatShoonookhasa greathammer-stonealongwith a lot of othertools.
Bob tries taking it, but this makesShoonookmad. To avoid a fight CavemanBob drops the
hammerandgoesandcurlsup nearbyto think over thesituation.Finally he jumpsup, grabsthe
hammer-stone,andrunsinto hiscaveyelling atLisa.Hegetschasedby Shoonook.CavemanBob
is reallyscaredbuthereallywantsthehammer.Healsowantsto stayalive.Sohelooksaroundto
seeif thereis anythinghecanuseto persuadeShoonookto goaway.Hepicksupa fur capeheno
longerneedsbut thatlooksprettyniceandtossesit to themouthof thecave.Maybethatwill make
him go away.Shoonookgrabsit andrunsoff. "Tit for tat," goeswordlesslythroughShoonook's
emotional emotive mind.

But laterShoonook'swife admireshisnewfur cape.LaterShoonookgoesto CavemanBob'scave



smiling andwearingthecape.CavemanBob is scaredbut Shoonookkeepscoaxinghim to come
out andstartsdancingaroundin thecape.CavemanBob covetouslysnuggleshis stolenhammer-
stone,thinking heis goingto loseit now.But Shoonookkeepssmiling.Finally herunsawayand
returnswith his wife and anotherhammer-stone.He puts it outsidethe cave door and starts
shakingthefur aroundhisneckandpointingto hiswife'sneck.Finally LisagetswhatShoonookis
communicating.Shegoesandgetsanotherfur capefor Shoonook'swife. 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.

CavemanBrown is sitting with his family, playingwith his paintedstonethathis wife gavehim
long ago.Theyarevery happy.Suddenlyheputstwo ideastogetherin his mind. Looking at the
stoneandthinkingof "trade"hesuddenlyreorganizeshissensedataof
thestone.He hashadanepiphany."Trade-stone,"hesaysto his wife
holdingupthestone."Trade-stone!"Lisa lookscuriouslyathim. Heis
so delightedhedancesa jig. It will besometime beforeanyoneelse
gets it, but that was the day money was born.

Now we are ready to formalize our theory of money.

Money manifestsout of psychologicalapperception.Apperceptionis the processby which new
experienceis assimilatedto andtransformedby theresiduumof pastexperienceof anindividual
to form a new whole.Money is a way of looking at a sign or symbol.It occurswhena sign or
symbol is looked upon as a representationof trade.This is then codified in a culture through
cultural agreement.Money 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 I 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 themomentof theWhim socouldnot see,but by theurgecreated

the first form through which to see.

Beforetherecanbeameaningfuldiscussionof theOriginalWhim thereneedsto beaprettygood
understanding of the ordinary humansanskara.

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



Sanskarasarereally impressionsleft on thepsycheby pastexperiencesandtheyarenÕtthingsat
all. They are psychogenic.

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

It is alwaysbestto usea simpleexamplefrom everydaylife to conveywhat sanskarasareand
what they do.

Every time you do somethingor everytime somethinghappensto you, if you arehappyor sad
aboutit, thatexperienceleavesa slight impressionon you.That impressionthenaffectshow you
look upon that kind of experience when it comes up in the future.

For instance,if youeatsomethingandlike it Ðnexttimeyouseeit youwantit. Conversely,if you
eat something and it makes you throw up Ð next time you see it you donÕt want it.

Everytime you eatin a way thatsatisfiesyour hunger,you relieveyour hungerbut you reinforce
your habitof eating.What is happeningeachtime you eatis thatyou areerasinga sanskaraleft
overby pasteating,but replacingit with anewimpressionof pleasurefrom eatingthatwill cause
you to desire food again in the future when your stomach hurts.

So eachexperienceof pleasuresatisfiesa latentcraving,but establishesanothercraving in the
future.

Eachexperienceof suffering establishesa desireto avoid that experiencein the future. Fear
attractsthething fearedsothat thefearcanbeovercome.But no soonerdo we re-experiencethe
feared thing then a new fear of it is created.

This is howsanskaraswork.

It mattersnot if you do thething or if you haveit doneto you or you just watchit happen.What
is importantis that you experiencesomethinghappeningand it causesyou eitherhappinessor
sadness. That is what leaves thesanskara(impression) of it on your mind.

Notehereavery importantpoint. If youcouldsomehowre-experiencethethingdesiredor feared
without feelinghappyor sadaboutit (without havingan internalreaction),it would exhaustthe
past impressionand not createa new one. Babaexplainsthis in Infinite Intelligence.Perfect
mastershave no internal response(becausethey have no sanskaras) and thus createno new
sanskarasin themselves.

It should be obvious now thatsanskarasbegetsanskaras.



It goes like this and in this order:

¥ Action Ð could be by you or to you, important thing is that it is an event you experience.
¥ ImpressionÐ pleasureor pain from the action leaveseither a positive or negative

impression on you about that kind of event you experienced.
¥ Desireor FearÐin thefutureyou will eitherdesireor fear thatexperiencedependingon

your pleasure or pain.
¥ Action Ð sooneror later the desireor fear to repeator not repeatthat experiencewill

promptyou to re-experienceit to satisfythatcravingfor repetition,or to satisfya desire
to overcome the fear.

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

This is whatcausesevolutionandtheseeminglyendlesscycleof birthsanddeathcalledsamsara.

Now we are ready to talk about the Original Whim of God.

Maya is themechanicsby which illusion is produced.Sanskarasarereally thesmallestbuilding
block of Maya.Besidesreality, thereis Maya (the mechanicsof illusion) andnothingelse.The
world doesnÕtreallyexist.It is justamiragecausedby Maya.GodÕsurgeis to find himself.Maya
is themethodGodusesto do thatÐfirst by seeingillusions,thenby discoveringhis own reality
against the backdrop of illusion. Then illusion vanishes and God experiences only Himself.

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

Babasaysthat somehowthis vacuumstateof God wasstirred.This completeunconsciousness
wasinterrupted,Babasays,by adesireby Godto knowhimself.Babasaysthatnocausewill ever
befoundfor this first urgeor desire.Hesaysit wasawhim,whichby definitionhasnocauseother
than itself.

This Whim hadno cause,but it happened.So Babaexplainsthat the Original Whim of God to
wantto knowhimselfwastheÒfirstcause.ÓThis is significantto philosophersfor theyhavenever
known what the first cause was.

When this Whim happened,therewere someuniquecharacteristicsthat neverwere to be true
again.Oneis that therewasno time. For this reasonBabaalwaysrefersto this momentasÒthe
beginninglessbeginning.ÓIf it wasjust theÒbeginningÓthenthatwouldimply abeginningin time,
amomentalonga time line. But theWhim happenedprior to timeandcausedtime to happen.(by
"prior" in this instance I mean causally, not temporally)

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



action Ð sanskara Ð desire Ð action, etc.

Notenow that this first desirecamebeforeanysanskaraor action.So therewasno sanskarato
causethis desire.So therewasno reasonto havehadthis desire.Now you seewhy Babasaysit
was a whim.

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

Godwasreallynextto infinitely fine at thispointÐtherewasnÕtmuch
to Him in thesenseof thoughtor consciousness.All therewasin that
instantlessinstantwasthisdesire.SowhatACTION couldGodin this
almost infinitely fine state take?

Therearetwo I wantto discuss.Thefirst createddistinctionandtime.
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
ÒWho?Óis latent somethingoutside oneself to be. This senseof
distinctionis thefirst schemaof experiencethatwe continueto seetheworld throughtoday.We
call it duality.Whenweperceive,weperceivethingsasdistinctfrom oneanotherandwe look for
something other than what we are Ð distinctly.

Now themomentthis desireexistedandcreatedthis notionof otherness,of duality, this way of
seeingin divisions,therewasimplicit in thisasecondnotionof time.Fortherewasinstantlyin the
momentof theWhim a beforetheWhim andanaftertheWhim latentin its very happening.This
first happeningof theWhim thuslydivided thepastfrom thefuture in appearance."Let therebe
lights in theexpanseof theheavensto separatetheday from thenight, andlet thembefor signs
andfor seasonsandfor daysandyears"(Genesis).TheWhim did nothappenin time.How couldit
for it gaverise to time. Ratherthe Whim causedimplicitly the impressionof time in God.And
instantlytimebecameexplicit asawayof seeinghenceforthfrom thatfirst momentlessmomentin
the beginningless beginning.

Well, now havingplentyof time,Godlookedaroundto seewhathemight be.And of coursethis
actof lookingaroundgaveto Godthedistinctnotionthattherewassomewhereto look Ðouterness
Ðthenotionof therebeinga thereout there. WherewasGodto look to find this thereout there
thathefelt existed,but in thefar off reachesof his dreamtimagination?So,simply thetemporal
actof looking implicitly gaverisein God'simaginationto a senseof space.Soit wasthatthis act
of seekinghadtheunintendedbut fortuitouseffectof makingspacefirst 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 thewaterswhich wereabovethefirmament: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)

Godtookpleasurein whathesaw.Now rememberonceagaintheorderof theprocessof creation:
desire Ð action Ð sanskara, etc.

GodÕsdesireto know who he wasÐthe Whim or first desireor first causeÐcausedin God the
impulseto act uponhis desire,i.e. to look about.This act effectively causedGod to experience
pleasure, and this formed in God the firstsanskara(impression).

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

Sowhatweseeinitially forming in GodÕsimaginationaretheschematafor all thatHewould later
come to see, and then take himself to be.

Chapter Four: The Big Bang Misunderstanding

TheOriginal Whim is not theBig Bang.In manyways
therewasa Big BangaftertheOriginal Whim, but in as
many ways this is misunderstood.

ScientistsareconfusedabouttheGroundZeroeventof
theBig Bang.Theyareconfusedby afallacy in thinking
known as the historical fallacy. This is the error in
thinking you make when you imagine the causeof a
thing having the characteristicsof that thing. It is easiestto understandthis fallacy through
examples.

Example1: Sometribesmenaresittingaroundafire trying to explainwherepeoplecamefrom.So
theysmoketheir peacepipesandcomeup with theideathatmagicalpeople(gods)createdthem.
Theproblemwith this explanationis thatwhile thetribesmenonly hadpeopleto explainbefore,
now they havepeopleandmagicpeopleto explainÐand they still havenÕtexplainedhow the
magicpeoplecreatedthe regularpeopleexceptby their magic.Platocalledthis kind of infinite
regress Òthe third man argument.Ó ItÕs a sign of a flaw in thinking.

Example 2: Some Greeksare sitting around trying to guesswhat things are fundamentally
composedof. Sotheycomeup with thenotionof atoms(tinier things).Theproblemwith this is



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

Example3: An Enlightenmentphilosopherhunchesover his deskin his attic. A candleflickers
besidehis inkwell. He is wonderingwhat stuff is madeof? 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
contemplatingtheorigin of timeandspace.Hecomesupwith theidea
that therewasanexplosionÐandout of this explosioncamewith it Ð
along with matter Ð time and space.He thinks about how this
explosionmusthaveexpandedoutwardin space.Heestimatesatwhat
point in time after the initial explosionthe ball of matter,time, and
space had reached one inch in diameter.

Hefigurestheexplosioncameoutof apointandbroughtwith it its ownspaceandtime.But hehas
imaginedthis eventasif it werein spaceandtime. He evenimaginesbeingthereholdinga tape
measureupto it. He is picturingthecauseof spacelike thingsin space.Heis thinkingof thecause
of time like an event he sees in the world of time.

In additionheis imaginingall theseeventsasoccurringin termsof therelationsof timeandspace
(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.

Anothermisunderstandingthatscientistshave,alsodueto thehistoricalfallacy, is imaginingthe
earlieststagesof inorganicevolutionashavingthekind of substancethatwenowconceivethings
in. They arepicturing in their mind imagesandqualitiesthat only arisemuchlater out of their
evolved sense organs.

It wasa mathematicalconceptualUniversebeforethesenseorgansevolvedto give thatUniverse
color anddensityaswe experiencethem.In fact we can'tevenimaginethatworld asit wasin its
primordial state and as it remainsunperceivedby the individual mind. Even to say it was
"mathematical"is incorrectif we imaginethatmathematicsto belike theoneweuse;andto sayit
was conceptual is wrong if by "conceptual" we mean the kind of conception we now have.

Thusall modelsof theBig Bangoughtbeunderstoodto beonly modelsfor understanding,andnot
"pictures" of those events.

A morerepresentativemodelwould be like the oneI keeppointing to where,insteadof things
created,whatis modeledaretheperceptualschematathatevolvedin God'simaginationby which



to experiencethoseobjects.For theobjectsariseoutof theirbeingseen,not theotherwayaround
as currently supposed.

Really therewas a Big Bang of desire,ideas,and perception.It is only in hindsight,through
our evolvedfaculties,thatwe cannow imaginethoseeventsashavingthekind of substancewe
experiencenow.Sciencewill not truly progressinto thesubjectof first causesuntil it hasastrong
notion ofMayaand thesanskara.

Chapter Five: Do I need a body to see?

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

In thebeginning,Godhadthedesireto know himself,which senthim
off on a journey (in His imagination) to find what he might be.

Thisdesiredid notrequireabody,noracause.It wasawhim.And this
desirepromptedGod to look for himself,which wasthe first action.
And thisactionpleasedGodandthuscausedin Godthefirst sanskara
(or impression).And this first sanskaraformedthemold for the first
gaseousform which wasso many levelsmoresubtlethanhydrogen
Babatells us.Throughthemediumof this mostsubtlefirst form Godsawjust a tiny 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 asa grub crawling along the groundeatingmud. Oneday God
woke up and found himself in a world asa personandby then therewasso much to seeand
experiencethathewasentirelytakenin Ðawarethatheexistedbut ignorantthathewasin fact the
dreamer of all this around him. He took it as real.

Sobeganthelong processof wearingawayall the impressionshehadgatheredin theprocessof
forming theworld thatgaveriseto hisself-awarenesswhile retaininghissenseof being.Whenall
theimpressionshadbeenwornawayhewasleft with himselfalone,whichreallyspeakingwasall
that ever had been.



Chapter Six: The Om Point

The Om Point is not a point in space.

Even if you knew all the trajectoriesof all the
starsandplanetsin theexpandingUniverseand
you wereto tracethosetrajectoriesin reverseto
a point in spaceand a moment in time from
which things appearto haveBangedout, that
would not be the Om Point.

The Om Point is a subjectivepoint. Out of this
point theUniverseoozesfrom themindof God.

To understandwhata subjectivepoint is, look aroundyou at your environment.Thenlook within
you at your thoughtsandmemories.What is in commonbetweenthem?That which seesthem.
And whereis this?If you contemplateyou cantraceit to a spotwhich feelsasif it is betweenthe
eyesin thecenterof theforehead.But whatis thereat thispoint if youlook in themirror or takean
X-ray?Nothing.Time,space,andyourheadcomeoutof thepoint; thepoint isn'tonyourheador
in time and space.This point is infinitely vast and the 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 Universethat is
continuouslyemergingfrom God'simaginationexplodesinto appearances.The sensein which
this is trueis calledhomeomerity,wherepartscontainthewholeandthewholecontainstheparts.
Theexampleusuallygivenis a tree,whoseseedscontainthetreeitself. Eachsoul is in theOver-
soulandtheInfinite Over-soulis in eachsoul.In this senseeachoneis a Big Bangout of which
theOriginal Whim is expressed.Eachday,from your point of view, theUniverseexpandsout of
you when you wake and contractsback into you when you go to sleep.In the courseof lives
experiencedby a singleatmaCreationfirst evolvesoutwardandtheninvolvesinward.Like this,
from the point of view of the Over-soul(Paramatma) the Universeis projectedin Creationand
collapsesin Mahapralaya. Thepoint from which all threeareexperiencedis theOm Pointandis
One.

Chapter Seven: The missing argument for materialism

Bewareof peoplewho saytheyhold a positionbut avoiddiscussingit with wordslike "It would
take me hours to explain." Tell them you have the time.

To someit maycomeasashock,but thereis noargumentfor materialism.Thereis nodefensefor
it. There isn't even an explanation of what materialism exactly is.

I shouldknow. I did my thesison materialistargumentsagainstidealism.I hadwantedto do my



thesison idealismÐnamelyGeorgeBerkeley'sideathat thereis no suchthing asmatterbut only
perceptionÐsoI couldunderstandit better.In my first discussionwith my thesisadviserI asked,
"Everyoneseemsto know that idealismis wrong,but I seemto havemissedwhat theargument
against it is. Whatis the argument against idealism."

His answerwasflat andsurprising."Thereisn't onereally," hebeganwithout entirelylooking up
atme."Idealismwasin favor in thenineteenthcenturyandnowmaterialismis. It's just fashion."I
had to think about that and I have to say it still amazes me, even though it turns out to be true.

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

This requiredthat I study the history of modernmaterialismbeginningwith JohnLocke. For
materialistargumentsto examinewe choseone of materialism'smost luminous post-modern
proponents,G.E. Moore. We choseMoore becausehe offered just the kind of argumentI was
looking for, sharplogic-orientedrefutationsof idealism.Moorewrote threemajoressayson the
subject.

Then,to assessthesuccessof theserefutations,I wrotewhatoneidealistwould havesaidto his
charges,GeorgeBerkeley.Thismightat first seemabit unfair,sinceit couldbearguedthatMoore
wasthinking mainly of his contemporariesandnot the famous17thcenturyidealist.But Moore
himselfsaidthathis argumentsrefuted"all formsof idealism."Somy professorandI wereboth
curious to see what I would discover.

It turnedout thatBerkeleyhadanticipatedall of Moore'schargesandhadalreadywrittendefenses
againsteachof themtwo hundredyearsearlier.Sothis madequiteaninterestingthesis.I wound
uphavingto saytheobvious,thatin theendMoorehadfailedto refuteat leastoneidealist,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. I later learned much much more on my own.

This wholetime I waswriting Berkeley'sdefensesof idealismfrom attacksby materialists,it had
neveroccurredto meto askwhatthedefenseof materialismwas.Berkeleyhad.Hehadsaidthere
wasnone,not evenanarticulationof whatit was.But it didn't fully dawnon meat thetime quite
how significant this is.

It tooksometime for meto digestjusthowdamagingit really is for materialismthatthereis nota
singlelogic-boundargumentfor it. Its only argumentis that it is the intuitive view andcommon
sense,whichBerkeleycorrectlyshowsis nonsensewhenyouseewhatmaterialismsays.I will get
into that further on. Philosophyis not the art of holding beliefs.Both idiots andideologuescan
hold beliefs.Philosophyis theart of argumentfor beliefs.Whatdid Shankarado his wholeadult
life? He arguedagainsttheBuddhistsanddvaitas(dualists).He went from debateto debate.He
defendedhis beliefs and refutedthoseof his opponents.Had he simply written refutations,he



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

But let'sgobackto Moore.Evenin Moore'sowndayhebeganto realizethathis refutationswere
goingnowhere.Hekeptwantingto think of adefensefor materialismÐagainsttheidealistnotion
he found so repugnant Ð that everything is perception.

Oneday,neartheendof his life andintellectuallyexhausted,Moorewasgiving atalk. Trying one
lasttimeto explainwhy idealism(theview thatperceptionis
all that is) waswrong andmaterialismwasright, he got so
frustratedthathefinally just wavedhis handangrily in front
of his faceshouting,"How do I know I havea real hand?
Look! There it is!" Waving his hand in the air, his face
turning red, the audiencebeganto laugh. For this gesture
wasthemainpoint 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 whatmostpeopleassume,materialismis not theview thatwhatyouseewith youreyes
is the actualworld. Materialistscall that view "naive realism." Materialistsbelieveyou seea
representation(copyof somekind) of therealmaterialhand.Sofor amaterialistyoudon'tseethe
actual world.

Idealistsdohold thatwhatweseeis theactualworld, becausefor anidealisttheonly world is the
onethat is perceived,sincethe essenceof thingslike tablesandchairs(andhands)lies in their
being perceived.

In his two main essayson the subject,Principles and Dialogues,GeorgeBerkeleyshowsthat
materialismdoesn'treally makeanysensewhenit is examinedcloselybecauseit isn't clearwhat
thereferent(thethingnamed)of theword"matter"is, or howthismysterioussomethingaccounts
for experience.Healsoshowsthattheonly defenseof materialismthatis continuouslygivenby its
progenitors,thatit is plainold commonsense,is ridiculous.Hepointsout thatif youaskanyplain
old manon the streetif he thinks his handthat he seeswith his eyesis not his real hand,but a
brain-paintingof someotherhanddiscussedin aclassroom,hewill look atyou like you'reinsane.
Thecommonsenseview, Berkeleypointsout, is thatthehandyouseewith yourowneyesis 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 materialistscanonly explain it is the one thing that
exists.Theycangive othernamesfor it suchasthesubstratum. But theycan'tarticulateexactly
whattheymeanby suchwords.Matteralsois impotentto explainour experience.For this reason
theydon'targuefor it. Materialismisn'treallyaphilosophicaltheory.A theoryis anexplanationof
someobservedphenomenon.Materialismcan'tevenexplain itself, let alonesomephenomena.
Theonly thingthatmaterialismtheorizesis thattherewill onedaybeatheoryto gowith thename.
I onceheardDavid Chalmersspeculateout loud at a symposiumon consciousnessthat his best
guessis thatmaterialismwill explainexperiencein onehundredyears.So, if materialismisn't a



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

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

Berkeley explained,and all the idealists after him have essentiallyagreed,if everythingis
perception,eventhat which no individual perceivessuchasan emptyroom no oneis in, thenit
mustbeupheldby aUniversalperceiver.And thisdemandstheexistenceof Godor Spirit. Matter,
on the other hand, is said to be inert Ð blind and lifeless.

Somaterialismis not a belief in something.It is a group-commitmentto
createa bulwark againsta philosophicalbelief that demandsthat God's
existenceis essential.Berkeleysaidall of this. I amonly repeatingwhat
he has said.

That is why materialismdefinesitself asthebelief in matterandnothing
else.It is the"nothingelse"that is the importantpartof theposition,not
thesensiblenessof theidea.It is designednot asanexplanation,but asa
bulwark against explanations.

Sadly,believersin Godhaveforeverbeendefendingtheir belief against
attacksfrom materialists,yet they have beentoo busy to notice that there is no defensefor
materialism.And to makemattersworse,post-modernChristianapologistshaveall comeon
boardwith thematerialistsin defenseof matterÐmaybein hopesof attainingacademiccredibility.
That is why their apologia arguments for God don't really hold up. It is so ironic.

I hardly know what else to add.

Notice you will neverseematerialismdefendedin a fair debate.If a materialistdebateshe will
speakin redherringsto divertattentionbackto hisopponent.It is acommonploy in post-modern
debatesto play rope-a-dope,andsadlyit worksbecausethedebatemonitorsaresounintelligent.
Never confuse glibness, a fancy suit, and ten shades of cologne for intelligence.

I stronglysuggestreadingoneor the otherof the two works on idealismby GeorgeBerkeley,
TreatiseConcerningthePrinciplesof HumanKnowledgeor ThreeDialoguesbetweenHylasand
Philonous. Theyarefamous,eloquentlywritten, short,andtheonly worksheeverpublishedon
thesubject.Eachcoverstheexactsamematerial,only Principlesis writtenasastandardessayand
Dialoguesas a dialoguebetweentwo friendly neighbors.Berkeley is said to have beenan
exceedinglykind man.Onecontemporaryof hiswrotethathecouldfind nomanwhohadfounda
singlefault in Berkeley'scharacter,very rarefor a philosopher.His philosophicalwriting, which
includeddevelopmentsin the studyof visual optics that arestill taughtin Universities,wasall
done in his youth by the time he was twenty six. He later becamea Bishop. Justbefore the
AmericanRevolutionhe visited America and lived in RhodeIsland with his wife in hopesof
startingaboy'sschoolin theAmerica's.Whenfundswerenot forthcominghereturnedto Ireland.



The city in California wasnamedafter him, inspiredby his Verseson the Prospectof Planting
Arts and Learning in America, particularly 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.

Just a little post-notehere. I alwayswantedto write with the kind of clarity that Hume and
Berkeleyhadduring The Enlightenment.I haveto admit I cannotlive up to their lucidity. Still,
theysayit is goodto modelgreatness.Onepost-modernmaterialist,in hissearchfor anargument
againstBerkeley,wrotethatBerkeley'sclearandlucid styleof writing mustbeviewedwith some
suspicion,for it is easy,theauthorargued,to hideerrorsin thinking behindclearlanguage.Yet
hecouldnot 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't refute him
logically. Oneof the mostcommonargumentsgiven that Berkeleymusthavegottensomething
wrong,wasthathewasa big enthusiastfor thehealthbenefitsof tar water,a New Age pep-drink
hehaddiscoveredwhile visiting America.As amatterof fact,abookby Berkeleyonthepotential
benefitsof tar waterwasa bestsellerin Europe,andthemostfinancially successfulbookof his
life. Theargumenthasbeenput forwardby his contemporaryopponentsthat,sinceBerkeleywas
sodupedovertheallegedbenefitsof tarwater,nowknownto beabenignbeverage,hemusthave
sufferedfrom a rarebut acuteform of psychosis,andthusall his writing on perceptionshouldbe
viewedwith utter skepticism.Thereis a namefor this exactargument.It is calledad hominem
circumstantial,and it is a logical fallacy. You aresupposeto addressthe man'sarguments,not
theman.Thereis anotherpopularargumentthathasbeenusedagainstBerkeley'sidealism.It is
thatwhatBerkeleyis proposingis thatwhenyou leavea room,theroomdisappears.This is very
commonlysaidof Berkeley'spositionby thosewho don'tunderstandit well. Berkeleystatedhe
did not hold this view in Principles. Thereis a namefor this argumentaswell. It is calleda straw
manargument,attackinga positionthat theopponentdoesnot really hold,andit is alsoa logical
fallacy.

In fact Berkeleydid maketwo mistakesin his writing. Berkeleydied before ImmanuelKant
publishedhis Critique of PureReason. HadBerkeleylived long enough,it is possiblehewould
haveseenhis error.It did not occurto Berkeleythatthefactorof time is alsoanideain themind
of God. Had he realizedthis he might haveguessedthat the individual mindshe conceivedof
were,ultimately,non-differentfrom God,andthat the separationbetweenour mindsandGod's
mind is itself a mereappearance.Berkeleynevergraspedthatduality, causedby theinfluenceof
theintuition of time,mightbeachimera.ThesecondmistakeBerkeleymadewasto think, like his
predecessorJohnLocke,thatnumberis a primaryquality.Actually, it is ratios, not numbers,that
areprimary qualities.NeitherLock nor Berkeleyappearedto recognizethis fact. This error led
Berkeleyto assumethatall qualitiesof experiencearerelative.While Berkeleycorrectlypointed
out thatmeasurement,asa particularnumber,is relative,he failed to recognizethatnaturallaws
areratios of variablesof time andspaceandratiosarenot relative.Realizingthis would have



allowedBerkeleyto seethat therereally areprimaryqualitiesthatarethesamefor all observers.
Hadhe recognizedthis, his instinct, I think, would havebeento attemptto resolvehis systema
little differently, by placingindividual minds,who seerelatively,within the mind of God,who
seesobjectively.Hadhedonesoit is possiblehewouldhavestumbleduponsomethingveryclose
to advaitavedanta.It is alsopossiblethatBerkeleyknewmorethanhe let on, andthathewrote
only what he felt would not offend the church that became his career.

Chapter Eight: Sanskaras

Froma metaphysicalpoint of view themostimportantconceptto graspis thesanskara(Sanskrit
for 'impressions' left on the mind by past experiences). Yet nothing is less understood generally.

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

A sanskarais thesmallestunit of your psychologyÐit's whatmakesyou 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 an individual to form a newwhole." (Ledger
Wood inRunes) In short, it is to perceive new experience through the lens of past experience.

Example:We seea fire (visualperception).By apperceptionwe correlatetheappearanceof fire
with pastexperiencesof beingburned.Havingcombinedpresentandpastexperiencewe realize
this is asituationin whichweshouldavoidplacingourhandin thefire andbeingburned.(William
James inTalks to Teachers)

Apperceptionis the Westernconceptthat mostcloselyexpressesthe function of the sanskara.
But a sanskarais the actual impressionthrough which we apperceive.The closestEnglish
equivalenttermis "impression."To understandwhatwe meanby animpressionleft on our mind
by experiencethatthencolorsall subsequentexperience,wecanusetheanalogyof apairof rose-
colored glasses that color our perceptions when we wear them.

In Discourses, Meher Baba says:

The mentalprocessesare partly dependentupon the immediatelygiven objective
situation,and partly dependentupon the functioning of accumulatedsanskarasor
impressionsof previousexperience...Fromthepsychogeneticpoint of view, human
actionsarebaseduponthe 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 subconsciousmind by experiencein this or previouslives, which then
color all of life, one's nature, responses, states of mind, etc.

impressionsderivedfrom pastexperiencesthat form desiresthat influencefuture responsesand
behavior (karma).

thefaint memoriesleft on your mind by experiencesyou hadin your presentlife or in pastlives.
that affect how you look at things in the future and how you will act.

Fromthepointof view of oneseekingmoksha(liberationfrom Mayaaswell asbirthsanddeaths)
understandingwhatsanskarasareandarenot is useful.Throughbhakti (devotion)aloneonecan
avoid the issueof sanskarasasimmaterial.But if oneis inclined by his temperamentto pursue
themarga(path)of dnyana(gnosis,or real knowledge),thenunderstandingsanskarasandtheir
effects is imperative.

Realknowledgeis attainedwhenall the sanskarasarewiped cleanfrom the mind andthe soul
is unfetteredfrom all illusions. This attainmentis calledmoksha. Mokshais achievedwhenall
sanskarasareeitherwornoutslowly by time,sloughedoff morequickly throughyoga(practices),
or wipedout in aninstantby a perfectmaster.However,MeherBabatells usthatperfectmasters
usuallywait until a disciple is ripe for this interventionby becomingat leastpartially purified
of ignorance.This meansthat any work we cando throughyoga,the morepreparedwe will be
to receivethe final gift of moksha. So evenfor oneswho hold to the avatar,the eternalperfect
master, I think yoga is not useless.

MeherBabaexplainscertainpracticesfor ridding oneselfof sanskaras, somewhich work more
quickly thanothers.In theform thathesaysworksquickest(dnyana) hesaysthat it is necessary
to understandwhat it is you are removing.To perform thesepracticesof renunciationwithout
understandingtheprocessthat is beingundergone,in otherwordswith confusedintentions,will
havea reverseeffectandproducenewimpressions.In dnyanamarga,understandingwhatoneis
accomplishingis partof theactionof accomplishment.Otherwisetheactionis merelymechanical
and binding.

Thus, from a strictdnyanapoint of view, understanding ofsanskarasis indispensable.

It is important to understand whatsanskarasarenot.



Sanskarasarenot thingsanalogousto objectsin the materialworld. They do not havelocation
or extension,massor weight.Theyarenot things.We cantalk aboutthemasif theyarethings,
talk aboutobjectslike meatthatcontainsanskaras, but we mustn'tmisconstruesuchlanguageas
conveying thatsanskarasare actual things.

I will give someexamplesof how thinking sanskarasare things can be detrimentalto their
elimination.A persononcetold methatwhenpeoplehavesex,sanskarasareexchangedthrough
thebodily fluids. Thesanskaras, they told me,arein thefluids. If this weretrue,thenonecould
havesexwithout exchangingsanskarassimply 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 experience,but the internalreactionto the experienceÐof
eithergladnessor sadness.A perfectmastercould havesex,experiencethe sex,but imbibe no
sanskarasbecausehe is unaffectedandunimpressedby the experience.He hasno reaction.He
has no reaction because he has nosanskaras, but that is another story.

Anotherideais thatsanskarasaregivenoff from things.If this weretrue thenonecouldescape
new sanskarasby simply isolatinghimself.To really isolateoneselffrom sanskarasonewould
have to isolate from his own awareness, which is impossible when in an awake conscious state.

By understandingthat sanskarasarenot things,onecanseethe futility of running from them,
creatinga physicalshieldbetweenyou andthem,etc.Onecanbeginto seethat the removalof
sanskarasis an 'inside job.'

For theclearestexplanationfrom atruesadguruonthevariouswaysto removesanskarasquickly,
readInfinite Intelligenceby MeherBaba.Babaalsoexplainsexactlywhatsanskarasare,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 removal ofsanskaras.

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

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

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

In onesense,sanskarasareall that is happeningaroundyou. In a sensetheworld is reducibleto
the action and interaction ofsanskaras.

It maysurprisesomethatMeherBaba'smainbook,GodSpeaks,doesnot mentionkarmaevena
singletime in the body of the text, but mentionssanskaras39 timesandimpressions493 times
(not counting the index, glossary, and footnotes).

Sanskarasarethe building block of the true metaphysic.They arethe producersof illusion, the



working part of Maya. Yet they are so simple.All they are is ways of seeingcausedby past
instancesof seeingthatwerein turncausedby waysof seeing,andsoforth all thewaybackto the
fist instance of time perception following the original whim.

The hardestpart of gettingthe new metaphysicis wrappingyour mind aroundthe ideathat the
conditionsof experienceariseprior to, andcause,the experiencethey condition.Let me break
downwhatI just said.Whenwe sayin philosophythatsomethingis "conditioned"by something
else,wemeanthatit canonly existontheconditionthatthatotherthingexists.This is theopposite
of how our intuitions are designed to look at things.

I'll give anexample.We look at someeventandwe notethat it hasa shape.We normally think
thattheshapeis partof thething.Well it is.But youdon'tunderstandwhy.You aren'treally taking
the shapefrom the thing, but ratheryour mind is usingthe shapeto conditionwhat is shapeless
(Divine Effulgence)to takethatshape.Sotheshapeactuallyprecedescausallythething thathas
theshape.This is peculiar,for we think of theshapeasbeingpartandparcelwith theobject.In
Infinite IntelligenceMeherBabagivestheexampleof astripof film. As eachframeof moviefilm
passesbetweenthe light source(the projector)and the screen,a correlatingimageis projected
onto thescreen.Themillions of impressions(sanskaras) thatpassthroughthemind, likenedby
Babato film goingthrougha movieprojectorgate,conditionits experiencein a substantiveway
on the screen of its experience.

Yet, andthis is what is hardto understand,thesanskaras(film framesin Baba'sanalogy)arenot
analogousto theimageon thescreen.Theyarefiner, moresubtle.Theyaremereimpressionsleft
onthemindby pastexperience.Theyaretheconditionsof experience.Theycondition(form) your
experience.Themind encumberedby sanskarasis calledthe"conditionedmind." Whenthemind
is entirely unconditioned(no film strip) thenall that is perceivedis what wasall alongactually
there Ð the Divine Effulgence or Natural Light.

How the Universe evolves by way of sanskaras

I do not think it was a coincidencethat not one, but two, movie scenarioscommissionedby
MeherBabain the1930'sto expresshis divine theme,weretitled "How it All Happened."One
was by the screenwriterHy Kraft and associates;the other was a broadoutline by that name
given by Babathat formed the basisfor at least three film treatmentsÐ one later retitled "A
Touchof Maya." This title "how it all happened"is significantbecause,whenexplainingthings
metaphysically,philosophershavealwayshabituallyaskedthequestion,"What are thingsmade
of?" ratherthanseeka processastheir explanation.This latterquestion,whatarethingsmadeof,
actuallyexpressesa rarelyunderstoodfallacy of thinking Ði.e. readinginto a processa concept
that only comes about as a result of that process.

TheUniversecomesaboutby way of process.If we wereto statethis processmostsuccinctlywe
would say, what is fine creates what is less fine.

If we takethis simpleprincipleÐwhat is fine createswhat is lessfine Ðwe canextrapolatethat
this complexdensecoursegrossapparentlyrobustsubstantiveweightysmellyworld we perceive



is the result of somethingthat is lessof all thesethings,more fine. And if we extrapolateall
the way back we cometo the most fine thing which is describedin endlessways by different
mysticsthroughall agesasspirit, divine light, consciousness,the Absolute,God. Throughthis
sort of thinking we canextrapolateback,andthe valueof this to the mystic is that this furthest
first original conditionis alsothegoalof his journeyÐandnot a merementalcuriosity.For Baba
tells us the journeythroughduality is a big loop backto thesourceÐa loop by which we attain
consciousness.

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

So in thebeginninglessbeginning(thebeginningthat is prior to time sohasno beginning)there
wasno suchconfusionas thereis now. But the capacityfor experiencewas therelatent.Baba
explainsthattheoriginalwhim stirredin God'screativeandimpulsiveimaginationÐthedesireto
know himself,who wasall therewasto know.This first desire(of Godto know himself)wasthe
first cause of the first action.

And sincetherewasnothingbutGodfor Godto actupon,andsinceGodwasformlessandeternal,
this first actionby necessityhappenedonly in God'simagination.And this actionwaslooking to
seewhattheremightbeto be.And thisactioncreatedthefirst impressionuponGod'simagination,
it left a mark. And this mark was time. For in the very instantof the first urge to know, there
waslatentin thatinstant,beinganinstant,anaftertheurge.And this sensationis calledtime,and
time wasthenthe first conditionfor all subsequentexperience.In otherwordstime wasthe first
sanskara(impression)causedby thefirst actioncausedby thefirst urgeor desireÐGod'surgeto
know himself Ð 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, moreaccurately,your experienceof eventsis conditionedby time. You could not
possiblyexperienceanyevent,thathasa beforeduringandafter,divorcedfrom time. Time is a
necessary condition of the experience of events.

Next, asGodpeeredthroughtheimpressionof time,helookedinto his imaginationfor himself.
And this act of looking or peeringinto the imaginedvoid for somethingto be, unintentionally
presumedan imagineddistancebetweenhimself and beyondhimself to peer into. This next
conditionor impressionwe call space.You encounterspacein your experienceeveryday asan
apparentqualityof thatexperience,but really it is aconditionof yourexperienceandnotaquality
of it. It is only after the fact of producingexperiencethroughtheconditioninglensof spacethat
you find space as its apparent quality.

Justaswith time in relationto events, thereis no possibility of experiencingan objectdivorced
from space(location,shape,andextension).Thusspaceconditionstheexperienceof objects.But
alsograspthatspaceis conditionedby time.Time comesfirst. Thenby looking temporallyhere,
and thenthere, space is imagined and grasped by God.



Now theseconditionsof experience(whicharethesameprincipleashumansanskaras, butacting
in the imaginationof theOriginal stateof God),which areleft behindby prior experience,then,
over thecourseof Creation,build up the imageworld like somanyglazesin a semi-transparent
painting.With eachadditionalglaze,the imagegrowsmoredense,moresolid, moreapparently
robustandsubstantive.It alsoincreasesin its complexity.And of coursenow you find yourself
surroundedby quitea convincingholodeckof illusion thatyou yourselfhavecreatedin theactof
imagining it Ð all for the purpose of finding out who you really are.

In regardto this analogyof glazes,rememberhow apperceptionfunctions.It is "the processby
which newexperienceis assimilatedto andtransformedby theresiduumof pastexperience...to
form a new whole."

Sotheplacementof sanskarasdoesnotfundamentallybeginin thehumanform or eventheanimal
form or stone form. It truly begins instantly with the first instant of creation.
TheUniversecomesaboutby wayof process.Whatis fine createswhatis lessfine. Finethinking
becomesabsorbedin the contentsof its thinking, somatizesits thoughts,andbecomeslessfine
thinking. And that is how it all happened Ð as well as what it is.
This is thesensein my bookTheEvolutionof PerceptionandtheCosmologyof Substancethat I
saythenotionof evolvingperceptualschematais themostsimpleof all theories.I did not mean
thatthis notionis theeasiestto understandat first. RatherwhatI meantis thatit hasonly a single
workingpart, i.e. thesanskaraor perceptualschema, and,asI pointout in my book,this isn'teven
apart in theliteral senseof somethingindependentof perceptionandworkinguponit. Ratherit is
theconditionof perception.Thesanskara, then,is theentiresecretnot only to how theUniverse
wasformedin theUniversalmind,in God'simagination,butalsohowto overcometheentrapment
of its allure.Rid yourselfof your sanskarasandyou havebrokenthe spell of illusion. You are
now truly awake.

Chapter Nine: Time

Themostconfoundingproblemin philosophyis time. But in readingBaba'swriting theproblem
vanishes as mostly self-created.

How cantherebea process(aneventsuchasCreationwith 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 thewhim, right up to themomentof moksha(liberation),occurs
in imagination only. Thus the journey does not really happen at all. As quoted inGod Speaks:

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



But then,howcantheoriginalwhim happenatall if it hadnobeginning,hasnoend,andis eternal
and independent of time? In what sense is it an event at all?

Rememberwhat was said about fine creatingless fine. Recall also what was said about the
historical fallacy. To readinto the first causeassumptionsandconditionsthat only comeabout
laterasits resultÐis a grossfallacy. Thereis absolutelyno way aroundit but to taketheperfect
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 I am neverone to avoid trying to fathomthe unfathomable.The way I seeit, the original
whim is not aneventthathappenedlong agoin theway we imagineit, nor anordinaryoccurance
with abeginning,middleor end.Ratherit is eternalandeverhappeningfrom thepointof view of
onestateof Godconsciousness(BeyondState),hasyet to happenfrom another(BeyondBeyond
State),andhappenedlong agofrom the point of view of the God-realizedhumanbeing.EvenI
can't get my mind around what I just said, but I 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
bicyclebicyclemechanicmight saya bicycleis madeof machineparts.A metallurgistmight say
it's made of metal. A chemist might name its atomic numbers.

But sometimesby askingthis questionwe arelooking for morethanpartsandsub-parts,but are
looking for an account of things? We want to know what ultimately something is.

Physicsattemptsto describeobjectsandeventsin experiencein termsof regularpredictablelaws.

Engineering attempts toapplythese laws in physically useful situations.

But it is metaphysicsthatattemptsto accountfor experience,alongwith its laws,time andspace,
and all its perceivedqualities.This accountingis more than a meredescription(chemistryor
physics) or application (engineering).Metaphysics seeks explanation.

There is a commonmisconceptionthat metaphysicsdealswith diaphanousconjecturesabout
invisiblesubstances.Thatis probablytrueof real-dumb-metaphysics,andit's equallytrueof real-
dumb-physics.But it's not true of the moresophisticatedsort of physics/metaphysicsthat we're
talking abouthere.We'retalking aboutthethingswe experiencelike cupsandsaucers,forks and
spoons,and attemptingto account for their presencein our experiencewithout postulating
anything that is not experienced.



As soonasonepositstheoreticalunobservablethingsascauses,onehasdelvedinto real-dumb
physicsor metaphysics.Examplesincludeunobserved,theoretical,unquantifiable,metaphorical
dimensions,strings,andmatter.No oneeversawanymatter,nor a tenthdimension.Thesethings
exist only in the imagination of their creators.

In thekind of metaphysicswe'retrying to convey,thecausesare"observable"andaremeantto
explaintheobjectsandeventsin yourexperience.Thismaysoundabit startling.I'll explainwhatI
mean.

Let ussaythat I claim that time is a sanskara, a pair of rose-coloredglassesthat conditionsour
experience.Life apperceivedthrough the sanskaraof time appearstemporal.Now I haven't
postulateda new metaphysicalthing you can't observe.For, when you look aroundyou, you
experiencespaceall about.All wehavedoneis reassignwhatwasalreadytherein ourexperience
unexplained.While beforeit wasanoddfactorof our experienceof objectsandactions,it is now
'understoodas'a schemaof seeing.Nothingwasintroducedbut anexplanation,a reassignment,a
greater understanding of what was already present in our experience.

Whenpeoplebeginto try to teachmemetaphysicsI amalwaysonthelookoutfor two things.First
is themistakeof assumingthatthecauseof X is just like X. Theotheris thepositingof something
they cannot point to and say, "that there is what I'm talking about."

Here is an example:

Somepeoplespeakof gravity as if it were an invisible thing. They like to call it a "force,"
whateverthatmeans.Theytalk about"pulling" asif this actionexplainsthis invisible force.But
whenI talk aboutgravity, I pick up a spoonanddropit on thefloor andI say,"Did you seethat?
That'swhatI meanby gravity!" I don'tpostulatesomethingextra.RatherI assignthatexperienced
droppingasa regularandpredictableandquantifiablelaw of perception.I pick it up anddrop it
againto showhow regularandpredictableit is. I write downthe formula thatwasabstractedby
IsaacNewtonfrom thesamekind of eventto showthatit's quantifiableandneverchanges.It's that
simple.Nothingis positedbut theexplanationÐnonovelinvisibleentitiesor powersto explainit.
The causeof the action is movedfrom an invisible ghostworld to your self-evidentfaculty of
experience. Do you see?

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

If youexaminethepictureto theright youcanseeaduckfacingleft or
a rabbit facingright. Thoselong horizontalthingscanbethebill of a
duckor theearsof a rabbit.But youcan'tseebothanimalsat thesame
time.Your perceptioncanshift from oneto theother,backandforth.
What is changing?Certainlynot the picture.Your eyesaren'tmoving. What is changingis the
construct (schema) through which you are organizing the lines in your mind.

Now, hadyou neverseena duck,you couldnot seethepictureasone.Soyour pastconditioning



(sanskaras) are required to condition what you see.

Now,whatyouareseeinghappeningÐthischangein whatyouseejustdemonstratedÐis notsome
idle conjecture.It is anobservablefact. All I amdoingis reassigningwhatthisevent youobserve
taking placeactuallyis. I am saying"that" is your sanskarasoperatingon your perceptions.Do
you see?

Now, finally I want to addressthetitle of this sectionÐ'whatthingsaremadeof.' In scienceit is
said that things are madeof atomsand atomsare madeof quarks,etc. And this is an infinite
regressÐmeaningit cannotarriveataconclusionevenin principle.It is a lost cause.Whatthings
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
thinkingcan'tsatisfythemindbecauseit is fraudulentthinking thatcommitsthehistoricalfallacy.
It is gross most-dense thinking.

What thingsare really madeof is answeredby anotherquestion,which is how they cameinto
apparentbeing?And thatansweris anevolutionof perceptionÐevolvedschemataof perception
that condition perception and give rise to perceived substance.

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

Whataredreamsmadeof? If youcananswerthatyouhaveuncovered
what thingsare,ultimately, madeof. Dream-stuffis nothingbut the
eventof dreaming.Dreamshaveno stuff independentof themselves.
Theyinsteadproducestuff in thedream.That'swhatsanskarasareand
what they do. They're the stuff dreams are made of.

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

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

Let me explain the origin of this idea. It has two parts. One is precritical interpretationof
calculatedeventswithin the field of quantummechanics.Initiated by Richard Feynman,this
thinking makes the error of reading macro intuitions into micro events.Physicistsdo not
understandthat quantumeventsprecedetheseintuitions and are merely the most primordial
schemataof experienceoperatingin thebackof theUniversalmind. Theydo not occurin space
and thus are not analogous to macro events. This is explained in my first book.

Thesecondreasonfor thinking thereareparallelUniversesis thepost-modernhabitof applying



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

Modal logic is the formalizationof possibilitiesand impossibilities.What canbe conceivedor
imaginedby thelogicianis classifiedaspossible,andwhathecan'timaginesuchasasquarecircle
is classifiedasimpossible.SotheypositalternateconcurrentUniversesaspossiblebecausethey
can imaginesucha notion. Thereare two problemswith this logic appliedto possibleworlds.
If anythingconceivableis possible,thenpossibility is trivial, andif it is trivial it doesnot entail
anything.So themodallogiciansarepicking their conclusionsbasedon meretasteÐthey'rejust
making it up.

The other problem is fatal.

Themodallogicianis imagininghis parallelworld. But in theactof imaginingit, heis presentin
that world asits witness.For, to be conceivedimplies a conceiver.And sincethe logician is 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 parallelworldsgot spreadfar andwide becauseof 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 scienceparadoxes(basedon grossmisunderstandings)get spreadto
the culture.

But hereis thespiritual reasonthat theseparallelworldsnot only don'texist,but cannotpossibly
exist.

The reasonthereis only oneUniverseis that thereis only oneOm Point.And the reasonthere
is only oneOm Point is that thereis only oneGod.And thereasonthereis only OneGodis that
infinity cannot displace itself.

Meher Baba mentionsuniversesoften, but doesnot mean it 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 I poopooall theseinterestingideas.Am I too unimaginativeto accept
them?Am I too conservative?Am I a partyspoiler?No, I amtelling you the truth. Peoplehave
beengrosslyfooledby pseudo-sciencein theKali Yuga.ThetruemysteriesthatBabaspeaksof,



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

The differenceis that oneis inventedin the imaginationof grossplanemen.And the otheris a
fact that Babatells us. Again andagainthe path requiresleavingsomethingbehind.Thereare
numerous passages to this effect in the Bible.

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

Thereare1.5million Googlehits for "paralleluniverse"andanother1.8million for "multiverse",
its hip newterm.No wonderBabawantedhis themeof Creationto beexpressedin amainstream
movie. Nothing sells ideas like the movies.

I shouldaddthattimetravel,alsopostulatedby post-modernphysicistsandpopularizedby movies
andtelevisionshows,is alsonotpossible.Time is awayof seeing.It is nota roadyouwalk down
whereyoucanturnaroundandwalk theotherway,nora river thatcansuddenlymoveupstream.
Theseanalogiesaretakenfrom thingsfoundin time,andarenot applicableto time itself. In truth
youyourselfarenot really in timeatall, butonly seethingstemporallydueto theschemaof time.

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

Thepastcannotbechangedandhas,asa chainof incidents,becomepetrified;but it
continuesto mold thepresentandshapethefutureof thelimited "I." (Life at Its Best,
p32)

Chapter Twelve: Certainty

Thereis anassumption(andwe areoftenmistakenlytaughtthis in High Schoolor college)that
if you makea predictionbasedon a scientific model,andan experimentprovesyou right, this
meansthetheoryyouweremodelingis provenby theexperiment.This famouslyhappenedin 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 modeldescribesreality as it is. It only
proves that it is a working model.

For instance,engineerssometimesusethePtolemaicmodelof thesolarsystemÐtheonewhere
theSungoesaroundtheEarthÐto makecorrectpredictionsof solarpositions.Thisdoesnotprove



that the Sun goes around the Earth.

In themoresubtlecaseof Einstein'sprediction,thefact thatthestarbehindthesuncouldbeseen
duringa solareclipsecouldbeexplainedby bendingspace,asEinsteinthoughtin his model,or
by simply sayingthat light hasa small degreeof mass,thus is pulled by the gravitationof the
Sunthe way satellitesusethe gravitationof the moonto swing like projectilesinto outerspace.
In otherwords,no experimentprovesanytheory.In fact,mostphilosophersof scienceagreethat
experimentsareusedto testif a theoryis wrong, not right. If a theorysurvivesanexperimentit
survivesto beretestedanotherday.Sciencedealsin hypothesesandtheories,not reality, in data
and not facts. One must never confuse their model with reality.

The notion that a theory is provenby experimentis naivescience.Yet I seethis methodused
oftento convincepeoplethatsciencehasall theanswers.Thisblind faith in prevailinghypotheses
may alwayshauntmankindÐcausinghim to stay rootedin ignorance.It may be that only the
individualmovesbeyondhisdeep-rootedconventionswhenheis ready.But sadly,scienceshould
know better.The bestof what scienceis comesfrom its ability to discernempiricaldatafrom
fact,modelsfrom reality,andtheoryfrom knowledge.Thelossof its spirit of detachmentfrom its
ideologies in recent times is really the temporary death of science.

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

Now anythingelseI sayaboutit, suchasits cause,what othersperceiveof it, whetherit is real
or illusion, eternalor ephemeral,aremeretheoriesunlessonehasthegnosisof thesadguru.As
for me I haven'ta way to comparethe veracityof onetheorywith anotherbeyondits elegance,
simplicity, and completeness.They are all exactly and only merely possibleconjectures.The
reasonis thatthereis nowayto deriveanythinglogically from thenatureof yourexperience.You
can'tevenderive(asDescartesincorrectlythoughthehad)thatthereis awitness.For, theremight
be this experiencewith no witness,simply happeninglike a verb.How couldyou disputeit? By
applying some language game?

Descarteswrote,"I think, thereforeI am."But hefailedto noticethathispremise"I think" already
assumedhis preferredconclusion.Sohewasonly pretendingat logic Ðfor hadhenot pretended
hewould havehadto admit thathis logic wasimpotentwithout a masteror gnosis.Whenwe are
honest,eventheintuitionsuponwhich logic is foundedaresuspect.For no matterhow complete
logic is internally, it hasno externaljustification. So don't let anyoneever try to fool you into
thinking thatanythingis really knownby mortalsbesidesthatCreationappearsto eachmanasit
does.Weknownothing, andcanknownothingwith theconditionedmind.Weonly experienceas
wedo.And wewouldhavenocluewhy if not for thecluesgivento usby themasterwhoasksus
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 thecuttingedge, laugh.For that is thecollapsed



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 examiningwhat it is we aregiving up, to
see that it is not truth.

Conclusion

Everyoneis awarethatthereis adividebetweenscienceandreligion. It is worthpointingout that
there has never actually been such a divide in mysticism.

Sciencerepulsesfrom thenotionof bridgingsuchadivide,believingthatit wouldbeabandoning
its puretenets.Actually it abandonedthosehundredsof yearsagowhenit beganits ventureinto
the ghostly metaphysicsof materialismÐ which hasn'tevena wisp of scienceto it. It is pure
fantasy.Therearesomescientistswho havetried thoughto makesmall ventures.Scienceas a
Sourceof Inspirationby LotharSchŠferis anexample.But thesescientistslack whatonly Baba
can bring to science Ð which is a theme and purpose.

Generally,religion is far moreopen-mindedthanscienceis aboutbridgingthisdivide.EvenPope
JohnPaulII concededthat Darwinianevolutionis true Ðandsawscienceasrightly outsidethe
domain of religion.

But Babahasbroughtus somestartlingnew revelationsandmuch to think over. Probablywe
havesevenhundredyearsat leastof thoughtto doonwhathehasbrought.Certainlytherewill be
innovationssoonasaresultof hisadvent,astherewerefollowing thelife of Muhammad.By some
accounts,MeherBabasaidthatin sevenhundredyearshewill betrainedasamasterscientistand
speakin a languagethat scientistsof the time will understand.I havewonderedif it is alsoour
scientists who will have caught up enough to be worth talking to.

About this bridgeÐI don'tseescienceandspirituality aseverquitemergingandbeingthesame
thing,but I canseeaworld in whichsciencegraspsthetruthof thespirit andwherethetwo arenot
incommensurablewith oneanother.This newcommensurabilityis likely to spawnthatcommon
language Baba talked about.

I hopeI havemadea start in the direction of that compossibility,and haveinspiredothersto
continue the long ascent.

Of coursethesearchfor moksha(theheartof mysticism)hasto go far beyondsuchmusings.But
each tiny step plays its part.
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