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Abstract

Most theories of the psyche are based on a premise that is no longer viable:  split the person into pieces—typically either self or ego—and base the theory on one of them.  However, it is claimed that this piecemeal approach works against an understanding of the whole person, nevermind which side is given priority.  Indeed, it leaves out a piece rarely thought an essential part of the whole person:  God.  Further, taking sides is determined by one’s orientation toward love.  Ego love is oriented toward the ordinary objectives of the individual:  be loved, be loveable, and be loving.  Self love, on the other hand, involves a more direct engagement:  be love.  Indeed, self love can be understood in a larger, spiritual context, whereby the possible orientations toward love are greatly elaborated:  S/self love and God love—each of which indicating a progressively more profound understanding of the whole person.  Each of these positions can be subsumed within a single, all-inclusive theoretical framework, which gives a comprehensive account of the psychic process embracing the whole person:  Integral Love.  Part I discusses the various orientations toward love from the standpoint of “Radical” Non-Dualism, the unique spiritual revelation of Adi Da Samraj.  Part II discusses the implications of “Radical” Non-Dualism for the integration of two specific accounts of spiritual metaphysics:  the Holy Trinity and the atman/anatman controversy.

Introduction

This paper attempts to answer a particularly perplexing question, typically thought by most human beings to be extremely important:  “Who am I?”  Unfortunately, contemporary theories of the self offer no summary account of who the person is (see Levin, 1992; Spruiell, 1995).  Indeed, each theory highlights its own particular orientation to psychic functioning, often, unfortunately, to the exclusion of the others.   As a result, the difference between the various orientations to the whole person usually comes down to this:  those features that happen to be emphasized in the moment.  More to the point, theorists do not merely cut the pie in different ways.  In cutting the pie their particular way, they end up leaving pieces out.  Of course, no reputable car manufacturer would build an engine without pistons, or a manifold, or a carburetor.  But this is precisely the case in contemporary theory.  Yet, if all the pieces are included, a compelling account emerges:  not any particular arrangement of pieces, but a single, whole person.  

Based on this premise, the conclusions of this paper are two-fold:  

1. the whole person consists of at least the following aspects:  ego, self, S/self, and God (or Divine Self); and 

2. one will align themself to certain of these aspects depending on their orientation to love.  

(Note:  the S/s sound is pronounced the same as “society.”  For example:  “The S/self plays an important role in society.”)

As can be seen, the whole person does not consist merely of ego or self, but actually includes even God.  Of course, for many spiritual traditions, even to suggest this is to have committed blasphemy.  Indeed, only one spiritual orientation seriously considers the possibility that human beings are God:  nondualism.  Yet, nondualism is unique from other spiritual revelations in another significant respect:  it is not identified with any specific spiritual tradition, but is spread across a number of traditions.  In fact, all of the axial religions of Western civilization—Judaism, Christianity, Islam—have nondual adherents among their saints and sages.  For example, a notable Christian monk, Meister Eckhart, exhorted spiritual aspirants to the following realization:  “In this impulse I receive wealth so vast that God cannot be enough for me in all that makes him God, and with all his divine works.  For in this breakthrough I discover that I and God are one” (1980, p. 218).

But Meister Eckhart was severely chastised, indeed, his works even condemned by the Holy Roman Church for this spiritual revelation.  Clearly, equating human beings with God represents a provocative claim.  Nonetheless, nondual tenets have remained a constant undercurrent throughout the cultural milieu of Western civilization, starting with at least Plotinus, if not Plato, and continuing through a host of medieval mystics, including Eckhart, to an unrivaled nondual spiritual master living today—The Ruchira Avatar, Adi Da Samraj (see Adidam, 2003; Lee, 2003).  Yet, the sheer bulk of all these disputes might seem overwhelming, a hodge-podge of competing points of view so vast and severely contended as to preclude any final reckoning.  Nonetheless, they can all be understood as coming down to four possible positions overall:  ego, self, S/self, and God—each of which aligning to their particular way of love.  


This paper posits an over-arching framework within with every aspect of the whole person is included, indicating the four possible ways in which one can engage in love:

1. Ego Love:

a. be loved:  the ways in which the individual interacts with and experiences their environment, such that they feel loved;

b. be loveable:  the ways in which the individual understands these interactions, such that they consider themselves loveable; and

c. be loving:  the ways in which the individual acts upon and expresses this understanding, such that they behave lovingly.

2. Self Love:

a. be love:  the ways in which the individual has a direct awareness and experience of love.

Simply put, whereas ego love is conditional (and all about “me”), self love is capable of being unconditional (or all about “us,” nevermind the state of “you” or “me”) (Buber, 1958; Rogers, 1961).  Indeed, the self can become so all-inclusive and profound as to exist even as God—and, in so doing, there is no longer any “me,” or “you,” or even “us” anymore; just God.

Unfortunately, if one resides at any of the positions prior to God, it is extremely difficult for their perspective to understand, much less tolerate, positions that come later in the sequence (Wilber, 2000b).  Indeed, such positions might regard later positions as antithetical, and seek to oppose, obstruct, or even eliminate them.  But each position in the sequence allows a larger and more fully encompassing account of all prior positions, with “Radical” Non-Dualism providing the fullest, must all-embracing position of all (see Adi Da, 2004, 2006b).  

Consequently, a perhaps unwelcome process is required in order to understand the whole person:  disillusionment.  Adi Da speaks of this process in these terms:

The Characteristic Sign Of “Positive Disillusionment”…Is The Foundation-Realization Of The Inherent Universal Unity…Of gross conditional (and Cosmic) Existence, Such That The Inherently Loveless (or Anti-Participatory and Non-Integrative) self-Contraction-Effort Of the gross Separate self Is Consistently Released…Into Participatory and Integrative Attitudes Of human, social, and Cosmic Unification (or Love-Connectedness) With all-and-All, and Into Love-Based (and Truly ego-Transcending) Actions That Counter The Otherwise Separative (or Anti-Participatory and Non-Integrative) Tendencies Of the ego-“I”.  (2004, p. 232) (emphasis in the original)

In other words, the current position one holds, whether ego, self, or even S/self, must come to be recognized as essentially illusory—which, needless-to-say, is no easy feat.  Yet, it is only through this process that the truth of each position can be appreciated and, thereby, released into the next more profound and integrative position—which will ultimately require disillusionment too.

The fundamental tenet of “Radical” Non-Dualism could be put this way:  There is only God.  Therefore, all that exists is literally comprised of God, which includes every human being.  
Of course, to speak of human beings as if God runs counter to Judeo-Christian-Islamic metaphysics (as well as certain Eastern traditions)—that the sublime nature of God is supreme, and only out of that unspeakable perfection was the universe created and all the living beings therein.  And this not without good reason, for the reverse is also true:  human beings are not God.  But such is the fundamental paradox of existence.  This paradox can be explained as follows:  although ego, self, and S/self exist primarily as adjuncts to the mind, the S/self can actually emancipate from the mind to the point that the ego is utterly transcended, and one can exist as their most fundamental nature:  God.  Simply put, all that is left over when the ego is transcended is God—or what is the fundamental nature of every human being all along.

The purpose of this paper is not merely to outline the various aspects of the whole person, but also the process of God realization.  Consequently, this paper presents a bridge to God, marking out the juncture points through which one travels on their journey of realization that, in reality, they are not a separate self, but actually God.  This process can be depicted as follows:
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As can be seen, the four aspects of the whole person are not equal, which is to say, they are not equally real.  Only the position of God love is truly real, with each of the remaining three positions of love in some way illusory.  But the difficulty is this:  being illusory doesn’t keep them from being thought of as real, and taken very seriously therefore.  As a result, the process of realization must undergo a series of disillusionments, whereby the individual reevaluates and reassesses their commitment to the position of love and understanding of ego, self, S/self, and God that is currently the case.  

Unfortunately, this process typically faces a significant obstruction:  one feels the positions beyond what they currently engage are, at best, irrelevant and incidental to their concerns, perhaps even nonexistant; and, at worst, inimical and probably threatening.  Consequently, it is very difficult to cross this bridge.  Doing so invariably brings up very personal affronts for the reader, which must be addressed as they go along.  Indeed, although many people feel most comfortable on the ego or self love side of the bridge, others might feel most comfortable on the S/self or God love side—with each position usually in opposition to the others.  However, this paper takes another, more integrative approach:  present all sides of the whole person—seeing each within this overall context.  (For a further account of these positions, see Sleeth, 2006, 2007a, b.)
Ego Love

Although human behavior is extraordinarily complex, its basic parameters can be spelled out relatively simply.  For example, it is common to hear people describe their interpersonal relations in this manner:  

1. Something happens to them, either good or bad.

2. They feel either good or bad about it.

3. Then they do something about it.

4. Someone does something back to them—which starts the whole cycle all over again. 

In other words, the initial part of the ego love process can be said to operate this way:  stimulus from the world impinges upon the body and is transmitted through the nerve endings of the nervous system to the brain (i.e., five senses), where in some manner currently unknown to science it is converted into sensory and perceptual experience.  Added to these stimuli are the various impulses arising within the body (e.g., hunger, sex).  Altogether, these inputs from the body and world sources determine not only what we love, but how we will love. 


Although it is generally easy to understand that portion of the world consisting of interactions with people as particularly important to one’s love relations, especially one’s intimacies with significant others, the conditions of love are not constrained merely to people.  Indeed, they include the world process at large.  As a consequence, the individual must come to terms with their world, usually far in advance of the resolutions they work out with other people.  

Do you think…Reality Loves you?  Are you expecting It to Love you?  Have you been expecting It to Love you?  Yes, you have experiences of love here and there, but you haven’t become convinced that Reality Itself Loves you yet….  At least, It’s not too buddy-buddy about it.  Whatever kind of loving there is to it—there may be some huge, huge Whatever that Loves you—but It’s so huge that It destroys you just hugging you!  (Adi Da, 1997a, p. 41)

This does not merely indicate the egocentricity of a child, but a profound examination of one’s real situation.  For example, one might say they love ice cream, vacations in Hawaii, or perhaps even sex.  Yet, these orientations must be understood as dimensions of a particular variable:  the maturation of love.  Early in life, love is engaged in a self-serving manner, primarily purposed toward safety, as well as the acquisition and consumption of one’s many desires (Erikson, 1994; Maslow, 1968).  Simply put, to a child (or immature ego), getting what one wants is to be loved—and, indeed, the only reason to be loving.  Only over time does greater wisdom prevail and this orientation get augmented with empathy and altruism, thereby becoming more social in orientation—making love, for example, as opposed to just having sex (Bacal & Newman, 1990; Kohlberg, 1964).  

However, obviously, this account is too simplistic to explain all aspects of human behavior.  First of all, there is an internal core of operations at work behind the individual’s interactions with the environment.  In other words, the above account leaves out an essential piece between steps 1 and 2:  some thought taking place within the mind occurs that makes one feel the way they do (Beck, 1976; Ellis, 1994).  As cognition processes one’s sensual and perceptual experience and generates some sense of understanding, the internal imagery of this understanding prompts a further experience in one’s emotions, triggering the sequence all over again, impelling one toward their ultimate behavior.  

Consequently, ego love can be diagramed in its entirety as follows:
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Most theories affiliate the ego with the functions of the mind, especially the intellect (Bellak et al., 1973; Freud, 1923, 1926; Moore & Fine, 1995), and the emphasis on the part of the mind is not so much how one experiences reality as how they interpret the reality thus experienced (Leahy, 2003).  This function of the mind is best thought of as perspective.  Perspective is that aspect of psychic operation that determines not only what one is aware of, but how they are aware of it.  


But there is another fundamental feature of mind that must also be affiliated with the ego:  identity.  Identity is literally a memory construction, based on “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.)” (Wilber, 2000a, p. 33).  These representations are committed to memory through the operation of the mind and coalesce over time into a coherent sense of identity.  Identity consists of all the representations deposited into memory of one’s abilities and attributes, especially as they are engaged throughout life (Bacal & Newman, 1990; Hamilton, 1992).  But they are not the living person (i.e., self) of whom they are representations—anymore than a photograph is a version of that person.  


And there is another important reason to include identity as an aspect of the ego.  Colloquially, ego is thought to indicate vanity or self-aggrandizement—or an exaggerated sense of how loveable you take yourself to be.  These evaluations are based on conclusion drawn as a result of the operation of interpretation, and ultimately become features of identity.  But so, too, are other character traits suggesting a small or unpretentious ego, perhaps even to the point of low self-esteem (i.e., not very loveable).  Consequently, ordinary parlance as well as theoretical formulization supports including intellect and identity as the primary constituents of the ego.  Simply put, if one believes they were loved, they will believe they are loveable.  Conversely, if they do not believe they were loved, they typically draw the opposite conclusion:  they are not loveable.  Once these self representations becomes an indelible part of identity, one might even tweak or distort on-going conditions to confirm their conclusions—perhaps even despite times in which present circumstances are actually being loving.

As a child, every individual begins to suspect or presume that he or she is unloved and betrayed….  No matter what the actual circumstances of his life, the child always experiences some degree of this sense of betrayal or unlove.  Eventually, the child, this vulnerable individual, concludes that “you don’t love me”….  If an event of betrayal did not actually occur, you would invent it in your childhood in order to differentiate yourself….  This sense of betrayal or “you don’t love me” is the same as “me”.  It is ego.  (Adi Da, 1985, pp. 138-139)

From here, the outcome is inevitable:  if you feel you are loveable, you will behave in a loving manner; conversely, if you do not feel you are loveable, you will not behave in a loving manner.  Indeed, you may behave in a decidedly unwelcome manner, perhaps even pay others back for not loving you.  In fact, you might give up any hope of being loved and opt for self-serving strategies, such as indulgence or revenge, nevermind how self-defeating they might be for any prospects of being loved.  As can be seen, there is a Catch-22 to this arrangement:  in order to be loved, one must be loving; but in order to be loving, they must feel they are loveable; and in order to feel loveable, they must first feel they are loved; and in order to feel loved, one must first be loved, whereby they feel love—which is ensured only if one is loving, starting the whole cycle all over again.    

Self Love

Although merely equating the ego with mind is tempting, doing so is troublesome.  In so doing, the essential characteristic joining self and ego together is not identified, which is to say, the way in which self and ego actually relate to one another.  Indeed, the ego can only be understood in contrast to the self.  To illustrate, ask yourself this question:  Are you a mind, or do you have a mind?  Likewise, you could ask:  Are you a body, or do you have a body?  Are you a car, or do you have a car.  Obviously, very few people confuse themself for their car, nevermind how intimately they might be related to the vehicle they sit in as they operate the controls.  Indeed, it seems easier to make the distinction between self and elements of the world the further one goes—until things like shoes and pavement and dirt hardly seem like the self at all.  Either way, the essential point is the same:  you are not your mind.  You are something else entirely.

Yet, many people have a hard time keeping the two separate, 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.  (Kernberg, 1993, p. 227)

Although most accounts of the self continue this trend, it represents an erroneous view of das Ich.  Rather, the self can be understood according to its own features, which have nothing to do with the functions of mind.  Consequently, it is precisely this difference between self and mind that constitutes the first disillusionment on our bridge to God.  Appreciating this difference 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…there is some sort of observing self (an inner subject or watcher)…” (Wilber, 2000a, p. 33).  


Indeed, thinking of the self as experiential is something of a misnomer, for the self doesn’t actually experience reality.  Rather, as the mind processes the encounter between the body and the world, as well as one’s emotional response to this encounter, the overall display is thrown up on a screen as it were, or what could be called a grid (see Adi Da, 1995, 2006c).  In this way, the self becomes aware of experience, or what is actually produced by the mind.  The fundamental aspect of this process underlies 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).  This indispensable side of human experience is thought to be consciousness, or awareness.  


Of course, carrying consciousness to the point of genius is precisely the difference that makes the difference.  Indeed, 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.  Although not formally designated as a disorder by the DSM, such traditions consider this confusion to be the principle source of stress and dis-ease (Csikszentmihalyi, 1993; Gunaratana, 1993).  In this way, the self mistakenly takes itself to be the mind, as well as the body the mind is intended to serve.
But being in such a state has grave implications:

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 accounted 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 (Bugental, 1981; Heidegger, 1927).  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 actually the ratio between the two, or the manner in which the two relate to one another.  As a result, the ego can be thought of as an activity, as opposed to an entity—something done to the self, and by which the self is altered.
Indeed, Adi Da speaks of the ego in these terms:

Indeed, It Became Clear To Me That the “ego” (or the conventional “I”) Is Not an “entity” (or an Independent and Static “thing of being”), but the “ego” (or the conventional “I”) Is the Chronic and Total psycho-physical activity of self-Contraction…  The Act Of self-Contraction Is Simply The Tendency To Identify With a conditional (or limited) state Of Existence….  (2004, pp. 211, 1226) (emphasis in the original)


That is, the self-contraction can be understood this way:  the self collapsed upon the mind.  However, according to this view, the mind must be understood to be “a conditional (or limited) state Of Existence”—which it is.  Indeed, the mind is as automatic and impersonal as a machine, its basic functions operating according to the rote and conditional features of causality.  While in the state of egoic self-contraction, the self is woefully contorted, a mere residue of its otherwise resplendent state.  Yet, on the other hand, as the self emancipates from and transcends the mind (i.e., ego), it is ever more able to simply be love.

Consequently, self love can be diagramed as follows:
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Overall, the consciousness of 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.  As a result, the will 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).  

Focusing awareness on experience not only enhances experience—especially the experience of love—but takes attention off of conceptual interpretation, thereby creating the possibility for greater interpersonal empathy, as well as identity integration (Yontef, 1993).  It also allows for the unimpeded operation of perhaps an essential feature of the self:  the responsibility for choice and free will (May et al., 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 make choices:

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

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

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 abdicates 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 relegated to memory by the mind—typically when the individual was at a much younger and impressionable stage of development.

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.  Unfortunately, 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.  
S/self Love

Numerous theorists postulate a conception of development involving levels beyond that of the adult human being, even entering into levels of development associated with spirituality and self transcendence.  These theories typically indicate that the progression of human development occurs according to a sequential pattern.  In other words, development potentially extends into realms beyond that which has been commonly attained by humanity.  This extended range of development can be described as follows:

The whole trajectory of human development can be parsed…into four tiers (Miller & Cook-Greuter, 1994).  The first two—preconventional and conventional development—cover mental growth from infancy to adulthood.  About 90% of the general adult population functions within these first two tiers.…  [T]he two higher tiers, the postconventional and the transcendent, describe rarer and more complex ways of how adults make sense of experience.  (Cook-Greuter, 2000, p. 229)

As can be seen, the whole person includes considerably more complex aspects than just the lower self.  In the case of the transpersonal Self, the “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).  Consequently, the existential self is merely the tip of the iceberg of the whole person, with ever more vast tracts of self operating within one’s depths.  It is precisely the releasing of one’s commitment to this truncated sense of self that is the disillusionment at the self love juncture of the bridge.

However, what it is exactly that resides at these depths is highly controversial.  In the philosophical traditions, awareness is based on an orientation toward consciousness that can be found in the phenomenological concept of intentionality, in which 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).  But consciousness can be understood in radically different terms.  In point of fact, consciousness is not aware of things.  It is more primal than that.  It 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, where you’re merely in the Witness-Position” (Adi Da, 1996, pp. 35-36) (emphasis in the original).

But seeing the self in these terms suggests an entirely different sense of self than is ordinarily conceived.  Indeed, to include this larger, more extensive sense of self without eliminating the self described thus far, a new concept is required whereby the two can be blended together, and which can be referred to this way:  the S/self.  A number of theories in transpersonal psychology make use of this conception, seeing the lower self (and ego) as influenced by and in intimate connection with a deeper Self (e.g., Assagioli, 1965, 1973; Jung, 1931).  Likewise, certain models of Eastern spirituality take a similar view, for example the big mind and little mind of Zen Buddhism (Suzuki, 1986), the buddhi and ahankara of Yoga psychology (Rama et al., 1998), or else the “I-I” of Ramana Maharshi (Murthy, 1990).  In this view, whereas the lower self consists of attention and will (i.e., self collapsed upon the mind), the deeper Self consists of awareness itself (i.e., self emancipated from the mind).  

This arrangement of psychic structure has enormous implications for the way in which one’s life is experienced.  Ordinary views of consciousness rely on the following premise:  that there is an on-going external reality within which the individual lives out their life.  But this is not a tenable position, for reality is far more intimate to the individual than that.  In a manner of speaking, the mind could be said to work in shifts, something like a parallel processor, essentially living two separate lives.  These shifts can be readily seen in the operation of the waking and dreaming states.  While awake, the individual exists as the lower self.  However, during dream sleep, the ordinarily cut-off aspects of the deeper Self (both negative and positive) enter into awareness.  At this level of being, the generative capacity of the deeper Self is realized, in which the familiar world of three-dimensional and objective causality originates:

The first step in my core argument…was that the dream world and the life we lead in it is not a second-hand production composited together by some fantastic tinkerer, by the syntactical operations of a dream bricoleur, but is a continuous, spontaneous, formative production in which the dreaming life-world is constituted de novo….  Since the dreaming mechanism is formative, then the waking mechanism is formative too…  (Globus, 1987, p. 91) 

The way to sort out the conundrum is as follows:  there are two tiers of psychic structure.  At the level of the deeper Self, dream reality goes about its own business, regardless of what is happening in the mind of the lower self.  In this way, it could be said that reality has a mind of its own.  
And this mind operates according to its own principles.  Adi Da (1995, 2006c) speaks of the primary operating principle of the deeper Self as the focusing of awareness into attention.  This focusing of attention literally comes to a point of tension (i.e., will), which produces a Grid of Attention (or screen) upon which every appearance of existence is displayed.  In other words, it is not simply the case that the mind of the lower self displays experience to awareness.  At the level of the deeper Self the reverse is also true:  attention displays experience to the mind.  Indeed, even the entire apparatus of the mind is merely a feature of the grid.  As a result, the idea that the world exists “out there” and exterior to the individual is an illusion, for the body and world are permutations taking place within the grid.  This blending of mind and experience is what Adi Da calls the body-mind, or psycho-physical reality.  As can be seen, this is another point of disillusionment on the bridge for the individual to reconcile.  

It is for this reason that shamanistic and mystical practices allow one to voluntarily and intentionally affect their experiential register (see Eliade, 1974; Krippner, 2000)—these spiritual masters are able to influence their experience by way of the very imagery taking place within the grid of the deeper Self (Achterberg, 1985).  On the other hand, awareness exists outside of the grid, and all the multitude of experiences and objects that 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.  That point coincides with any object of attention in any moment.  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.  Yet, this procedure has enormous consequences not anticipated in this spiritual tradition:  “The appearance of an ordinary checkerboard is very orderly—suggesting that everything is in order, and (thus) ‘all right’….  However, the seeming order of the checkerboard…is suffering.  It is not merely a matter of how any particular game of checkers works out” (Adi Da, 2006c, p. 98-99).  Simply put, the seeming order out chaos that is life is nothing but an arbitrary pattern appearing within the grid, endlessly replicating itself, indeed, perhaps even from lifetime to lifetime (i.e., karma and reincarnation).  This is why it is important for one to realize that they are not attention, for to exist as attention is to be bound to the illusions in the grid.   

Consequently, S/self love can be diagramed as follows:
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However, this process does not merely indicate the static structure of the psyche, but also the very process by which the psyche comes into being.  In the spiritual traditions of Advaita Vedanta (Aurobindo, 1973; Shankara, 1979) and Mahayana Buddhism (Conze, 1962), the presence of the S/self occurs through a two-prong process:  the deployment of involution results in a hierarchy involving several levels, or koshas (i.e., sheaths), something like the rungs of a ladder; and having emerged into existence, the ladder can now be climbed, so to speak, through the development of evolution.  Whereas involution indicates preexisting states of deeper consciousness, evolution initiates states of higher consciousness that are (perhaps) presently coming into being. 


Wilber explains the progression this way:

Spirit manifests a universe by “throwing itself out” or “emptying itself” to create soul, which condenses into mind, which condenses into body, which condenses into matter, the densest form of all.  Each of those levels is still a level of Spirit, but each is a reduced or “stepped down” version of Spirit.  At the end of that process of involution, all of the higher dimensions are enfolded, as potential, in the lowest material realm.  And once the material world blows into existence (with, say, the Big Bang), then the reverse process—or evolution—can occur, moving from matter to living bodies to symbolic minds to luminous souls to pure Spirit itself.  (1999, p. 10) (emphasis in the original)


In this progression, the causal level of being (i.e., “Spirit”) is the original domain of sentience and awareness.  As involution progresses, the remaining levels of subtle, mental, etheric, and vital being emerge in their turn.  Ultimately, the result is a compound being comprised of many overlapping layers (Feuerstein, 2001; Rama et al., 1998).  


As can be seen, the arrows that in earlier diagrams connected the different aspects of the lower self have been removed because they distract from the larger dynamic inherent to the S/self:  involution/evolution.  Nonetheless, the operation of the psyche described thus far should be understood as resting on this underlying platform, like a snapshot within the larger context of a movie.  The snapshot represents the accumulation of one’s stages of development thus far (Kegan, 1982).  As one emancipates from the mind and transcends the ego, they likewise enter more deeply into their native state of awareness, thereby dropping into the deeper Self.  It is precisely because of this embeddedness that Jung could say of the lower self:  “Hence ‘at bottom’ the psyche is simply ‘world’” (1940, p. 173)—except that the world is, itself, at bottom the entire progression of involution that precedes it.

However, there are no arrows for the deeper Self for a further reason:  the mental, etheric, and vital sheaths are jumbled and interpenetrated at the dream level of the grid, lacking the differentiation of the lower self.  It is only when the tension toward embodiment reaches a sufficient threshold that they appear to unfurl outward and become distinctly different elements, and thereby enter into the mortal and conditional world of causality of which the lower self is familiar—or that into which one is “thrown,” as Heidegger (1927) puts it.  But the world into which the human being finds themself thrown is only half the equation, for there is also the world from which they have been thrown.


This conjoined nature of the S/self can be seen in the work of Grof (1985) and Washburn (1995).  As the deeper Self unfurls into the causal, subtle, mental, etheric, and vital sheaths, the vital level turns around, as it were, and doubles as the inception point of the lower self, or the world of infancy.  Grof describes the connection between this dual-domain of the vital realm in terms of a conduit and refers to it as the basic perinatal matrices (BPM) because its dynamics are so prevalent at birth:  “The perinatal level of the unconscious thus represents an important intersection between the individual and the collective unconscious, or between traditional psychology and mysticism…” (1985, p. 100).

Washburn (1990, 1995) also refers to the underlying substrate of involution, albeit by collapsing it into a single realm which he calls the Dynamic Ground.  In his conception, the ego is thought to emerge from this spiritual matrix, only to return after a period of estrangement so as to recover its vital, spiritual energies, and then progress again along the path of evolution.  Adi Da speaks of the shared nature of the vital domain in these terms:

The ego, or what is traditionally presumed to be an entity, is an activity.  The entity is not a “something”, but a process.  That process is reflected in the causal realm, the subtle realm, and in the gross [i.e., vital] realm.  The so-called “entity”, or process, does not connect with the gross, bodily life of a birth until it begins to “dream”, or conceive of, that form….  There is no fixed date for that event because it is not an entity which enters the body.  Rather, it is a process of associating with, conceiving of, even hallucinating the gross form.  (1997b, p. 53)

In other words, involution does not “spew out” into an actual world of reality.  Better said, it “splashes up” onto the grid, as an illusion of reality, which is then projected out as if into an actual world.  But it is not intended to be taken seriously.  That is, every level of the S/self can be thought of in a similar manner:  “All of this is a dream, if you like….  If you awaken…[w]hat happened within the dream is suddenly not your present condition.  It is of no consequence any longer, once you are awake” (Adi Da, 2006a, p. 18).  Although the dream world is typically taken seriously by the dreamer, it has no substantive reality, and all efforts committed within its domain are only more actions of the dream—and of no consequence to the awakening.  Only one’s own divine nature serves as a useful means to disrupt the deluding influence of the dream.  As can be seen, waking up from the dream is nothing more than another juncture of disillusionment along the bridge to God.

God Love

Although numerous theories speak of the involution/evolution process, they do not indicate the mechanism whereby this process is initiated in the first place; just simply that it occurs.  Likewise, although certain theories suggest that the greater the sense of awareness, the greater the love (e.g., Elliott et al., 2003; Yontef, 1993), they do not provide an account of why this should be so.  Indeed, there is only one account that gives a compelling explanation for both of these circumstances:  nondualism.  Nondualism can be defined most simply as follows:  “It derives from the Sanskrit word Advaita which means ‘not-two.’  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).  In other words, the apparent split between self and other is realized to be an illusion, for there are no “objects” or “others,” only the nonseparate self that subsumes all existence within its own expansive presence.  

However, a misleading tenet is sometimes attributed to nondualism in this regard.  Although Jung did not specifically incorporate nondualism into his theory of psychic structure, the intimate relationship between the two aspects of the S/self has, at times, been interpreted in such a fashion.  For example, Assagioli’s psychosynthesis:  “This abiding dependence of ‘I’ upon Self amounts to an ontological union of ‘I’ and Self….  So complete is this union that it may be called ‘nondual,’ a unity transcending any sense of duality, isolation, or separation” (Firman & Gila, 1997, p. 45).  Yet, the relationship of the S/self cannot be so simply stated.  Although nondualism is sometimes used to refer to the relationship between the lower self and the deeper Self, it more accurately refers to the simple, all-pervasive presence of God.  

It is speaking of nondualism as a “unity” that is the difficulty.  There are two possible ways to consider the relationship between the two components of the S/self:

1. unity:  the two are joined together, such that they comprise parts of a larger whole; and

2. identity:  they are no longer two, but a single undifferentiated presence.

Indeed, so long as the two are joined together in a unity, they remain two.  In this sense, unity actually means duality.  But nondualism is something entirely different.  According to the tenets of nondualism, there is no separation between self and any objects or others but, rather, only the nonseparate sense of self that subsumes all existence within an all-inclusive presence.  Consequently, the transpersonal Self must be contrasted with the transcendental Self:  the self as it is ordinarily conceived—i.e., a human presence, however extensive—is left behind entirely, replaced by a living presence more commonly referred to as God (or Divine Self).  In other words, the transcendental Self can be thought of as more than simply including divine elements to actually being the Divine Itself (see Griffiths, 1973; Loy, 1998).

So long as there is any sense of a separate self—even as it might take place in the act of connecting with some larger domain (e.g., shamanistic interpenetration, identification with Gaia, the Christian unio mystica)—there is no nondualism.  However, the entire array of mystical states is sometimes equated with nondualism, even extending in certain writings to include peak experiences (Maslow, 1964) among these altered states of consciousness (see Kasprow & Scotton, 1999).  But there is a subtle confusion operating here:  mistaking a larger sense of S/self for no sense of S/self at all.  Obviously, the latter is a far more exacting way of understanding nondual reality—again, with the former marking a juncture of disillusionment along the bridge.  It is only in the absence of any sense of separation that the underlying presence of the Divine Self emerges as one’s state of awareness.

Duality only serves to obscure the primordial Godhead, what Eckhart calls “God beyond God.”  But the Godhead is free of any finite or created thing, the freedom of which highly recommended in the traditions of nondualism:

There I willed nothing, I desired nothing, for I was a pure Being in delight of the truth.  There I stood, free of God and of all things….  Empty yourself of everything.  That is to say, empty yourself of your ego and empty yourself of all things and of all that you are in yourself and consider yourself as what you are in God.  God is a being beyond being and a nothingness beyond being.  Therefore, be still and do not flinch from this emptiness.  (Eckhart, 1980, pp. 104, 242) 

However, although expressing nondual reality in this way is certainly accurate, it does not provided the conceptual framework in which a truly integral nondualism can be formulated.  Indeed, the description of nondualism offered thus far is ineffable in the truest sense of the word:  it states what nondualism is not (i.e., not dual), and merely states that nondualism is—without stating what it is.  But the Godhead actually is comprised of discernable attributes:  “This is the term saccidananda….  The ultimate reality, the ultimate truth, is ‘sat’—being, ‘cit’—consciousness, and ‘ananda’—bliss.  This is as near as we can come to an affirmation of the nature of the Godhead” (Griffiths, 1973, pp. 10-12).  In other words, the Godhead consists of the living presence of love-bliss awareness.
Adi Da puts the nature of the Godhead this way, in terms of “Radical” Non-Dualism:

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…  (2006b, pp. 374-375)

In a sense, this pristine state can be likened to a zygote, that is, a cell as it appears just prior to splitting into two.  This cell at this point exists in a state of pure, undifferentiated oneness.  In a similar manner, love and awareness radiate as a single, living presence of being, like light entering a prism.  But this native state is soon disrupted by the emergence of a cleft within it, which seemingly splits it into separate parts, creating thereby an Illusion of Relatedness.  Yet, this seeming split does not actually occur.  That it seems so is nothing but an illusion, arising spontaneously, utterly without cause or reason.  Like a bing cherry with two plump sides and cleavage running down the middle, the split is only imposed upon the berry, but without actually rendering it in two.  


Consequently, God love can be diagramed as follows:
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Most accounts of nondualism attempt to resolve the paradox inherent to the Illusion of Relatedness from within the parameters of ego love, or the Grid of Attention—but not the greater embrace that is God.  In other words, they try to make sense of the paradox from within the paradox, which is certainly a futile effort.  However, God can only be understood outside of the paradox, prior to its formation.  

 [T]he “radical” approach to Realization of Reality (or Truth, or Real God) is…to Realize Reality, Truth, or Real God In Place (or As That Which Is Always Already The Case, Where and As you Are, Most Perfectly Beyond and Prior to ego-“I”, or the act of self-contraction, or of “differentiation”, which act is the prismatic fault that Breaks the Light, or envisions It as seeming two, and more).  (Adi Da, 2000a, p. 276) 

At some point prior to one’s birth, 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—yet, all the while comprised of love-bliss.  

Put somewhat differently, it is by virtue of the Illusion of Relatedness that the nondual state of “Brightness” is transmuted into a spectrum—as if by a prism.  It is possible to describe this prior unity while within the prism (see Cook-Greuter, 2000; Wade, 1996; Wilber, 2000a, b).  Even though the witnessing of reality can occur prior to the light transmuting into a spectrum, it does not necessarily exist prior to the light entering the prism.  As a result, such accounts actually focus on the mechanics of the prism—as the nondual “Brightness” exists within it.  Although the light has not yet transmuted into the spectrum, nonetheless, the forces are building by which it will do so.  Yet, the divine reality of “Brightness” exists on the other side of the prism, before its dreadful mechanics of incarnation come to exist—and, indeed, remains even after the fact, in the event that they do.

Conclusion

The approach of “Radical” Non-Dualism dramatically reverses the usual orientation to one’s self.  Yet, this difference is extremely subtle, for manifest existence remains exactly as it ordinarily appears, albeit with a significant change:  the ego is removed.  Put somewhat differently, the very idea of a bridge to God is actually a misnomer, for one already exists on the God love side of the bridge.  Consequently, existence consists of a bewildering paradox:  there is no bridge to cross to get there—you are already there.  The only real sense in which the bridge exists at all is as an illusion that must be eliminated in order for you to realize the reality of your true condition.

And, in that case, manifest existence does not appear any differently than before.  But the attenuating awareness and experience of that reality is dramatically different, offering a far more direct encounter with reality than otherwise possible.  This situation could perhaps be compared to the game where a poster is hung on the wall and the person stares at it until they lose focus and, in so doing, see images in the space between them and the poster—except that in the case of nondualism, it is the otherwise unseen images that are real, whereas the poster is an illusion.  Put somewhat differently, there is only a hair’s breadth of difference between the two.  It is only by taking one’s focus off the poster allows an unencumbered awareness of reality to occur.

Until that latter orientation occurs, one will essentially engage life from an ego position.  In other words, the usual understanding of love could be put like this:  the conditions under which one experienced love growing up (e.g., antecedent and consequent conditions, conditions of worth, oedipal complex) are those that allow them to experience love now, as they are replicated.  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.  But this considerably overstates the case.  It is not what you love that is the source of happiness but, rather, a far more effulgent gesture:  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, but to be love.  Yet, unconditional love is not easy to do, for it requires a profound confrontation with the very act of one’s suffering:

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….  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) (emphasis in the original)

A common misconception is that although love is in this world, it is not of this world.  Perhaps no single principle more fully captures the distinction between the sacred and the profane than this:  love comes from elsewhere than this world.  Consequently, spirituality is not about being better adjusted or espousing a better social ideal—even if for the admittedly useful purpose of getting confused and willful people to behave better.  Rather, the purpose of spirituality is actually this:  Enlightenment.  Indeed, the point of embodiment involves a perhaps surprising turn:  “The purpose of existence, then, is to transcend conditions.…  The physical is not there for its own sake.  It  is there to help you purify the deeper being, the deeper personality, to the point where you can Realize What Transcends even the deeper personality” (Adi Da, 1997b, pp. 55-60).  And, as a result of that process, eliminate karmic propensities—at every level of being.  


A direct implementation of nondualism is possible.  Some clinical interventions involve enhancing one’s awareness, such as focusing attention of one’s experience, engaging in imagery, or even mindfulness practices.  But these types of interventions all direct or focus attention.  To fully access or invoke God, one must reverse the flow of attention and put attention not on one’s self (much less the body or world) but on God—i.e., awareness and love-bliss.  And the reason for this is simple:  in so doing, one’s awareness travels along the path of Divine Being to the love-bliss that attenuates awareness.  Reversing the flow cuts out the middleman, so to speak, not only putting one in direct, immediate contact with conscious awareness, but divine love-bliss.  That is, “Radical” Non-Dualism is the direct perception of reality in its ultimate and unadulterated state—whether it arises spontaneously in the form of phenomenal experience or not.  As a result, one is put in a most auspicious position:

At first, this Realization Shines in the world and Plays “Bright” Demonstrations on the waves.…  At last, The “Brightness” Is Indifferent (Beyond “difference”) In the Deep—There, Where Primitive relatedness Is Freely Drowned. And, When “Bright” Self-Recognition Rests Most Deeply In Its Fathomless Shine, the Play of motions Is Translated In Love-Bliss, Pervasive In the Water-Stand—and, like a Sea of Blankets, All the Deep Unfolds To Waken In the Once Neglected (Now Un-Covered) Light of Self-Illuminated and Eternal Day.  (Adi Da, 2006b, pp. 373-374) (emphasis in the original)

As can be seen, there is no incompatibility between the grid and love-bliss awareness.  It’s just that ego love must be understood and lived within its larger, more proper context.  So long as attention is firmly directed toward and solidly aligned with love-bliss awareness, life will develop according to its most benign and auspicious possibilities.

Therefore, the recommendation of “Radical” Non-Dualism is to put attention on God, for this is the source of love-bliss.  As one surrenders and releases (i.e., transcends) their identification with the ego, the contents of the grid simultaneously align with the underlying substrate of love-bliss.  In this way, the prior reality of love-bliss naturally asserts its own, innate influence, aligning the contents of the grid accordingly.  And, as a result, one’s native state is revealed:  “Real God Is Reality, and Truth, or That Which Is Always Already The Case” (Adi Da, 2000a, p. 141) (emphasis in the original).  And, as a result, one’s well-being is connected to its greatest succor.
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