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Abstract

Theories of psychology generally avoid describing the psyche in terms of spiritual doctrine.  Although this helps keep psychological theory from becoming embroiled in the seemingly endless turmoil of religious controversy and debate, it also prevents any ultimate understanding of the dynamics underlying human nature.  Nowhere is this the case more than the tenets of nondualism, especially the “Radical” Non-Dualism of the spiritual master, Adi Da Samraj.  Without this framework, it is impossible to make sense of the paradox that is human existence, for “Radical” Non-Dualism provides the mechanism whereby ultimate reality can be understood to emerge into individual human beings:  the Illusion of Relatedness and the Grid of Attention.  With these two spiritual tenets in place, it becomes possible to understand the two fundamental aspects of integral love, which comprise the main elements of effective clinical practice:  ego love and self love.
Introduction

Perhaps the most ardent, not to say prolific, advocate of nondualism in the fields of psychology and philosophy has been Ken Wilber (2000a, b), although other notable scholars also espouse nondual tenets (e.g., Chopra, 2000; Loy, 1998; McEvilley, 2002).  Yet, such accounts are not unprecedented.  Adi Da Samraj (2004, 2006a, d) has written extensively, lucidly, and beautifully about nondual reality.  Indeed, nowhere in the West has nondualism received a more insightful treatment than in his spiritual revelation.  Many scholars, including myself, consider Adi Da to be an unsurpassed enlightened master in the nondual spiritual tradition (see Kripal, 2005; Lee, 2003; Steinberg, 1990).


However, nondualism as an approach to understanding the fundamental nature of human beings has not been without controversy.  For example, not only has the particular formulation of nondualism presented by Wilber been criticized (see Rothberg & Kelly, 1998; Schneider, 1987, 1989), but the entire tradition of nondualism and Perennial Philosophy as well (Ferrer, 2000, 2002).  Nonetheless, whether it is possible for nondualism to form the basis of a viable clinical practice can be answered this way:  

First, we may ask whether we are witnessing the emergence of a new school of psychotherapy—one that is “nondual”….  While the concept of nondual awareness has already been incorporated horizontally into Transpersonal and Integral frameworks, its main effects occur vertically as practitioners deepen in their intimacy with their true nature….  Awakening nondual awareness adds a depth dimension to any of the existing schools of psychology…  (Prendergast, 2003, pp. 4-5)

If this is true, it becomes imperative for clinicians of every therapeutic orientation to become familiar with the tenets of nondualism—and especially the “Radical” Non-Dualism of Adi Da.  The tenets of “Radical” Non-Dualism provide the framework within which not only the various traditions of nondualism can be understood, but also explains why the various techniques of clinical practice can be seen as effective.

Yet, nondualism is an extremely difficult doctrine to understand, especially for anyone who has not had a direct experience of the nondual reality it represents.  This difficulty is exacerbated by a lack of consensus in its defining feature—the complete absence of separation between self and other.  Nondualism is typically defined in this manner:  “Nondual wisdom refers to the understanding and direct experience of a fundamental consciousness that underlies the apparent distinction between perceiver and perceived” (Prendergast, 2003, p. 2).  The literal translation of the Sanskrit term advaita, from the ancient Indian spiritual tradition of Vedanta, is not-two, but more commonly referred to simply as Oneness (e.g., Greven, 2005; Katz, 2007).  However, the water gets particularly murky at this point, for two very different types of not-two are referenced in the literature:

1. Holism:  one feels they are in some way connected to or intimately part of a  larger spiritual reality, all the while retaining their own unique identity; and
2. Nondualism:  they literally are this larger reality—so much so that their ordinary sense of being a separate self disappears completely.

As can be seen, one is more inclusive than the other.  Humanistic and existential accounts especially favor holism, at least as it is expressed in terms of the whole person (see Bohart et al., 2003).  Transpersonal accounts also generally align with holism, although understood in a far larger scope:  “an individual’s sense of identity appears to extend beyond its ordinary limits to encompass wider, broader, or deeper aspects of life or the cosmos—including divine elements of creation” (Krippner, 1998, p. ix).  Maslow (1964) speaks of this state as peak experiences, in which one’s awareness of reality is suddenly heightened and ecstatic encounters with reality begin to appear, perhaps even including mystical states.  Rogers feels that, at such moments, a transcendent intuition is awakened, whereby the capacity for healing is increased:  “my presence is releasing and helpful to the other…it seems that my inner spirit has reached out and touched the inner spirit of the other.  Our relationship transcends itself and becomes a part of something larger” (1980, p. 129).   

However, the nondual position goes beyond even these extraordinary levels of experience.  Consequently, it perhaps makes sense to augment transpersonal psychology with another field entirely:  transcendental psychology.  The difference between the two could be described this way:

This does not mean that the mystic lost all sense of separation from ultimate reality or was so united with ultimate reality as to feel dissolved into it.  Some mystics have spoken in this way, claiming that all difference vanished; but other mystics have not…  (Carmody & Carmody, 1996, p. 12)

In the case of nondualism, no sense of separation exists at all between the person and every other part of reality.  This has to be contrasted with the sense of connecting or uniting with some larger reality, which is to say, holism as opposed to nondualism.  In the case of holism, the whole is greater than the sum of its parts—requiring at least some compilation of parts.  Nondualism, on the other hand, is the sense of literally being reality—without any intervening parts to come between one and reality.  This is precisely why this spiritual realization is called nondualism, because reality is no longer experienced as being split up, or consisting of a duality of different pieces—such as self and other.  There is only one single reality in nondualism, and this reality is literally who we are.  
Unfortunately, the literature on Oneness is ambiguous on this point, often moving back and forth between holism and nondualism without knowing it.  Although the same language of Oneness is employed by both, something very different is meant in either case, making it extremely easy to confuse the two.  More to the point, defining nondualism in terms of the more restricted and esoteric sense has a significant liability for therapy:  even if such a state exists, which has been questioned, it would be too remote and abstract for any practical clinical application.  Consequently, whereas holism is often adopted as a base for therapeutic intervention, nondualism is not.

But the standard boiler-plate definition that merely states that nondualism is not-two overlooks an essential feature attenuating nondual Oneness:  “Ultimate reality can be said to be comprised of certain discernable attributes:  ‘This is the term saccidananda….  The ultimate reality, the ultimate truth, is ‘sat’—being, ‘cit’—consciousness, and ‘ananda’—bliss…’” (Griffiths, 1973, pp. 10-12).  In other words, existing in the state of nondual Oneness is not really an end in itself, but involves auxiliary features:  love-bliss awareness.  It is precisely this benevolent set of attributes that has clinical application.  

Adi Da speaks ecstatically about this aspect of nondual spiritual reality:

To perceive the conditionally arising world Is To perceive Divine Energy (or Conscious Light)….  Conscious Light Is (Itself) The Perfectly Subjective (and Tacit) Self-Apprehension Of Love-Bliss (Itself)—and Love-Bliss (Itself) Is The Heart Of Consciousness (Itself).
When the Total psycho-physical ego-“I” Is Most Perfectly Transcended In Consciousness (Itself), the Total world Is (Inherently, and Necessarily) Divinely Self-Recognized In and As Consciousness (Itself), and (Inherently, and Necessarily) Transcended (and, At Last, Divinely Outshined) In and As The Self-Radiance (or Inherent Spiritual Energy, or Divine True Light) Of Consciousness (Itself), Which Is Conscious Light (or Happiness, or Love-Bliss) Itself.  (2006a, pp. 489-490) 

As can be seen, nondual reality is not rightly thought of as an abstract or impersonal state, much less some arid expanse of Oneness.  Better said, it is simply unfamiliar to most people, even despite being our own deepest nature.  Indeed, it is a sentient, living presence, involving the most personal and deeply intimate state in which one could possibly participate:  love and happiness.  And it is precisely this attribute of nondualism that defines its healing properties, for the fundamental operative of clinical practice could be said to come down to this:  “Psychoanalysis, Freud once said, is a cure through love….  The individual I is, in his essence, a response to love” (Lear, 1990, pp. 27, 219).  Put somewhat differently, love can be thought of as the specific tool of therapy:  “After all research on psychotherapy is accounted for, psychotherapy still resolves itself into a relationship best subsumed by the word love” (Burton, 1967, pp. 102-103).  Gordon Allport drew similar conclusions nearly sixty years ago:  “Love is incomparably the greatest psychotherapeutic agent” (1950, p. 80).  


If the proposition is accepted that love is, indeed, the healing principle, than all that remains is to show how nondual love-bliss awareness relates to the more ordinary sense of love that one typically experiences.  To accomplish this, it is necessary to show how the love generally experienced by people derives from its nondual base.  Doing so provides the fundamental equation of all clinical practice:  the greater the awareness, the greater the love.  A host of therapeutic interventions build on this conception.  Examples include the following:  unconditional positive regard and accurate empathy (Rogers, 1961); mirroring and empathic immersion (Kohut, 1971, 1977); focusing (Gendlin, 1978); communicative attunement (Orlinsky et al., 1994); the intersubjective field (Atwood & Stolorow, 1984); empathic resonance (Bohart & Greenberg, 1997); gestalt awareness (Rosenblatt, 1975; Yontef, 1993); validation and mindfulness (Hayes, Follette, & Linehan, 2004).  


This paper claims the “Radical” Non-Dualism of Adi Da provides the necessary dynamics whereby it is possible to understand the relationship between awareness and love.  That is, “Radical” Non-Dualism does not merely state that such a relationship exists, as is the case with traditional accounts of nondualism, but articulates the mechanisms by which it exists and, thereby, pertains to the lives of ordinary human beings.  Consequently, this paper begins with an account of the “Radical” Non-Dualism of Adi Da, and identifies the two fundamental principles underlying effective clinical practice:  the Illusion of Relatedness and the Grid of Attention.  And with these two tenets, it becomes possible to understand the two aspects of integral love ordinarily experienced by human beings, comprising the main elements of the therapeutic process:  ego love and self love.
“Radical” Non-Dualism

One way to describe nondual reality is by paraphrasing the old story of Robinson Crusoe, who suddenly found himself shipwrecked on a deserted island in the middle of nowhere—not unlike our own shocking realization that we have been unexpectedly born into this completely unknown world we call earth.  Over time, Robinson Crusoe had to learn how to survive in this strange new land, setting up a shelter and managing to grow and catch food to eat.  However, one day, he noticed footsteps in the sand on the beach and became aware that he was not alone on the island.  Soon, he began to notice other signs of this presence on the island, and he kept a close eye out for the impending encounter.  Robinson Crusoe finally meeting the other person, whom he named Friday, is analogous to the first position mentioned earlier in this paper—feeling part of some larger reality.  
In this way, intimate relationships can be understood as an instance of not-two, where me and you are transcended in us.  Indeed, it is precisely for this reason that one experiences love in intimate relationships—as a result of overcoming separation.  Buber emphasizes the I and Thou relationship, which is actually a way of saying us:  “The concentration and fusion into a whole being can never be accomplished by me, can never be accomplished without me.  I require a You to become; becoming I, I say You” (1970, p. 11).  However, with nondualism, or the second position, the us becomes so extensive that me and you drop out of the picture entirely—or, better said, the realization is made that you literally are me.  In this case, a slightly different outcome occurs:  during the meeting, Robinson Crusoe makes the surprising discovery that the person Friday is actually himself—and so too is the island, and the ocean, and even the entire universe!  And, even more to the point, all of it is awash in the delight of love-bliss!

Heidegger (1927) describes human existence as being “thrown” into the world, from God knows where, and forced to make life and death choices without any base of expertise, which is usually thought to be pretty disconcerting (Morris, 1998).  But the human predicament is better thought about this way:  thrown from where?  Robinson Crusoe simply woke up on the island, after having been shipwrecked, or so he believes.  Yet, in reality, he has always been on the island.  Similarly, he has always been the person Friday, not to say, the entire universe as well.  It only comes as a surprise to discover this by virtue of having forgotten it in the first place.  Whereas existential orientations tend to focus on the here-and-now outcome of having been thrown into this world, “Radical” Non-Dualism offers an account of the underlying reality within which the throwing takes place, as well as the process whereby it occurs.  
The Illusion of Relatedness
During the Axial Age of history, a shift in the evolution of consciousness occurred spontaneously across the world.  Starting in the first millennia before Christ, people suddenly sought to know the universe in a larger, more fundamental sense than simply being the causal relations taking place between entities commonly accepted within the physical and spiritual worlds.  Discovering an inherent unity underlying these two worlds promised to bring order to chaos, and this knowledge was highly prized.  “In the Bronze Age…Near Eastern thinkers became increasingly concerned with questions of universal order….  What would emerge…was the birth of philosophy—and its first great topic was Oneness” (McEvilley, 2002, p. 24).

In the two great ancient centers of civilization of Greece and India, the first notions of Oneness began to emerge.  Yet, despite similarities, their essential contributions offer very different accounts, respectively:

1. monism:  all things consist of a single substance; and

2. nondualism:  no separation exists between any things.

As opposed to their Greek counterparts, certain Indian philosophers proposed that the fundamental unity of reality was not simply a primordial substance out of which everything is comprised (i.e., monism), but a certain kind of relationship taking place between the constituents of existence.  In other words, the defining feature of nondualism is quite different from monism:  no separation at all exists between any of the things that exist.  Whereas monism is about the presence of a common substance, nondualism is about the absence of separation.
Take for example a tray of fresh baked cookies.  Although they have all been fashioned out of the very same cookie dough, and might even be identical in every respect, each individual cookie is still a separate and distinct entity from all the others.  It is precisely for this reason that you can eat one after the other.  In other words, no matter how complex or intricate, everything that exists is simply a variation of the same underlying substance—in this case, one big cookie.  But the situation for nondualism is very different.  It doesn’t matter if monism happens to be the case—the crucial issue is the Oneness, the lack of separation or differentiation between the various “things” that are thought to exist.  This absence of separation means the cookies are in some sense touching one another.  Yet, obviously, the cookies do not all touch one another, or at least not necessarily.  However, the cookie tray does.  It is in this sense that no separation exists:  a reality beyond that of monism exists, a reality within which all things arise.  The cookie tray might be known as Brahman, sunyata, or tao, depending on the nondualist spiritual tradition.


This means that the cookies must in some sense arise from the tray during the cooking.  Getting in touch with this underlying reality is what puts you in touch with all things.  But this analogy is misleading in an important way, for the living beings of manifest existence do not sit on reality like cookies on a tray.  Rather, nondual reality is all-pervasive to every aspect of manifest existence, more like a cloud full of moisture, which coalesces into ever denser droplets of rain that are, all the while, suspended within the vapor of the cloud.  But in nondualism, the vapor, moisture, and droplets of rain all exist as a single continuous reality without differentiation, a single living presence.  In this analogy, the rain cloud refers to consciousness, and the coalescing moisture mental imagery arising within it.

As can be seen, the essence of nondualism is consciousness.  However, the consciousness of nondualism occurs in radically different terms than usually understood.  Consciousness is usually defined by the concept of intentionality, whereby consciousness is directed toward its objects: “Consciousness is the essence of experience….  It has no structure of its own but only essence.  It is not static nor is it in motion.  Consciousness, however, is always about something” (Combs, 2002, p. 7) (emphasis in the original).  In other words, according to this account, consciousness is defined more in the sense of attention than awareness.  That is, consciousness only occurs as a state of attention, as when one focuses their attention on some object.
But this account is not strictly true.  Consciousness is not merely aware of things.  It is more primal than that.  Consciousness simply is awareness—whether the objects of mind arise within its field or not:  “Consciousness is not attention, it’s not the mind.  Those are objects of Consciousness, merely Witnessed.  Consciousness is just That, Consciousness….  Finally you Realize that attention is object to you as well…” (Adi Da, 1996, pp. 35-36) (emphasis in the original).  To rest as mere consciousness, unattached to objects, is known as witness-consciousness, whereby one’s native awareness remains unfocused and unfettered, free to radiate effulgently (Murthy, 1990; Suzuki, 1986).

Nonetheless, attention makes an appearance in this prior, pristine state of consciousness, indeed, thereby producing a sense of separation:
All That Appears To Be Not-Consciousness (or an “object” Of Consciousness) Is An Apparition Produced By Apparent Modification (or Spontaneous Contraction and Perturbation) Of The Inherent Self-Radiance (or Native Love-Bliss-State) Of Consciousness Itself.…  All Of this arising Is (In Itself—or Separately) An Illusion—The Principal Signs Of Which Are The Presumption Of Relatedness (and Of “Difference”), The Presumption Of a Separate self…  (2006a, pp. 374-375)


Manifest existence emerges into being as an utterly spontaneous contraction occurring in the pure state of consciousness.  As a result, this activity is acausal, without cause or reason.  Yet, it tends to persist and to be repeated.  If consciousness identifies with this act of self-contraction, it will falsely presume to be other than or separate from itself.  Further, consciousness will tend to resolve this discomfort through attention, falsely presuming to be related to itself, across the non-existent gulf of this apparent separateness.  This tension of separation goes both ways, like a rubber band stretched taut, simultaneously pulled both toward and away.  As a result, the individual can feel their inherent feeling of love-bliss only when they relax this contracted state, thereby releasing the Illusion of Relatedness into what is their own, true state of consciousness.

Consequently, the appearance of these conditions within “Radical” Non-Dualism could be diagrammed this way:
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In a sense, this pristine state of love-bliss awareness can be likened to a zygote, which is to say, a cell as it appears just prior to splitting into two.  The “cell” at this point exists in a state of pure, undifferentiated Oneness.  Love-bliss awareness exudes a living presence of being, in the manner of light, radiating “Brightness” to infinity.  However, this native state is eventually disrupted by the emergence of a cleft within it, refracting the light and seeming to split it into shards, creating thereby the Illusion of Relatedness.  Yet, this split does not actually occur.  That it seems so is nothing but an illusion, indeed, arising spontaneously, without cause or reason.  Like a bing cherry with two plump sides and cleavage running down the middle, the split is merely imprinted upon the berry, but without actually rendering it in two.  

The Grid of Attention

Adi Da refers to the disruptive activity of the Illusion of Relatedness as self-contraction, a spontaneous occurrence in which awareness seems to separate from love-bliss, and attempts to cross the apparent gap between them through the only means available:  attention.  In other words, as awareness becomes aware of love-bliss, rather than simply being aware as love-bliss, awareness focuses on love-bliss—thereby becoming attention.  It is only at this point that the conventional idea of consciousness comes into play—that consciousness must be about or attention put on some object.  In fact, focusing awareness into attention at this foundational level of being can build to a point of tension, ultimately erupting into the menagerie of colors, odors, flavors, and different kinds of touch that we commonly associate with life and experience.  

Yet, all this is an illusion.  It is not that these shards of light do not appear as reflections within the mirror.  Rather, they merely appear as reflections within the mirror (Adi Da, 2006b).  In this way, two ways of understanding reality can be seen to emerge:  reality and illusion, the latter of which traditionally referred to as maya or samsara.  Certain nondual traditions refer to this situation as the two-truths doctrine, for it could be said that each domain operates according to its own principles:

[W]hat we normally experience as real is, from the perspective of another experience, unreal.  The two levels of truth salvage the truth of both experiences by subsuming the one below the other.  From the viewpoint of nondual experience, the dualistic lower truth is untrue, but nonetheless we must all dwell in that delusion to some extent in our everyday lives—which is why it is not merely delusion.  (Loy, 1998, p. 68) (emphasis in the original)

As can be seen, the two domains are not equal—precisely because one is real and the other is illusion.  The truth of reality underlies the truth of illusion, forming a substrate upon which the latter is ultimately based—like the tray of cookies.  One way to put the situation is commonly seen in magic tricks.  For example, you could hold up a coin in one hand and pretend to take it into the other hand, all the while palming it in the original hand.  As you open the other hand and reveal it to be empty, you have completed the illusion.  Although the audience may have thought the coin was in the other hand, it really wasn’t.  As you can see, although the illusion actually exists (as an illusion), it isn’t real.  The same could be said of lies—even though the lie has been told, that doesn’t make it so.

The process whereby these two levels of existence emerge is the very focusing of attention taking place in the Illusion of Relatedness, which produces a Grid of Attention (or screen) upon which every appearance of existence is not only displayed but even initially generated—as could be said of dreams (see Globus, 1989).  In other words, it is not simply that the body and world interact, thereby sending nerve impulses to the brain, whereupon the mind interprets the experience and displays it to awareness.  The reverse is also true:  by focusing attention, experience is displayed to the mind—the appearance of the body and the world in the first place.  Indeed, even the entire apparatus of the mind is a feature of the grid, arising from the substrate of love-bliss awareness.  The notion that the world exists “out there” and exterior to the body is an illusion, for the body and world are nothing more than permutations taking place within the grid.  This blending of mind and experience is referred to by Adi Da as the body-mind, or psycho-physical reality.    

It is for this reason that shamanistic and mystical practices allow one to voluntarily and intentionally affect their experiential register (Eliade, 1974; Krippner, 2000)—these spiritual masters are able to influence their experience by way of the very imagery taking place within the grid (Achterberg, 1985).  Nonetheless, conscious awareness exists outside of the confines of the grid, and the multitude of objects and experience appearing to take place there:

You can think of attention this way, then—an unmoving point on a grid, a grid of infinite size.  Or, in other words, made up of an infinite number of possible points.  If attention appears to move, or is willed to move, it’s the grid that moves.  The point of attention is the same, it never moves.  And apparently, then, attention has shifted to another point on the grid….  Fundamentally, then, in terms of the mechanics of attention, that is all there is—the point of attention and this grid, apparently modified energy taking on the form of apparent objects, or points in space/time….  (Adi Da, 1995)

In other words, it is not attention that creates anything.  It is the mechanisms that are in the grid—i.e., mind—that make the changes, generate the thoughts, the feelings, the sensations, the ideas, and the perceptions.  All the “objects” or “entities” appearing in the grid, including human beings, are nothing more than the patterns that appear among these experiential sensations and perceptions.  It is for this reason that Adi Da (2002) refers to these dynamics as “patterns patterning,” to indicate that no objects or entities actually exist, just the incessant maneuvering of the patterns as they appear within the grid.  Further, Adi Da speaks humorously of the arbitrary operation of duality as “Klik-Klak,” which is as automatic and impersonal as a machine, uncompromisingly rattling down the track.  Like samsara and maya, the patterning of the grid operates purely for the sake of replicating the pattern, utterly devoid of concern for any particular condition or being that happens to appear within the grid.


Consequently, the underlying situation for the individual can be diagramed as follows:
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As can be seen, the situation is something like that of cell meiosis, in which the exquisite delight of love-bliss awareness seems to be split asunder.  Indeed, the separation of awareness and love-bliss (via the grid) could be thought of similarly to the chromosomes of the cell being cut in half—except that, in reality, the intimate connection between them is never actually severed.  At some point, the unity of awareness and love-bliss undergoes its unfortunate and merely apparent sense of separation.  In a sense, as the meiosis of this separation occurs, instead of the chromosomes pulling apart a “bulge” takes place in the sphere of awareness, pushing toward love-bliss.  This bulge is the focusing of attention toward love-bliss.  In doing so a tension emerges at its tip, ultimately erupting into the Grid of Attention.  In a sense, the point at the tip of attention is like a phonograph needle, pressing into the living presence of love-bliss, thereby eliciting the apparent movement of the spinning record that is the grid—which is, all the while, comprised of love-bliss.  

This set of circumstances could also be compared to a T.V. set, in which the evening’s programming is transmitted to the viewer—except that in this case, the programming consists of holographs with which the viewer feels they are actually interacting.  The sense one has of a concrete reality is nothing more than images appearing ephemerally within consciousness, not unlike the way that images flicker across a T.V. screen.  Indeed, it is only in this sense that it could be said that the world was “created,” whether by God or clever network executives.  Therefore, creation does not issue forth into an actual world of reality.  Better said, it splashes up onto the grid, as if from a rock plummeting into a pool of water—and then projected out as if into a world of reality.  Indeed, the splashing water is the grid, and the various patterns simply ripples following the course set by the impact.    

The Ego/Self Amalgam
But, of course, the account of “Radical” Non-Dualism is not how we ordinarily experience the self or ego.  Indeed, the self and ego are usually described in dramatically different ways than this.  Consequently, it is important to bridge the gap between the two.  Yet, there is little consistency among their many references:  “The literature of the self is massive and confusing.  Terms are not always concepts; sometimes they merely cover vacuums.  A redundancy exists…enough to fill many volumes” (Spruiell, 1995, p. 430).  Perhaps more to the point, not only have the ego and self been defined in a myriad of ways, these definitions often overlap and are even conflated.  Indeed, at times the different meanings of the ego and self are thought to indicate the same psychic structure, starting with Freud’s own seminal account:

Freud preserved throughout his writings the German Ich—“I”—for the ego as both a mental structure and psychic agency, and also for the more personal, subjective, experiential self.  In other words, Freud never separated what we think of as the agency or system ego from the experiencing self.  This use of Ich resulted in a sacrifice of clarity and precision, but it kept the meaning of the word open-ended.  (Kernberg, 1993, p. 227)

However, it is suggested the lack of clarity and precision is precisely what is driving the present controversy, while the benefits of keeping the word open-ended remain decidedly unclear.  Ambiguity is readily seen in the concept of the ego, which has come to mean so many different things that it hardly means anything at all.  In fact, it has come to be virtually a synonym for the word “mind,” which is to say, a vague and all-inclusive rubric.  

Although it was Freud’s intent to preserve for the German Ich both the meaning of a psychic agency and personal, subjective, experiential self, the decision to translate das Ich as the impersonal Latin term ego works against retaining this latter meaning.  As a result, a separate term is sometimes thought necessary to provide this absentee meaning:  “I would agree with Arlow (1991) who distinguishes ego as theoretical abstraction from self as experiential construct, each with its appropriate realm of discourse.…  Modell (1993) makes a similar distinction between the ego as objective and the self as subjective” (Meissner, 2000, p. 377).  This position has precedence in earlier philosophical accounts of the ego:  “As a result of this analysis, Kant now has two selves:  the phenomenal (empirical) self that I sometimes can catch in introspection, and a noumenal self….  The noumenal self is…the I am that transcendentally must accompany every thought” (Levin, 1992, p. 40) (emphasis in the original).  Likewise, Heidegger (1927) makes a similar distinction, splitting the psyche into the transcendental and empirical egos.
Acknowledging this distinction allows the defining feature of the self to emerge:  

If you get a sense of your self right now—simply notice what it is that you call “you”—you might notice at least two parts to this “self”:  one, there is some sort of observing self (an inner subject or watcher); and two, there is some sort of observed self (some objective things that you can see or know about yourself—I am a father, mother, doctor, clerk; I weigh so many pounds, have blond hair, etc.).  The first is experienced as an “I,” the second as a “me” (or even “mine”).  I call the first the proximate self (since it is closer to “you”), and the second the distal self (since it is objective and “farther away”).  (Wilber, 2000a, p. 33) (emphasis in the original)

As can be seen, a crucial distinction separates the two kinds of self.  Yet, the difference can be even more precisely stated.  The proximate self is not simply closer to you—it is you.  And the distal self is not simply farther from you—it is not you.  Rather, it consists of representations of you.  Consequently, it is not properly referred to as self.  The attributions and expectations of these representations are committed to memory through the operation of the intellect, and coalesce over time into a coherent sense of identity (Conway, Singer, & Tagini, 2004; Weiner, 1990).  But these attributions and expectations are not the living person (i.e., self) of whom they are representations—anymore than a photograph is a distal version of that person.  

The living person is something else entirely.  As can be seen, the essential feature of self is awareness, what existentialism typically associates with authenticity:  “By authenticity I mean a central genuineness and awareness of being.  Authenticity is that presence of an individual in his living in which he is fully aware in the present moment, in the present situation” (Bugental, 1981, p. 102).  Indeed, thinking of the self as experiential is something of a misnomer, for the self doesn’t actually experience reality.  Rather, as the intellect processes experience, the overall display is thrown up on a screen as it were, or what could be called a grid.  In this way, experience is broadcast to the executive function of the self (Baars & Franklin, 2003).  As a result, the self becomes aware of experience, which is actually produced by the mind.  The fundamental aspect of this process underlies perhaps the greatest psychic achievement possible for human beings:  “great mystics are merely people who carry to the point of genius an absolutely normal, ordinary, indispensable side of human experience” (Findlay, as quoted in Hunt, 1995, p. 1).    


Of course, carrying consciousness to the point of genius is the difference that makes the difference.  Most people are a long way from attaining this extraordinary depth of awareness—and precisely for one reason:  the self is collapsed upon the mind.  To be collapsed upon the mind means that the self is identified with the mind, or, as certain Buddhist traditions put it, attached to the mind (Suzuki, 1986).  Actually, enmeshed is probably better said.  Such traditions consider the process of collapsing the self to be a principle source of stress and dis-ease (Csikszentmihalyi, 1993; Gunaratana, 1993).  In this way, the self mistakenly takes itself to be the mind, perhaps even the body the mind is intended to serve.  

But collapsing upon the mind has grave implications for the self and, therefore, the executive function:

1. the mind overrides the self in the decision-making process, interjecting its own impersonal, mechanical problem-solving process instead; and

2. the mind becomes dominated by the processes of the organism (e.g., pleasure principle, self-protection).

In a sense, Freud (1923) was right—the ego is an amalgam of self and mind.  But he was equally mistaken, for the manner in which he accounts for this amalgam amounts to conflation.  Put somewhat differently, the ego is not merely the operation of the mind, but also the self sucked into this gravitational field, thereby abdicating the force of its own presence in the process—what Adi Da refers to as self-contraction.  Consequently, there is a kind of sliding scale to the ego, whereby its features can be determined according to a particular formula:  the less self, the more mind—and the more ego.  In other words, the ego is best thought of as the ratio between the two, or the manner in which the two relate to one another.  As a result, the ego can be referred to this way:  an activity, as opposed to an entity—something done to the self, and by which the self is altered.

Consequently, the tripartite assembly can be elaborated upon as follows:

THE EGO/SELF AMALGAM
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Overall, the self consists of three fundamental aspects:  awareness, attention, and will.  However, these features do not represent discrete elements of the self.  Rather, they indicate a single process by which awareness interacts with the mind, something like the retractable segments of a telescope that slide into place as the telescope is extended and elongated.  In other words, the three come into play as awareness is directed toward the mind, thereby focusing attention on the contents of mind.  The will, on the other hand, can be thought of as sustaining this focus of attention, especially despite difficulties encountered in the environment:  “The effort which goes into the exercise of the will is really effort of attention; the strain in willing is the effort to keep consciousness clear, i.e., the strain of keeping the attention focused” (May, 1969, p. 220).  

Yet, in a manner of speaking, one size does not fit all, for there are two levels to the operation of the ego/self amalgam:  

1. the deeper Self:  the initial implementation of the grid, whereby the physical and spiritual environment is put in place; and 

2. the lower self:  the impact of the grid on the organism, according to which the individual ultimately makes their response.


It is precisely as a result of the self collapsing upon the mind that the lower self emerges within the grid, as a diminution of the deeper Self—yet without eliminating the deeper Self in the process.  Assagioli (1965, 1973) suggests such an arrangement, in which self-realization involves a direct link between the Self and the I, as could also be said of Jung’s (1928) Self archetype and ego.  James refers to the dim awareness in which one typically notices the deeper Self as fringe, or what is “more” than our waking self, in which we may actively participate:  “May not you and I be confluent in a higher consciousness, and confluently active there, tho we now know it not?” (1909, pp. 289-290).  


As if to answer this question, Adi Da states:  “The deeper personality is not really ‘high’, therefore, and it is not really ‘subtle’.  It is deeper.  It exists prior to the physical, and it is not unconscious.  It is functioning, it is conscious, yet the body and the brain have no awareness of it” (1997, p. 38).  Yet, the interaction between the two kinds of the self does not always occur without incident.  Despite the intimacy of the connection, its confluence is also being obstructed right now, as well.  Indeed, the relationship between the two is particularly tentative and fragile.  Only enormous strengthening of this relationship allows the deeper Self to enter into and animate the lower self—at least without undue stress and alarm to the lower self (Boorstein, 1994; Kasprow & Scotton, 1999).

In either case, focusing awareness on experience not only enhances experience, but allows for the unimpeded operation of an essential feature of the self:  the responsibility for choice and free will (May, Angel, & Ellenberger, 1958).  This capacity can be put this way:  “What I term one’s centric mode…is a broadened version of Freud’s ‘ego.’  The centric, like the ego, is the directive core of consciousness” (Schneider, 1999, pp. 31-32).  However, there are two ways in which one might engage in the executive function:

1. conscious choice:  decision-making and the self position, or

2. unconscious choice:  problem-solving and the ego position.

It is precisely for this reason that two versions of das Ich have emerged in the literature—there is an executive function for both self and ego.  In the former case, one is fully aware of their circumstances, making conscious choices and taking responsibility for them.  In the latter case, however, one is typically overwhelmed by circumstances (i.e., trauma) and collapsed upon the mind, thereby abdicating responsibility and conscious choice—precisely to the ego.  Simply put, if the self cannot rise to the occasion and make a decision, the ego will.  It is in this way that the mind takes over the psyche, in order to protect the organism when the self is overwhelmed.  Consequently, the unconscious choice is not really a decision at all.  Perhaps better said, it is a decision already made by the self and deposited into memory (i.e., identity) by the mind—typically when the individual was at a much younger and impressionable stage of development (Loevinger, 1976).

As can be seen, the directive core of the individual is actually spread across an ego/self amalgam, which can go either way depending on the circumstances.  This directive core receives its inception with the Illusion of Relatedness.  However, through the collapse of the self upon the mind, it comes to be so reduced in nature as to appear as the ego/self amalgam more ordinarily experienced.  Yet, so long as the self operates with authenticity, the individual can engage choice and decision-making responsibility.  On the other hand, although the default position of problem-solving may handle the current crisis, such choices are typically absorbed into the automatic and unconscious machinery of the ego, where they are hardly ever effective or appropriate to the circumstances thereafter.  Indeed, extraordinarily difficult therapeutic procedures are usually required in order to alter the outcome in such cases.  

Implications for Clinical Practice


Each of the components of the ego-self amalgam come down to this:  merely components of the grid.  But it is the process of transcending the grid that activates the healing properties of “Radical” Non-Dualism.  As mentioned, the primary implication of “Radical” Non-Dualism is the following equation:  the greater the awareness, the greater the love.  It is possible to say why this is so.  Precisely because the fundamental nature of human beings is, in reality, the joint operation of love-bliss awareness, enhancing the latter enhances the former.  And this has enormous clinical implications within the grid:  the greater the love, the more the grid aligns to love.  Most orientations to clinical practice work the therapeutic process from the inside out, so to speak, rather than the outside in.  But, as a result, they end up having the tail wagging the dog.  Therapeutic orientations of this kind involve one of the two principle constituents of integral love:  ego love.

Ego love is essentially a self-oriented approach to love, consisting of two main objectives:

1. Object Love:  to get what you want (i.e., love).

2. Other Love:  having things your way—i.e., getting others to help you get what you want (or love):

a. to be loved:  the ways in which others interact with you, such that you get what you want—and, thereby, feel loved;
b. to be loveable:  the ways in which you understand these interactions, such that you can expect others to help you—and, thereby, feel loveable; and 

3. to be loving:  the ways in which you act according to these expectations, such that you behave in ways that other want (or love).
As can be seen, these orientations to love dominate the individual early in life, such that love is engaged in a self-serving manner, which is to say, purposed toward the acquisition and consumption of one’s desires.  To a child (or immature ego), getting what one wants is to be loved, and the only reason to be loving, despite the presence of any empathetic or altruistic tendencies beginning to emerge.  Indeed, even as the objective to be loving does emerge, it is intended primarily to serve the interests of the individual, in the way of barter or as an exchange.  

The fundamental dynamic of ego love could be put this way:  the conditions under which one experienced love growing up (e.g., antecedent and consequent conditions, narrative scripts or schemas, conditions of worth, Oedipal complex) are those that allow them to experience love now, as they are reproduced.  As a result, love and happiness are thought to be contingent upon these same conditions—and therapy, therefore, a matter of most effectively manipulating these conditions.  Examples include the following:  reinforcement, desensitization, reframes, challenging nonproductive thoughts, interpretations, visualization, role playing, and empty or two-chair interventions.
But the premise underlying these kinds of interventions considerably overstates the case.  Although it is true that replicating, indeed, even improving on certain conditions is a legitimate means by which to enact love, nonetheless, doing so operates as a kind of middleman, or what could perhaps be called the lesser of two loves.  Simply put, it is not what you love, or even how you love, that is the greatest source of clinical efficacy, but a far more effulgent gesture of self love:  that you love—regardless of what happens as a result.  “[L]ove is primarily giving.…  In thus giving of his life, he enriches the other person, he enhances the other’s sense of aliveness.…  He does not give in order to receive; giving is in itself exquisite joy” (Fromm, 1956, pp. 24-25).  As a result, one is put into a position to learn the essential lesson of life—it is not enough merely to be loved or even to be loving, as in the case of ego, but a far more profound state:  to be love.  
Whereas ego love is conditional (and all about “me”), self love is unconditional (or all about “us,” nevermind the state of “you” or “me”) (Buber, 1970).  Along these lines, Rogers (1951, 1961) posits three fundamental postulates for effective therapy, all of which involving the enactment of self love:  

1. Presence and Authenticity:  the capacity for introspection and the ability to genuinely be one’s self, totally free to express what one actually thinks or feels.

2. Empathy and Understanding:  

a. Awareness and Accurate Empathy (i.e., pay attention):  to be aware of another’s point of view—especially as they see it:
i. which must be communicated to them, and

ii. which must be at least minimally received, or else it does not exist for them.  
b. Acceptance and Unconditional Positive Regard (i.e., give affection):  to care about another’s point of view and accept them for who they are, even in all of their “human facets.” 

These are the essential elements of the therapeutic encounter, by which one engages in love in the therapeutic session.  Although therapeutic techniques are important and assist the client to better adjust and adapt to their circumstances, it is the encounter whereby healing occurs.  It is for this reason that children universally implore their parents, “Look at me!,” as they relentlessly seek attention:  the more the awareness, the more the love.  Indeed, the quality of love can be seen to not only influence the therapeutic process, but underlie the etiology of psychopathology when it is lacking.  Yet, this process is not simply a matter of reorienting cookies on the tray, such that they interact in certain more benevolent ways.  It is a matter of realigning the cookies to the tray—indeed, even immersing the cookies in the tray, ultimately, as the tray.  However brief or tentative, the Illusion of Relatedness is in some sense overcome, and the Grid of Attention transcended.  Precisely because awareness is love, awareness activates love.
Further, the awareness and love equation has an auxiliary benefit:  to the extent that the client is made the focus of attention, others are not the focus.  This not only allows the client to relax and drop into their own native state of love and awareness, but spares them the imposition of another’s agenda.  Throughout treatment, the therapist must monitor their degree of involvement with the client, which imposes a dual-role for the therapist in session:  participant–observer (Sullivan, 1953).  Freud (1912) took a somewhat restrained approach to this process, referring to the therapist’s principle intervention as free-floating attention.  That is, the therapist is encouraged to “hover” just above their thoughts and feelings; so close that they remain aware of them, yet, at the same time, far enough removed to remain unimplicated by them.  The idea is to understand the person from their point of view, which requires the flexibility to “de-center” and enter into the client’s subjective awareness (Kelly, 1963).  
Validation builds on the techniques of paying attention to the client.  Validation is the grain of truth in each person’s response, which basically makes the following statement:  anyone would think, feel, or act that way—if they were in your shoes (Linehan, 1993).  If the client is treated with acceptance by the therapist, they will come to accept themself over time.  Perhaps nowhere is this seen more clearly than perhaps the sine qua non of therapy:  self-esteem.  Essential to this process is the therapeutic technique of awareness itself.  A principle means of doing this is focusing awareness on experience, which takes attention off of conceptual interpretation, thereby creating the possibility for greater interpersonal empathy and identity integration (Yontef, 1993).    
In being thus aware, the individual experiences not only their ongoing phenomenal experience in an intense and unimpeded manner, but also the very state of awareness itself.  One’s optimal experience, therefore, can be thought of as based on the flow of awareness (Csikszentmihalyi, 1991), or what is known in Buddhism as mindfulness (Suzuki, 1986), which is finding ever greater application in current clinical practice.  This flow or mindfulness occurs in one of two ways:

1. attention:  intense concentration in some activity, thereby becoming absorbed by the effort and heightening the experience (especially love), as well as indifferent to other elements of one’s experience; or

2. awareness:  the release of attention so that mere awareness occurs, irrespective of the contents of experience, which not only allows the individual to be relieved of their usual distress but puts them more directly in touch with love.  

As can be seen, the two are not equal.  Indeed, the first could be thought of as the front-end to the latter.  This is why merely paying attention to children (or adults who have been children, for that matter) is not sufficient.  To settle for attention is to settle for the cookies on the tray.  But awareness is beyond attention.  The more direct the process of awareness, the more intense the experience of love.  Of course, it is important to monitor the client to determine how much intensity they can tolerate.

Flow and mindfulness suggest the here-and-now emphasis of process oriented therapies (e.g., Elliott, Goldman, Greenberg, & Watson, 2003).  Such approaches to therapy emphasize that, although the content of awareness may be distant, the act of awareness is now.  For example, even though memories may be of past events, the process of remembering and becoming aware of those memories always takes place in the present.  Consequently, rather than changing or challenging one’s thoughts, the idea is to simply observe them:  “[T]he emphasis is on changing awareness of and relationship to thoughts, feelings, and bodily sensations…(e.g., relating to thoughts and feelings as passing events in the mind rather than identifying with them or treating them as necessarily accurate readouts on reality)” (Hayes et al., 2004, p. 54).
Freeing awareness from any attachments or moorings is precisely what allows self love to be unconditional.  Yet, clearly, unconditional love is not easy to do.  The primary reason is that it requires a profound confrontation with the very gesture underlying one’s suffering, irregardless of different symptomology.  Adi Da speaks about the difference between these two orientations to love this way:
Love Does Not Fail For You When You Are Rejected or Betrayed or Apparently Not Loved.  Love Fails For You When You Reject, Betray, and Do Not Love.  Therefore…Do Not Stand Off From Relationship.  Be Vulnerable.  Be Wounded, When Necessary—and Endure That Wound (or Hurt).  Do Not Punish the other In Love….  Realize That each one Wants To Love and To Be Loved By the other In Love.  Therefore, Love.  Do This Rather Than Make Any Effort To Get Rid Of The Feeling Of Being Rejected….  Be Vulnerable and (Thus) Not Insulted.  If You Are Merely Hurt, You Will Still Know The Necessity (or The Heart’s Requirement) Of Love, and You Will Still Know The Necessity (or The Heart’s Requirement) To Love.  (Adi Da, 2004, p. 763) 

When present risk factors (e.g., poverty, drug use, recidivism, illiteracy) are compounded by little support or resiliency (e.g., domestic violence, physical and sexual abuse, poor attachment), clients inevitably wonder:  “What do you have in your bag of tricks for me?”  In such cases, it quickly becomes apparent how incidental manipulating the conditions of life really is.  Although some measure of relief and comfort does certainly occur as a result of these kinds of interventions, they are all based on ego love.  
Yet, ego love is an important component of clinical practice, if for no other reason than that is precisely where most clients live out their lives.  But without self love, this orientation is constrained and delimited.  Without self love, there is no ultimate closure, no final reckoning with the source of love.  Integral therapy can be thought of as the means whereby a connection with the different ways of love can be made.  And in so doing, all orientations to clinical practice can operate within a shared framework of understanding:  engage in therapeutic interventions as indicated by the clinical situation—whether ego love or self love—ever working toward a deeper and more profound embrace of the whole person.

Conclusion

In nondualism the essential nature of the separate self is understood to be an impediment to love and happiness, a false and misguided illusion.  Loy puts the situation this way:  “the nondualistic systems also agree that our usual sense of duality—the sense of separation (hence alienation) between myself and the world ‘I’ am ‘in’—is the root delusion that needs to be overcome” (1998, p. 178).  Yet, this depiction runs counter to certain appraisals of what is of value in being a human being.  In fact, such appraisals sometimes impose their own untenable interpretation of nondualism:

Love does indeed come from beyond us, from pure being, from the absolute source that shines through us and those we love.  And the essence of love does involve a dissolving of the boundaries of separation.  Yet, defining love purely as a mutual recognition of transpersonal being is incomplete and unsatisfying in human terms….  Nondual teachings that mainly emphasize the illusory quality of human experience can, unfortunately, serve as just another dehumanizing force in a world where our basic humanity is already under siege at every turn.  (Welwood, 2003, p. 145)

Unfortunately, this way of understanding nondualism takes away the very essence of what is valuable in being nondual.  Speaking equivocally about the separate self only undermines the ability to address its limitations.  Yet, it is understandable how this objection might occur.  Attaching meaning to experience is usually thought to be extremely important for human beings, perhaps even the most important part of life.  Nonetheless, this activity can be understood in a larger context, whereby it is rendered meaningless.  Indeed, it is precisely in putting our basic, egoic humanity under siege, ultimately even eliminating it, that the reality of nondualism makes its appearance—and in so doing, replaces egoic humanity with the healing properties of love-bliss.

There is an intimate—nondual—relationship between love-bliss and awareness.  They are utterly inseparable from one another, except under the illusory conditions of the self-contraction.  Awareness can be thought of as the living presence of the human being simply because the human being is literally made of love-bliss.  On the other hand, attention results as the self-contraction operates in the midst of love-bliss awareness, mistakenly directed toward its surrogate objects of interest and intention.  In this latter case, one is not able to enjoy the present and ongoing reality of love-bliss awareness, but degenerates into obsession over ever more futile substitutes for love.
Simply put, ego love could be summarized this way:  all about me.  This is the root of all suffering, such as war, violence, racism, prejudice, and greed.  Although ego love ensures safety and survival, it still remains merely this:  the love of me.  More to the point, even though ego love offers some level of satiety, it always remains unsatisfied, indeed, upset over the fact.  No matter how noble or lofty the aspirations, in the absence of self love, the outcome of egoic objectives lead only to this:

The differentiation of existence into ego-possessed units yields, in the case of each “one”, the craving for entirely pleasurized and unthreatened existence.  This craving (or obsessive motive of self-preservation and self-glorification) in turn yields inevitable conflict, fear, sorrow, anger, and all kinds of destructive acts in relation to “others” as well as to “self” (because the extreme exercise of self-preservation is, ultimately, an aggressive and self-defeating motivation that destroys “self” in the final effort to dominate “not-self”)….  The search for the independent preservation and ultimate enhancement of the separate self is the universal model of un-En-Light-ened egoity.  Therefore, suffering, power struggle, and war are inevitable in egoic society.  (Adi Da, 2006c, p. 46)

Self love, on the other hand, is all about us—perhaps even to the point there is only us, or the cessation of you and me.  In nondual spiritual traditions, such states even render us moot, such that even you and me evaporate into a state of Oneness or pure presence, with no sense of separation of any kind.  While in this state, love is spoken of as ecstasy, rapture, or even divine love, eliciting kindness and compassion in turn.  These are the healing properties of love, found only minimally in ego love, if at all.  Clearly, the distinction between the two is essential for the ultimate welfare of the individual—as well as any society comprised of such individuals.  The only question is how to make such a state an on-going reality for the individual, making it an essential issue of clinical practice.
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